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Submissions from Parties

1. The Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the
Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP), at its twelfth session, invited Parties to submit to the
secretariat, by 2 July 2010, views on the topics to be covered and the organizations/experts
to be invited to the in-session workshop on the scale of emission reductions to be achieved
by Annex I Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or
jointly, to this scale (FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7, paras. 28 (a) and 29 (a)).

2. The secretariat has received 12 such submissions. In accordance with the procedure
for miscellaneous documents, these submissions are attached and reproduced* in the
languages in which they were received and without formal editing.

3. The submission from Spain and the European Commission on behalf of the
European Union and its member States** also includes views on paragraph 30 of document
FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7 and hence the same submission is also included in document
FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/MISC.4. Similarly, the submission from Brazil also includes views
on paragraph 29 (b) of document FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7 and hence the same submission
is also included in document FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/MISC.3.

kk

These submissions have been electronically imported in order to make them available on electronic

systems, including the World Wide Web. The secretariat has made every effort to ensure the correct
reproduction of the texts as submitted.

This submission is supported by Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia and the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia.
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Paper no. 1: Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Plurinational State of Bolivia

Submission

Views on the topics to be covered and the organizations/experts to be invited to the
workshop referred to in paragraph 29 (a) of the Report of the AWG-KP on its 12th

session

1. The AWG-KP at its twelfth session requested the secretariat under the guidance of the Chair
of the AWG-KP to organize an in-session workshop at its thirteenth session on the scale of
emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate and the contribution of
Annex I Parties, individually or jointly, to this scale.

2. Parties agreed the workshop should allow:

a.

b.

For a focused technical discussion on the quantitative implications of the
proposals and issues identified by Parties in their submissions; and

For further exploring a possible enhanced scale of emission reductions to be
achieved by Annex I Parties, emphasizing that consensus on their overall level of
ambition is deemed important.

3. The following topics should be covered in the workshop:

a. The quantitative implications of the following issues to the scale of emission reductions
to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties,
individually or jointly, to this scale:

iii.

iv.

The role of emissions trading and the project-based mechanisms;

The treatment of LULUCEF in the second commitment period, avoiding
loopholes;

The use of surplus carry-over of units (AAUs) from the first commitment period
to the next commitment period; and

Other issues that may affect the scale of total and domestic emission reductions
by Annex I Parties for the purposes of meeting their commitments under Article
3 of the Kyoto Protocol.

b. The enhanced scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties, in light
paragraph 3(a) above and the following elements, with a view to achieving consensus
on their overall level of ambition:

ii.

Appropriate benchmarks against which to evaluate the scale of emission
reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate;

The adequacy of proposed pledges for emission reductions by Annex I Parties in
light of these benchmarks with a view to limiting temperature increase to 1
degree ¢°; and



iii.  Means to raise the level of ambition of the scale of emission reductions to be
achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate.

4. Relevant benchmarks against which to evaluate the scale of emission reductions to be
achieved by Annex I Parties in order to ensure consistency with the ultimate objective of the
Convention and the principles of equity and common but differentiated responsibilities and
respective capabilities include:

i.  Responsibility of Annex I Parties, individually and jointly, for current
atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases;
ii. ~ The historical and current per-capita emissions originating in Annex I Parties;
iii.  Technological, financial and institutional capacities; and
iv.  The share of global emissions required by developing countries in order to meet
their social and economic development needs, to eradicate poverty and to achieve
the right to development.

5. The workshop should enable an informed discussion of the scale of emission reductions to be
achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or
jointly, to this scale in light of relevant factors including the ultimate objective of the Convention
and its Kyoto Protocol, the commitment of Annex I Parties to demonstrate they are taking a lead
in modifying longer-term anthropogenic emissions consistent with the objective of the
Convention, which includes the stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere
at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system and
the relevant provisions and principles of the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol including the
principles of precaution, equity and common but differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities. It should assist the Parties to move towards consensus on an equitable allocation and
use of atmospheric space with a view to agreeing the appropriate level of total and domestic
emission reductions to be achieved by developed countries pursuant to Article 3, paragraph 1, of
the Kyoto Protocol.



Paper no. 2: Brazil

Views on topicsto be covered and organizations/expertsto beinvited to the
in-session workshop on the scale of emission reductionsto be achieved by
Annex | Partiesin aggregate and the contribution of Annex | Parties,
individually or jointly, to this scale

Brazil welcomes the opportunity to provide its views on Paragraph 29 (a) of the document FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7,
where the AWG-KP invited Parties to submit to the secretariat, views on the topics to be covered and the
organizations/experts to be invited to the workshop in-session workshop on the scale of emission reductions to be
achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or jointly, to this
scale.

Brazil would like to suggest that the focus of the in-session workshop referred above should be on the
following topics:

e Explore possible ways to enhanced scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties;

o Issues relating to the transformation of pledges for emission reductions into quantified emission
limitation and reduction objectives;

e  Expected carry-over of units from the first commitment period to the next commitment period;

Brazil would like to refer to paragraph 28 (a) of the document FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7 in order to call for the
attention of all Parties to focus the technical discussion on exploring a possible enhanced scale of emission
reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties, emphasizing that consensus on their overall level of ambition is
deemed important. Proposals to address the implications of the issues identified in the work programme of the
AWG-KP, as specified in paragraph 49 (c) of document FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/8, should be considered only after
the focused discussion under the in-session workshop on exploring a possible enhanced scale of emission reductions
to be achieved by Annex I Parties. In order to save time and promote a focused and constructive discussion, Parties
should avoid to address issues out of the mandate of the in session workshop.

On organizations/experts to be invited to the workshop, there is a need to ensure a balanced participation of experts
and organizations from Annex I and non Annex I Parties.



Paper no. 3: China

China’ s View on thetopicsto be covered and the organizationsg/expertsto beinvited
to theworkshop referred to in paragraph 29 (a) of the Report of the AWG KP
on its 12th session

1. The AWG-KP at its twelfth session requested the secretariat to organize, under the guidance of the Chair of the
AWG-KP, an in-session workshop at its thirteenth session on the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by
Annex I Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or jointly, to this scale. The AWG-
KP further requested that the workshop should allow,

a. For a focused discussion on the quantitative implications of the proposals and issues identified by Parties in their
submissions, and

b. For further exploring a possible enhanced scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties.

2. China believes that the following topics should be the focus of the discussions at the workshop,

a. The quantitative implications of the following issues to the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex
I Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or jointly, to this scale,

i. the role of emissions trading and the project-based mechanisms,

ii. the treatment of LULUCEF in the second commitment period,

iii. the use of surplus carry-over of units (AAUs) from the first commitment period to the next commitment period,

iv. and other issues that may affect the scale of total and domestic emission reductions by Annex I Parties for the

purposes of meeting their commitments under Article 3 of the Kyoto Protocol.

b. The enhanced scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties with a view to achieving consensus
on their overall level of ambition. When dealing with this issue, the provisions and principles of the Convention and
its Kyoto Protocol, including the principles of equity and common but differentiated responsibilities should be fully
respected. In this regard, the following factors shall be fully reflected,

i. the contribution of Annex I Parties to the increased level of GHG concentration in the atmosphere, namely the

historical per-capita cumulative emissions of Annex I Parties and their current high per capita emissions,

ii. the advantage Annex I Parties have been acquired by the excessive emission from their industrialization and

modernization, namely their advanced technological, financial and institutional capacities; and

iii. the need of developing countries to achieve sustainable development.

3. With regard to the organization/experts to be invited to the workshop, China believes that non-Party organizations
which have acquired observer status to UNFCCC and have relevant technical experts that could present on the
topics in paragraph 2 above could be invited and/or apply to make presentations. The selection of
organizations/experts should ensure a balanced geographical representation with equal opportunities to the South
Centre, the Third World Network and other organizations from the developing countries.



Paper no. 4: Grenada

Views on topics to be covered and organizations/experts to be invited to the
in-session workshop on the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by
Annex | Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex | Parties,
individually or jointly, to this scale (AWG-KP)

9 July 2010

Grenada welcomes the opportunity to present its views in response to the request for views of Parties, if
possible by 2 July 2010, on the topics to be covered and the organizations/experts to be invited to the in-
session workshop on the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex | Parties in aggregate
and the contribution of Annex | Parties, individually or jointly to this scale. See document
FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7, paragraph 28(a). This in-session workshop will be held in conjunction with the
upcoming session of the AWG-KP.

l. In-session workshop topics

In Grenada’s view, essential topics to be addressed at the in-session workshop include:

e Scientific findings since the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report on observed changes in the
climate systems and projected impacts and risks of human induced climate change.

e Scale of global aggregate emission reductions needed by different time frames (2020, 2050)
to ensure that limitation of global average surface temperature increases to below 1.5
degrees above pre-industrial levels remains feasible.

e Fair and equitable contribution of Annex | Parties by different time frames (2020, 2050) to
emission reductions sufficient to limit global average surface temperature increases to
below 1.5 degrees above pre-industrial levels.

e Gap between the effective emission reductions that can be achieved by 2020 through the
pledges for emission reduction targets now put forward by Annex | Parties, and what the
best available science indicates is a fair and equitable contribution of Annex | Parties to global
efforts to achieve emission reductions sufficient to limit global average surface temperature
increases to below 1.5 degrees above pre-industrial levels consistent with the objective of the
Convention and Kyoto Protocol.

¢ Quantitative impact of LULUCF accounting rules on the overall effective environmental
outcomes of the current pledges from Annex | Parties. This issue relates to what the
environment would actually see, in terms of emission reductions relative to 1990 emission levels,
from current pledges.

¢ Quantitative impact of surplus assigned amount units on the overall effective environmental
outcomes of the current pledges from Annex | Parties. This issue also relates to what the
environment would actually see, in terms of emission reductions relative to 1990 emission levels,
from current pledges.

e Guidelines for the use of the flexible mechanisms by Annex | Parties, including the
guantitative use of the flexible mechanisms in meeting Annex | Party commitments.

e Ways and means to increase the level of ambition of Annex | Parties, to address the
enormous gap between pledges and what best available science requires.

Grenada believes it is essential to address these issues objectively, as it is plain that the current Annex |
Party pledges are inadequate in view of what science requires. Annex | Party ambition can and must be
increased through greater domestic efforts and changes in the accounting rules. Furthermore, increased
Annex | ambition in line with the targets that have been proposed by the small island states through
AOSIS, are technically and economically feasible and require the political will from Annex | countries.

II. Organizations/experts to be invited to the in-session workshop

In Grenada’s view, organizations and experts to be invited to the in-session workshop on scale should include:

Representatives of IPCC Working Groups I, II and III

Organizations/experts that can address the policies, measures and technologies that can enable the achievement of
a limitation of temperature increases to well below 1.5 degrees over the long-term.



Organizations/experts that can speak to the costs of the implementation of such measures
Representatives of developing country groupings that will be impacted by insufficiently ambitious mitigation
effort.
¢ Organizations/experts that can address the observed changes in the climate systems and
projected impacts and risks of human induced climate change.

Professor Terry Barker of the Cambridge Centre for Climate Change Mitigation Research and Dr. Brigitte
Knopf, Sustainable Solutions, affiliated with the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research (PIK), are
two experts proposed to contribute to bullets two, three and five above.

The Climate Action Tracker (Ecofys, PIK, Climate Analytics) can contribute to bullet four and Grenada
would also be pleased to contribute to the substance of the workshop.

1. Background

A. Emission Reduction Goals

With regards to global emission reduction goals, Grenada is of the view that Annex | Parties are to take
the lead in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. This requires that:

1. Global atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations should be kept at well below 350 ppm CO2
eq.

2. Global average surface temperature increase should be limited to well below 1.5° C above pre-
industrial levels.

3. Global greenhouse gas emissions must peak by 2015.

4. Global CO, reductions of greater than 85% are required by 2050.

To achieve this goal:

1. Annex | Parties collectively, whether or not Parties to the Kyoto Protocol, must reduce their
emissions by more than 45% of their 1990 levels by 2020.

2. Annex | Parties collectively, whether or not Parties to the Kyoto Protocol, must reduce their
emissions by more than 95% of their 1990 levels by 2050.

B. Scientific Basis for Annex | Party Emission Reduction Goals

Article 3.3 of the Convention, which guides both the Convention and Protocol, provides that the Parties
should take precautionary measures to anticipate, prevent or minimize the causes of climate change and
minimize its impacts. Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific
certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing such measures.

In the view of Grenada, in the context of this precautionary approach, the avoidance of further negative
impacts on small island developing States must be one of the key benchmarks for assessing the
adequacy of any global long-term emission reduction goal and for assessing the necessary scale of
emission reductions to be achieved by Annex | Parties in the second commitment period.

In December 2008, the AWG-KP concluded as follows®:

18. The AWG-KP recalled that its work should be guided by a shared vision of the
challenge set by the ultimate objective of the Convention based on the principles and other
relevant provisions of the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol. It noted the usefulness of the
ranges referred to in the contribution of Working Group Il to the Fourth Assessment Report
(AR4) of the IPCC and that this report indicates that global emissions need to peak in the next
10-15 years and be reduced to very low levels, well below half of levels in 2000 by the middle

! See FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/8, Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I
Parties under the Kyoto Protocol on its resumed sixth session.



of the twenty-first century in order to stabilize their concentrations in the atmosphere at the
lowest levels assessed by the IPCC to date in its scenarios. Hence the urgency to address
climate change. At the first part of its fourth session, the AWG-KP recognized that the
contribution of Working Group Il to the AR4 indicates that achieving the lowest levels
assessed by the IPCC to date and its corresponding potential damage limitation would
require Annex | Parties as a group to reduce emission in a range of 25-40 percent below
1990 levels by 2020, through means that may be available to these Parties to reach their
emission reduction targets. The IPCC ranges do not take into account lifestyle changes
which have the potential of increasing the reduction range. The ranges would be significantly
higher for Annex | Parties if they were the result of an analysis which assumes that emission
reductions were to be undertaken exclusively by Annex | Parties. The AWG-KP also
recognized that achievement of these reduction objectives by Annex | Parties would make an
important contribution to overall global efforts required to meet the ultimate objective of the
Convention as set out in its Article 2.

19. The AWG-KP noted the concerns raised by small island developing States and
some developing country Parties with regard to the lack of analysis of stabilization
scenarios below 450 ppmv of CO2 equivalent. In line with the iterative approach to the work
programme, the information referred to in paragraph 18 above will be reviewed in the
light of information received by the AWG-KP, including from possible further scientific
work on stabilization scenarios. [footnotes omitted]

The ‘lowest levels assessed by the IPCC to date’, referenced in the AWG-KP report, associate a
stabilization concentration range of 445-490 ppm CO2-eq (350-400 ppm CO,) with a 2.0 to 2.4° C increase
above pre-industrial levels, and estimate that to achieve such a stabilization concentration would require a
85% to 50% reduction in global CO, emissions by 2050, and a reduction in Annex | emissions of 25% to
40% by 2020 and 80% to 95% by 2050. >

The small island developing states have repeatedly emphasized that a 2°C increase in global average
surface temperature would be devastating to SIDS and jeopardize the sovereign existence of many small
island State Parties to the Convention and Protocol. For this reason, such a level of ambition is
inadequate under the Convention’s multi-lateral process. This concern is noted in paragraph 19 quoted
above,® and must be addressed in the establishment of Annex | Party targets for the second commitment
period.

In the view of Grenada, Annex | Party commitments in the Kyoto Protocol’'s second commitment period
must be consistent with global efforts to reduce greenhouse gas concentrations to well below 350 ppmv
CO, eq and with a limitation of global average surface temperature increases to well below 1.5° C
(Hansen 2009; Rockstrom, Steffen et al. 2009) .

Since the AR4, there have been a number of publications which demonstrate low stabilisation scenarios
that would limit warming and CO2 to far below the levels assessed in the AR4 (Vuuren, Elzen et al. 2007;
Knopf, Edenhofer et al. 2008; Rao, Riahi et al. 2008; van Vuuren, den Elzen et al. 2009; Barker and
Scrieciu 2010; Edenhofer, Knopf et al. 2010; Kitous, Criqui et al. 2010; Knopf, Edenhofer et al. 2010;
Leimbach, Bauer et al. 2010; Magne, Kypreos et al. 2010; van Vuuren, Stehfest et al. 2010; Vuuren,
Isaac et al. 2010). These studies all show that more urgent action is needed than earlier estimated. Most
energy-economic models are able to achieve low emission levels, but this crucially depends on early and
globally concerted mitigation, rapid up-scaling and feasibility of large-scale bio energy, high rates of
energy efficiency improvements, and availability of carbon capture and storage technologies (CCS).

? See Contribution of Working Group III to the IPCC AR4, Technical Summary, pages 39 and 90.

® It is also reflected in FCCC/KP/AWG/2007/4, para. 19 (Report of the AWG-KP on the first part of its fourth
session) where the AWG noted the possibility for further work on lower stabilisation scenarios.
The AWG-KP recognized the outcomes of the contribution of IPCC WG II on Impacts,
Vulnerability and Adaptation and that ‘the lower the stabilisation level achieved, the lower the
consequent damages’.



In keeping with the iterative approach to the AWG-KP’s work programme referenced in paragraph 19
cited above, Grenada believes the AWG-KP must now receive and take on board the results of more
recent scientific information and analysis that has been produced since the IPCC AR4 on:

e Observed changes in the climate system and projected impacts on human and natural systems
and likelihood of crossing tipping points in the earth system;

e Emission pathways and climate and energy policies that are consistent with the precautionary
approach;

e Projected damages to vulnerable countries and ecosystems implied by different levels of
mitigation effort and the timeframes for such damage.

Recent scientific studies (Allen, Frame et al. 2009; Meinshausen, Meinshausen et al. 2009) support
Grenada’s view that pathways leading to reduction of GHG concentrations to levels lower than the lowest
available for the IPCC AR4 are required from the global community to avoid catastrophic climate change
impacts on SIDS and to prevent the triggering of critical climate change thresholds leading to widespread,
adverse and irreversible changes in the earth system (Archer, Buffett et al. 2008; Greene, Pershing et al.
2008; Latif and Keenlyside 2008; Lenton, Held et al. 2008; Hofmann and Schellnhuber 2009; Kriegler,
Hall et al. 2009; Malhi, Aragéo et al. 2009; Notza 2009; Notzb 2009; Schellnhuber 2009).

Hence a greater than 45% reduction in emissions relative to 1990 levels by 2020 and a greater than 95%
reduction in emissions relative to 1990 levels by 2050 are required of Annex | Parties.

C. Recent Scientific Studies Indicate that More Ambitious and More Urgent Action is Necessary

The IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report reviewed and analysed scientific studies published up until the
end of 2006, and in a few cases to early 2007. This report already showed serious impacts for the most
vulnerable countries and systems (IPCC 2007; Smith, Schneider et al. 2009). Scientific research and
information accumulating since the publication of the AR4 indicates that observed climate change is close
to the top of earlier predictions, (Rahmstorf, Cazenave et al. 2007; Richardson, Steffen et al. 2009).

Many impacts have been underestimated, the timeframe for these impacts has been overestimated, and
carbon cycle feedbacks have not been well-understood and are likely to have been underestimated in
many cases (Boer and Arora 2009; Bonan and Levis 2010; Gerber, Hedin et al. 2010; Goosse 2010;
Schneider and Schneider 2010; Smith and Fang 2010; Zaehle, Friedlingstein et al. 2010). Arctic sea ice
loss is continuing at record levels (Serreze, Holland et al. 2007; Stroeve, Holland et al. 2007; Stroeve,
Serreze et al. 2008; Markus, Stroeve et al. 2009; Simmonds and Keay 2009) and complete loss of
summer ices could occur as early as the 2030s (Wang and Overland 2009; Zhang 2010), with substantial
climate consequences (Rennermalm, Smith et al. 2009; Serreze, Barrett et al. 2009) much earlier than
predicted in the ARA4.

Sea level rise. Relevant recent studies, among other things, address the observed rate of sea level rise
(Cazenave, Dominh et al. 2009), and the accelerating contributions of Greenland ice sheet melt and West
Antarctic ice sheet loss (Rignot 2008; Rignot, Bamber et al. 2008; Rignot, Box et al. 2008; Rignot and
Steffen 2008; Chen, Wilson et al. 2009; van den Broeke, Bamber et al. 2009; Velicogna 2009; Rignot,
Koppes et al. 2010). Recent projections indicate that sea level rise of well over a metre by 2100 can be
expected unless emissions are reduced rapidly (Vermeer and Rahmstorf 2009; Jevrejeva, Moore et al.
2010).

In the AR4 it was found that global warming of 1.9 to 4.6°C above pre-industrial levels would produce a
risk of substantial loss of ice from Greenland, which would in turn raise sea levels by some 2 to 7 metres
over centuries to millennia, and in this context, the AR4 found that rapid sea-level rise “cannot be
excluded” (IPCC AR4 Synthesis Report, 2007). Since the AR4, more research has been done which
points towards this long-identified risk (Mercer 1978; Oppenheimer 1998). Evidence from a previous
climatic warm period (119,000 to 124,000 years ago, when the climate warmed to around present levels
and a bit higher) shows that rapid sea-level rise caused by melting or disintegration of the ice sheets has
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occurred before. During that period, sea levels stood at 4 to 6 metres higher than at present, and the
rates of sea-level rise averaged 1.6m/century (Rohling, Grant et al. 2008; Kopp, Simons et al. 2009).

Recent research on the relationship between Antarctic temperatures and global sea level over the last
520,000 years indicates that multi-metre increases in sea level over the next centuries are very likely
even from warming levels of 2°C, due to the loss of ice from the ice sheets (Rohling, Grant et al. 2009).
Acceleration of ice loss from one of the key glaciers draining the West Antarctic Ice sheet in response to
ocean warming continues and points towards an escalating level of risk (Joughlin, Tulaczyk et al. 2009;
Scott, Gudmundsson et al. 2009; Wingham, Wallis et al. 2009; Jenkins, Dutrieux et al. 2010; Katz and
Worster 2010; Kerr 2010; Schoof 2010). Recent examination of plausible melting and/or disintegration
rates for the ice sheets suggest strongly that a metre or more is possible if not likely by 2100, and that two
metres cannot be ruled out (Rahmstorf 2007; Pfeffer, Harper et al. 2008).

Ocean acidification. Ocean acidification has emerged as major issue since the IPCC AR4 (Denman,
Brasseur et al. 2007 in IPCC AR4). As CO, concentration in the atmosphere rises, more CO, is absorbed
by the oceans, increasing the acidity of the oceans. An increase in ocean acidity has been observed.
Higher ocean acidity reduces the ability of coral species to sequester calcium, which is vitally required for
growth and maintenance of coral reefs. Reduced reef calcification due to acidification has been observed
in the last decade and significant, reduced reef calcification due to acidification has been observed since
1990 in some regions (Cooper, De'Ath et al. 2008; De'ath, Lough et al. 2009; Tanzil, Brown et al. 2009).
Corals around the world are likely to stop growing once atmospheric CO, concentration goes above about
450 ppmv and will start dissolving above 550 ppmv (Cao and Caldeira 2008; Silverman, Lazar et al.
2009). Stabilizing CO, concentration well below 450 ppmv which could be critical for the long term
survival of coral reef ecosystems, yet current global pledges by both Annex | and non-Annex | countries,
associated with the Copenhagen Accord, imply 450 ppmv CO, concentrations being reached by the late
2030s in about 30 years (Rogelj, Nabel et al. 2010). CO, concentration was about 278 ppm in pre-
industrial times (mid 19th century), rose to about 355 ppm in 1990, and was around 386 ppm in 2008°*. If
multiple stressors are included, including high ocean surface-water temperature events, sea-level rise
and deterioration in water quality, a CO, level of below 350 ppmv is required for the long-term survival of
coral reefs (Veron, Hoegh-Guldberg et al. 2009). Impacts in the Arctic and Antarctic oceans are likely to
be serious (Beardall, Stojkovic et al. 2009; Fabry, McClintock et al. 2009; McClintock, Angus et al. 2009;
Olafsson, Olafsdottir et al. 2009). Deep reductions of global CO, emissions, peaking in the next decade
and dropping to far below half of 1990 levels by 2050, are needed to keep CO, concentration below 450
ppmv, and ultimately to bring CO, back below 350 ppmv.

From recent scientific studies it is apparent that far more ambitious and urgent mitigation efforts are
needed than those set out in the lowest stabilisation range referenced in the AWG-KP’s Report on its
2008 session. The lower bound of that range (at best a 2-2.4°C limitation in global average surface
temperatures above preindustrial levels and stabilisation range of 445-490 ppm) is not in keeping with the
precautionary approach. A number of studies have found that even securing a limit to 2° C is not likely
unless a stabilisation concentration well below 400 ppm is achieved (Hare and Meinshausen 2006;
Meinshausen 2006). And again, even a limit to 2°C would devastate many small island developing
countries.

Since the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report was issued, and since the materials underlying the report
were collected, many studies have found that climate change is happening more rapidly, and impacting
key natural systems more severely and earlier than projected by the IPCC AR4. This information must be
made part of the AWG-KP'’s deliberations on appropriate targets for Annex | Parties in the second
commitment period. Under the Convention, the Parties are to protect the climate system for the benefit of
present and future generations of humankind and developed country Parties are to take the lead in
combating climate change and its adverse impacts.

The Recent Literature list below contains a list of studies for consideration by the AWG-KP.

4 ftp://ftp.cmdl.noaa.gov/ccg/co2/trends/co2_annmean_mlo.txt
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D. Quantitative Impact of LULUCF Accounting Rules and Surplus AAUS on Environmental
Outcomes

It is essential to have a clear understanding of overall effective environmental outcomes of the current
pledges from Annex | Parties, in terms of emission reductions relative to 1990 emission levels that the
atmosphere would actually see, from current and enhanced pledges.

Decisions on LULUCF accounting rules and on the treatment of surplus assigned amount units will
have a substantial quantitative impact on the overall effective environmental outcomes that can be
achieved from Annex | Party pledges. The potential effect of full use and trading of surplus assigned
amount units on emission reductions by Annex | in aggregate is illustrated in Figure 1.

At the June session of the AWG-KP, AOSIS had put before the AWG-KP a table that indicates the
effective environmental outcomes that may be achieved from Annex | Parties’ proposed pledges.
Grenada fully supports and reiterates the issues raised therein.

In sum, aggregate Annex | reductions below 1990 levels by 2020, from pledges that have now been
made, are estimated to result in a 12 to 18% reduction in industrial emissions, before accounting for
deforestation and land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF). Inclusion of Parties’ preferred
options for accounting for LULUCF, and deforestation in 1990 where that applies, would reduce the
estimated effective reductions to 7 to 13% below 1990 levels by 2020.

Where pledges by Annex | Parties exceed projected real emissions in 2020, surplus allowances (AAUS)
result. If such surplus allowances were taken out of the trading system (i.e. not transferred to other
Parties), aggregate effective reductions by Annex | Parties 2020 would be improved to 10 to 17% below
1990 emissions, depending on the business as usual scenario assumed. If expected surplus allowances
from the first commitment period are carried over to the second commitment period and transferred to
other Parties, effective reductions by 2020 would deteriorate by about 6% (compared to 1990
emissions).

Figure 1. Potential effect of surplus assighed amount units (AAUs) on Annex | allowed
emissions in 2020
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Figure 1 illustrates the potential effect of surplus assigned amount units (AAUs) on Annex | allowed

emissions in 2020. The vertical bar at the far left represents a 0% reduction below 1990 emission levels.
The two vertical bars on the far right illustrate reductions implied by IPCC AR4 emission scenarios limiting

global warming to between 2 and 2.4°C (blue), and the more than 45% reduction below 1990 levels

proposed by AOSIS (green) to limit global warming to below 1.5 °C, respectively.

In between, the second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth vertical bars each represent a reduction below 1990

emission levels under current Annex | pledges for 2020, if credits are added or subtracted as specified for

each column. Blue arrows pointing down indicate reductions from 1990 emission levels; red arrows

indicate a change in these reductions due to the addition or subtraction of credits from one column to the

next. The shaded areas at the top of each column represent the fact that certain pledges have been
given in ranges. These numbers represent aggregate Annex | emission reduction pledges as of 3 June

2010. Data source: CRF (2009).(UNFCCC AWG-KP Submissions 2009: see
http://unfccc.int/national_reports/
annex_i_ghg_inventories/national_inventories_submissions/items/4771.php )

IV.Conclusion

Much has changed since the IPCC issued its Fourth Assessment Report and since the AWG-KP adopted its
Vienna conclusions. New scientific information is available with direct relevance to the scale of
emission reductions to be achieved by Annex | Parties in aggregate and the contribution
of Annex | Parties, individually or jointly to this scale. New low stabilization scenarios,
beyond those considered by the IPCC AR4, are also now available for consideration.

There is a widening gap between proposed pledges for post-2012 commitments from Annex | Parties
under the Kyoto Protocol, and what best available science clearly requires. Accordingly,
there is a more pressing need to identify ways to increase the level of ambition of Annex
| Parties in the Kyoto Protocol’'s second commitment period.

Grenada looks forward to active participation in the upcoming in-session workshop on the topics highlighted
above.
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Submission by Grenada

Additional views on topics to be covered in the in-session workshop on the scale
of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex | Parties in aggregate and the
contribution of Annex | Parties, individually or jointly, to this scale (AWG-KP)

9 July 2010

This submission responds to the AWG-KP’s call for the submission of views of Parties in
paragraph 28(a) of document FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7, on the topics to be covered at the
upcoming in-session workshop on the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex |
Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex | Parties, individually or jointly to this scale.

Over 100 state parties have called for at least a 45% reduction from Annex | Parties in
aggregate by 2020 as a fair and necessary contribution to global efforts to limit global average
surface temperature increases to well below a 1.5 degree Celsius rise over pre-industrial levels
over the long-term and for stabilisation of greenhouse gas concentrations at well below 350
ppmv of CO» equivalent.

One of the topics that Grenada has recommended for consideration at the in-session workshop
is the "Gap between the effective emission reductions that can be achieved by 2020 through
the pledges for emission reduction targets now put forward by Annex | Parties, and what the
best available science indicates is a fair and equitable contribution of Annex | Parties to global
efforts to achieve emission reductions sufficient to limit global average surface temperature
increases to below 1.5 degrees above pre-industrial levels consistent with the objective of the
Convention and Kyoto Protocol".

In support of this recommendation, Grenada has compiled the table below and supporting
information to provide all Parties with an estimate of the aggregate emission reductions by 2020
that would result from the implementation of current pledges for emission reductions and related
assumptions by Annex | Parties to the Convention. This is done to highlight the environmental
outcomes of these pledges relative to 1990 emission levels.

In sum, aggregate Annex | reductions below 1990 levels by 2020, from pledges that have now
been made, are estimated to result in a 12 to 18% reduction in industrial emissions, before
accounting for deforestation and land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF). Inclusion of
Parties’ preferred options for accounting for LULUCF, and deforestation in 1990 where that
applies, would reduce the estimated effective reductions from current Annex | Party pledges to 7
to 13% below 1990 levels by 2020.

Where pledges by Annex | Parties exceed projected real emissions in 2020, surplus
allowances (AAUs) result. If such surplus allowances were taken out of the trading system (i.e.
not transferred to other Parties), aggregate effective reductions by Annex | Parties 2020 would
be improved to 10 to 17% below 1990 emissions, depending on the business as usual
scenario assumed. If expected surplus allowances from the first commitment period are carried
over to the second commitment period and transferred to other Parties, effective reductions by
2020 would deteriorate by about 6% (compared to 1990 emissions).

This submission is elaborates on the underlying data and data sources used for the three-slide
presentation made on 8 June 2010 by Micronesia on behalf of AOSIS during the twelfth session
of the AWG-KP, a presentation which Grenada endorses. This presentation may be found at
http://unfccc.int/kyoto protocol/items/4577.php (AOSIS) and

http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad k

rking groups/kp/application/pdf/acsis awgkp12.pdf
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as of 4 June 2010
compiled by Grenada

Aggregate Annex | reductions for 2020

This table aims to provide an accessible overview of the effects of the proposed targets Annex |
Parties have provided for 2020 relative to 1990 emission levels, taking into account Kyoto
Protocol Article 3.7 where it applies, and the land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF)

activities or accounting options proposed by Parties under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 of the Protocol.
This table compares pledges to 1990 GHG emissions excluding LULUCF. Column 2 below
shows Parties’ commitments in the Kyoto Protocol’s first commitment period, for comparison

purposes.
Annex | Party’ Kyoto Proposed 2020 Proposed Proposed Article 3.7 LULUCF Effective
Target | reduction target Inclusion 2020 target addition to credits in 2020 target
for of relative to 2020 allowed 2020 relative to
2008- LULUCF? 1990 (and emissions, relative to 1990°
2012 before relative to 1990° (%) (%)
relative LULUCF 1990 (%)"
to 1990 accounting)
(%) (%)*
(1) (2) ()] 4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Kyoto Parties
Australia +8 5-(15) - 25% below Y +1310 -1 +36 to +28' -18° +30 to -1
2000
Belarus -8° 5-10% below 1990 Y 50 -10 - 19 5to-10
Canada -6 17% below 2005 Y +3 - o +3
Croatia 5 5% below 1990™ Y 5 - - -5
EU27 -8 20-30% below 1990 NY™ -20t0 -30 0 0° -20 to -30
Iceland +10 15-30% below 1990 Y -15t0 -30 - +17° -14 to -29
Japan 6 25% below 1990 Y -25 - 0" -25
Kazakhstan 0’ 15% below 1992 - -10 - B -10
Liechtenstein -8 20-30% below 1990 N -20 10 -30 - 0 -20 to -30
Monaco -8 20-30% below 1990 N -20 t0 -30 - 0 -20 to -30
New Zealand 0 10-20% below 1990 ¥ -10 to -20 - +25™ +151t0 +5
Norway +1 30-40% below 1990 Y -30 to -40 - +10% -20 to -30
Russian 0 15-25% below 1990 Y -1510-25 - +13% -2 to-12
Federation
Switzerland -8 20-30% below 1990 Y -20 to -30 : +1%# -1910 -29
Ukraine 0 20% below 1990 Y -20 - +2% -18
Sub-total Aggregate Kyoto -17 to -256 +1 +3 -12 to -21
Parties in Annex |
Non-Kyoto -7 17% below 2005 i -3 Does not +7° +3
Parties ** apply
Aggregate Annex |
Total -5% reductions from -12to -18 +1 +4 -7 to -13
1990 levels*
IPCC -2510 40 -2510 40
AOSIS >-45 >-45

Note: Columns 5, 6 and 7 when added together produce the effective 2020 target relative to 1990 in column 8;

small differences are due to rounding.

*Excluding Turkey.




Assumptions

Annex | Party pledges and/or targets are drawn from the ‘Compilation of pledges for emission
reductions and related assumptions provided by Parties to date and the associated emission
reductions’ (FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/INF.1) and information submitted by Parties for inscription in
Appendix | to the Copenhagen Accord (http://unfcce.int/home/items/5264.php, March 10 2010).

The table incorporates alterations made to emission reduction pledges and/or targets since
2009. Canada has reduced its pledge from a previous 20% reduction against 2006 levels to
17% reduction from 2005 levels (equivalent to a change from a 3% reduction against 1990
levels, to an increase of 3% above 1990 levels); Monaco and Iceland have both enhanced their
pledges, from a 20% to a 30% reduction below 1990 levels by 2020. The table includes
Kazakhstan's announced emission reduction target.

For three Parties — Belarus, the Russian Federation and the Ukraine — business as usual
emissions for 2020 are projected to be below the levels of the proposed targets for 2020 for a
number of combinations of low and high targets with different business as usual emissions
projections. Estimated emissions used here include an assessment of current mitigation
policies in effect and the consequences of the recent financial recession according to PRIMAP
Baseline Reference, Potsdam Real-time Integrated Model for Probabilistic Assessment of
Emission Paths (PRIMAP), www.primap.org at http:/sites google.com/a/primap.org/www/the-
primap-model/documentation/baselines.

LULUCF data sources for calculating LULUCF options for Parties are based on informal data
submissions provided to the AWG-KP from September to November 2009, available at:
http://unfcce.int/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/kp/items/4907 .php. For Parties that did not
submit data, assumptions on calculating the Kyoto Protocol’'s LULUCF activities were made
through data proxies estimated using the CRF2009 tables:

http://unfccc.int/national reports/annex i ghg inventories/national inventories submissions/ite
ms/4771.php.

Calculations have been made in accordance with the provisions of the Kyoto Protocol and
relevant decisions of the CMP. However, the implications of Article 3.5 (which allows alternative
base years for countries with economies in transition) and Article 3.8 (which allows Parties to
choose to use either 1990 or 1995 as their base year for fluorinated gases) have not been
calculated in this table. Further details of assumptions used are provided in the endnotes at the
end of this document.

Explanatory Notes

The above table is intended to facilitate comparison of proposed targets for 2020 with the
reduction ranges expressed in the IPCC AR4 and the AOSIS proposal for an aggregate
reduction by Annex | Parties of their emissions by at least 45% below 1990 levels by 2020.

Under the Kyoto Protacol's Article 3.1 national targets (quantified emission limitation and
reduction commitments) are set out in Annex B as a percentage of 1990 emissions (or another
base year for economies in transition as defined in Article 3.5) excluding emissions or removals
from land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF). These targets are then used to
calculate assigned amounts for the commitment period.

Assigned amounts are calculated taking into account other provisions of Article 3 of the Kyoto
Protocol. The LULUCF provisions of Article 3.3 and 3.4 permit Parties to add their accounted
sinks (‘removals’) from the LULUCF sector (or debit where there is a net emission) to their
assigned amount for the period of concern. This amounts to an aggregate 4% credit by 2020,
based on the LULUCF accounting preferences by all Annex | Parties.
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Article 3.7 allows Parties that have a net source of emissions from their land-use change and
forestry sector in 1990 to add their emissions from land-use change (i.e. deforestation) to their
base year for the purposes of calculating their assigned amount. If this provision continues to
apply in a second commitment period, it would reduce the effective aggregate Annex | 2020
emission reductions by about 1%.

Article 3.13 allows Parties to transfer unused or “surplus” assigned amount units (AAUs) into
subsequent commitment periods if their emissions in a given commitment period are less than
their assigned amount, which they may then either use or transfer to other Parties -- with the net
result that overall allowed emissions in 2020 would be higher than if this carryover did not occur.
Surplus AAUs that are carried forward, or transferred to other Annex | Parties, effectively
increase the overall carbon budget available to Annex | Parties. It is estimated that the
application of Article 3.13 in the second commitment period could add approximately 10 GtCO,e
to allowed emissions of Annex | Parties in the second commitment period, effectively adding
about 6% to the aggregate allowed emissions for Annex | Parties in 2020. See figure below.

If, for the period after 2012, Parties that are expected to have surplus emissions (Russia,
Belarus and Ukraine) are not permitted to transfer their surplus AAUs, then the aggregate
effective Annex | targets (Col. 8) would be increased to 10-14% below 1990 emission levels by
2020 for the highest business-as-usual case, and increased to 13-17% for the lowest business-
as-usual case. This does not include carryover of surplus AAUs from the first commitment
period, which would reduce the effective target by about 6%.

An estimate of the expected future emissions from Annex | Parties is required to calculate
surplus AAUs at the end of the 2008-2012 period, as well as for the period of 2013 to 2020.
Estimated emissions used here include an assessment of current mitigation policies in effect
and the consequences of the recent financial recession according to PRIMAP Baseline
Reference, Potsdam Real-time Integrated Model for Probabilistic Assessment of Emission Paths
(PRIMAP), www.primap.org at http://sites.google.com/a/primap.org/www/the-primap-
model/documentation/baselines.

Potential Combined Impact of LULUCF Rules and Surplus

Figure 1 below relates directly to the table above and illustrates the potential combined impact
of LULUCF rules and surplus AAUs on the effective emission reductions that may be achieved
through current Annex | Party pledges.

The figure shows, schematically, how the pledges proposed for 2020 (Column 3 in the table
above), when presented relative to 1990 GHG emission levels excluding LULUCF (Column 5 in
the table above), and calculated taking into account Article 3.7 (Column 6 in the table above),
and LULUCF credits (Column 7), yield an effective 2020 target relative to 1990 emission levels
(Column 8 in the table above). This effective target is shown in the third vertical bar in Figure 1
below.

Figure 1 then illustrates the potential effect of surplus assigned amount units (AAUs) on Annex |
allowed emissions in 2020.



Figure 1. Potential combined effect of LULUCF accounting rules and surplus assigned
amount units (AAUs) on Annex | allowed emissions in 2020
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The vertical bar at the far left of the figure represents 1990 emission levels. The two vertical
bars on the far right illustrate reductions implied by IPCC AR4 emission scenarios limiting global
warming to between 2 and 2.4°C (blue), and the more than 45% reduction below 1990 levels
proposed by AOSIS (green) to limit global warming to below 1.5 °C, respectively.

In between, the second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth vertical bars each represent a reduction
below 1990 emission levels under current Annex | pledges for 2020, if credits are added or
subtracted as specified for each column. Blue arrows pointing down indicate reductions from
1990 emission levels: red arrows indicate a change in these reductions due to the addition or
subtraction of credits from one column to the next. The shaded areas at the top of each column
represent the fact that certain pledges have been given in ranges. These numbers represent
aggregate Annex | emission reduction pledges as of 3 June 2010. Data source: CRF (2009)."

" UNFCCC AWG-KP Submissions 2009: see
http://unfccc.int/nationalfreports/annex_i_ghg_inventories/national_inventories_submissi0ns/items/4771 :
php
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Endnotes to Table

T Unless indicated otherwise, UNFCCC inventory submissions from Parties for emissions in the relevant
reference years (1990, 2000, 2005) were used to convert emission reduction targets and/or pledges to a
common base year of 1990, and thereby facilitate the calculation of estimated aggregate emission
reductions by Annex | Parties below 1990 levels by 2020. See UNFCCC, “National Inventory Submissions
2009",
http://unfcce.int/national_reports/annex_i_ghg_inventories/national _i nventories_submissions/items/4771.p
hp, accessed October 2009.

2 L ULUCF data sources: The data sources for calculating LULUCF options for Parties are based on
informal data submissions provided to the AWG-KP from September to November 2009, available at:
http://unfccc.int/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/kp/items/4907.php. For Parties that did not submit
data, assumptions on calculating the Kyoto Protocol's LULUCF activities were made through data proxies
estimated using the CRF2009 tables:
http://unfccc.int/national reports/annex i ghg inventories national inventories submissions/items/4771.p
hp.

3 Column (5) shows the target expressed relative to 1990) after the target proposed by the Annex |
Party concerned (Column (3)) is converted to 1990 levels, with both emissions in the reference year
(from Column (3)) and 1990 emissions assumed to be GHG emissions excluding LULUCF (Kyoto
Protocol Annex A gases and sources only). Note that LULUCF accounting is only added to a country’s
target if that Party has chosen to include it.

“Column (6) shows the effect of Article 3.7 on 2020 allowed emissions, as a percentage of 1990 GHG
emissions excluding LULUCF. The countries qualifying for Article 3.7 are Australia, Ireland, the
Netherlands, Portugal and the United Kingdom. Deforestation emissions in 1990 for these countries may
be added to the 1990 GHG emissions excluding LUCF to establish base year emissions for the purpose
of calculating the assigned amount (or allowed emissions) in the first commitment period of the Kyoto
Protocol (2008-2012). It is assumed that this provision continues to apply for the purpose of calculating
allowed emissions through to 2020. Hence the number shown here (Col.6) is the target for 2020 (Col.5)
multiplied by the deforestation emissions in 2020, expressed as a % of 1990 GHG emissions excluding
LUCF (Annex A emissions and sources). Effectively, this column illustrates the benefit obtained from
Article 3.7 in terms of allowed emissions in 2020.

5 Column (7) shows the effect of LULUCF accounting, assuming a country’s preferred accounting is
applied, expressed as a percentage of 1990 GHG emissions excluding LULUCF. Note that a positive
percentage means that the LULUCF accounting indicates a sink in 2020 and is hence to be added to the
allowed emissions of the Party, and vice versa.

% Column (8) shows the effective 2020 targets after including the effects of Article 3.7 and LULUCF
accounting: in algebraic terms Col. 8 = Col. 5+ Col. 6 + Col. 7. Note that LULUCF accounting is only
added to a country’s target if that Party has chosen to include it, indicated in the column “Inclusion of
LULUCF”. The effective target is expressed as a percentage of 1990 GHG emissions excluding LULUCF.
Note that numbers in this column may not exactly equal the sum of the components due to rounding.

7| Australia’s 2020 target is calculated from 2000 levels of GHG emissions, including 2000 levels
deforestation but with the provisions of Article 3.7 applying this target could be calculated as amounting to
-2 to -22% below 1990 emissions of GHG excluding LULUCF but including deforestation emissions.
However, Article 3.7 is quite specific in referring to 1990 deforestation emissions being used to form the
1990 base year emissions for calculating a Party's assigned amount. Hence a calculation using 2000
emissions levels is not consistent with Article 3.7. There is currently no proposed amendment
(FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/6/Add.1) of the second sentence of Article 3.7, which would change the base year
to an alternative base year (i.e. 2000). Australia’s deforestation emissions in 1990 amounted to 131.5 Mt
CO2eq, their deforestation emissions in 2000 amounted to 73.2 Mt COZ2eq.

Australia’s preferred LULUCF option is assumed to be net-net accounting for all activities.
(FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/MISC.11) and retaining Article 3.7 (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/MISC.8).

® Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol.

Belarus preferred option is unknown and there is little data for the LULUCF sector.

" Canada’s preferred LULUCF option is a forward-looking baseline for forest management, which, in
this case, produces zero credit or debit, based on their submissions in 2009. However, Canada has a
credit from afforestation/reforestation and deforestation activities based on publicly available submissions.
The Secretariat's compilation of pledges paper indicates that Canada assumes its LULUCEF credits to be
between -2 to 2%, based on a variety of LULUCF options.

12 Assigned amounts and base year calculated according to the Report of the Review of Initial Report of
Croatia (hitp:/unfcce.int/resource/dc 2009/irt/hrv pdf). Croatia's inscription in Appendix | to the




Copenhagen Accord states that its target is temporary pending accession to the European Union,
whereupon Croatia would take the EU target of 20-30% reduction below 1990 levels by 2020. In
November 2009, the Executive Board of the Compliance Committee made a decision on the Questions of
Implementation in Croatia that the "addition of 3.5 Mt C02eq by Croatia to the level of emissions for its
base year following decision 7/CP.12 is not in compliance with Article 3, paragraphs 7 and 8, of the Kyoto
Protocol and the modalities for the accounting of assigned amounts” see
http:.’lunfccc.int/fiIes/kyoto_protocolicompliancefenforcement_branchfapplicationfpdf!cc-2009-1-

8 croatia_eb_final_decision.pdf.

™ Croatia's preferred option is not known and there is only sparse data on the LULUCF sector.

™ Under a 20% reduction target, the EU27 indicates no LULUCF accounting, whereas under a 30%
reduction LULUCF, accounting is assumed. See endnote 19.

'8 Based on submissions in 2009, the EU27’s preferred LULUCF option has been calculated as a
reference level (BAR) with a band of +/-5%. The Secretariat's compilation of pledges paper reflects an EU
statement that LULUCF credits are between -3 to 3% based on a variety of LULUCF options. We have
estimated zero credits based on publically available data and positions.

6 |celand’s preferred LULUCF option is the same as the current LULUCF accounting rules for the first
commitment period.

7 japan'’s preferred LULUCF option is the same as the current LULUCF accounting rules for the first
commitment period.

18 K azakhstan's preferred LULUCF option is unknown.

' New Zealand's preferred LULUCF option is a forward-looking baseline for forest management, which
we estimate to produce zero credit. However, New Zealand has a large credit from
afforestation/reforestation and deforestation activities.

20 Norway's preferred LULUCF option is calculated as net-net accounting for all LULUCF activities
based on submissions in 2009. We note that in the Secretariat's compilation of pledges paper, Norway
states that LULUCF credits are 6% and these are based on the current rules. We have estimated a credit
of 10% based on publically available data and positions.

2 The Russian Federation’s preferred LULUCF option is the current Kyoto rules without a cap on forest
management.

22 gyitzerland’s preferred LULUCF option is net-net accounting for forest management, based on
submissions in 2009, and that is assumed here. We note that Switzerland's inclusion of LULUCF in the
compilation of pledges paper by the Secretariat states that present accounting rules apply with an
estimate of 1% to 8%. We have estimated 1% credit based on publically available data and positions.

2 Ukraine's preferred LULUCF option for 2020 is assumed to be the LULUCF accounting rules for the
first commitment period, however it is to be noted that this is uncertain.

2 Annex | Party that has not ratified the Kyoto Protocol.

25 pssumed to be use of a land-based approach, calculated as net-net against the UNFCCC LULUCF
reparting categories.
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Paper no. 5: Indonesia

Proposal by the Government of Indonesia on

In-Session Workshop at the Thirteenth Session of the AWG KP on the Scale of Emission Reduction to be
Achieved by Annex | Partiesin Aggregate and the Contribution of Annex | Parties, Individually or Jointly, to

This Scale

In response to the paragraph 5 of the Conclusions adopted by the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Further Commitments for Annex [ Parties under the Kyoto Protocol at its twelfth session,
Government of Indonesia wishes to submit its views, as follows:

1.On topics to be covered by the in-session workshop, the following issues should be
considered:

a.

how to increase the level of ambition of emission reduction to be achieved by Annex
I Parties, in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or jointly,
to this scale, taking into consideration efforts undertaken to date by Annex I Parties,
including most appropriate and possible instruments for reaching such ambition;

how to formulate further emission reduction target based on “top down” approach as
suggested by the IPCC under AWGKP in the most efficient way to avoid duplication
with process undertaken in other subsidiary bodies.

the most viable duration for second and subsequent commtment periods to ensure the
deliverable of emission reduction targets;

the meaningful measures on comparability of efforts in order to achieve the
aggregate emission reduction target by 2020, including the need to determine a single
and uniform base year (1990).

the use of LULUCEF activities to achieve part of emission reduction target of Annex
I Parties in the second commitment period, taking into account progress made by
AWGKP during its twelfth session.

2.0n organizations/experts to be invited as speakers/facilitators, Indonesia is of the opinion
that the In-Session Workshop should have comprehensive participations from the

followings:

a. abalanced composition on experts from developed and developing countries;

b. representative(s) of the IPCC, particularly the writers of the AR-4;

c. government representatives and independent experts that has expertise on, inter alia:
defining LULUCF, measuring pledges, bridging gap between existing pledges and
scientific findings on potential emission reductions, and assessing the comparability
of efforts; and

d. representative(s) and expert(s) from civil society.
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3.In order to address the implications of the issues identified in the work program of AWG
KP, Indonesia is of the view that the following issues should be properly considered:

a. how to address in an integrated manner the Other Issues arising from the
implementation of the work program;

b. how to maximise contribution of other gases addressed under Other Issues to achieve
the objective of the Convention;

c. the importance of reaching agreement on definitions, rules, modalities and guidelines
for LULUCF in the second commitment period; and

d. how to incorporate current performance of Annex 1 parties in achieving their first
commitment period target into a compliance mechanism that take into consideration
issues such as incentives/discentives and carryover.
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Paper no. 6: Japan

Japan’s submission on views and proposals on an in-session workshop at the
thirteenth session of the AWG-KP

Japan welcomes its opportunity to submit its views and proposals on an in-session workshop at
the 13™ session of the AWG-KP.

1. We need to promote the global emission reduction of GHGs to achieve the ultimate objective
of the UNFCCC, which is also the objective of the Kyoto Protocol. In this regard, although the
workshop is on the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate
and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or jointly, to this scale, it is indispensable to
elaborate our considerations on emission reduction targets and mitigation actions by all major
economies in a comprehensive manner. It would only have limited bearings as far as we focus on
Annex I Parties that are Party to the Kyoto Protocol and only discuss the scale of emission
reductions, its enhancement, and the contribution by them.

2. In addition, it is appropriate to recall that Japan’s mid-term target submitted to the secretariat
in line with the Copenhagen Accord is premised on the establishment of a fair and effective
international framework in which all major economies participate and agreement on their
ambitious targets. It has not been assuming a framework in which only Annex I Parties have
emission reductions obligations. Therefore it is not appropriate to treat the target in the workshop
as if it were submitted for the inscription to the Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol.

3. Japan regards this workshop as a forum for technical discussion at the experts’ level, which
should not prejudge the results of the whole negotiation under the UNFCCC.

4. Japan thinks it appropriate that the outcome of this workshop should be orally reported by the
chair of the workshop, instead of having a written report to be attached as an annex to the report
of the AWG-KP at its thirteenth session since there seem considerable differences of views on
the issues dealt with in this workshop and the elaboration of well-balanced written summary will
prove to be extremely difficult.
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Paper no. 7: Russian Federation

VBaxaemas ['-xxa @urepec,

B cootBerctBun ¢ pemenunem FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/7, npuHATBIMH Ha CECCUU
CrnenuanpHoi pabodeil rpymnmel MO JadbHEeHmMM oOsi3aTesnbetBaM Uit CTOpOH,
BKJIFOUEHHBIX B npuioxenue I, cornacno Knorckomy nporokony (CPI-KII, 1-11 utons
2010 roma), Poccuiickas ®enpepamus mpeIaraeT paccMOTpPETh Ha CEMHHApE,
3aIuIaHMPOBaHHOM Ha aBryct 2010 roga cnenyromue BOIpOCHI:

- X0z BBINOJHEHMsI CTpaHaMU CBOMX 00s3aTenbcTB Mo KHOTCKOMY NHpOTOKOIY.
OS¢ dexruBHOCTH KMOTCKOTO MPOTOKOIA B CHIKEHUH TI00ATBHBIX IMUCCUN MTAPHUKOBBIX
ra3oB. [IporHo3HbIEe OLIEHKM aHTPONOTEHHBIX BBHIOPOCOB MAaPHUKOBBIX I'a30B HAa MEPUOJ
2020-2050 roxp! B pa3BUTHIX U Pa3BUBAIOIIMXCS CTPAHAX;

- PacmmpeHue cnucka CTpaH, UMEIOIIMX KOJMYECTBEHHbIE 00s3aTeNbCTBA 10
Kuorckomy npotokomy. YopouieHue nporneaypsl IpUHATHS 0053aTEIbCTB;

- D¢ (eKTUBHOCTh UCHOJIB30BAHUS PHIHOYHBIX MEXAaHHU3MOB B IIEPBOM IIEpUOJIE
00s3aTenbeTB. [IpuHIMN «JOMOTHUTENTBHOCTHY MEXaHU3MOB.
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Paper no. 8: Singapore

IN-SESSION WORKSHOP AT THE THIRTEENTH SESSION OF THE AWG-KP ON THE SCALE OF
EMISSION REDUCTIONS TO BE ACHIEVED BY ANNEX | PARTIES IN AGGREGATE AND THE
CONTRIBUTION OF ANNEX | PARTIES, INDIVIDUALLY OR JOINTLY, TO THIS SCALE

VIEWS ON TOPICS TO BE COVERED

SUBMISSION FROM SINGAPORE

1 Singapore welcomes the in-session workshop at the 13th session of the Ad-hoc Working Group on
Further Commitments for Annex | Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) to address the scale of
emission reductions to be achieved by Annex | Parties in aggregate and the contribution of Annex |
Parties, individually or jointly, to this scale.

2 Singapore is of the view that the workshop will be a useful opportunity to discuss the mitigation
pledges made by Annex | Parties currently compiled in the AWGKP INF document
FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/INF.1, which includes information contained in Appendix 1 of the Copenhagen
Accord. This should aim at achieving greater clarity on the impact of the conditions attached to these
pledges and the aggregate scale of emission reductions that can be achieved with the same. Doing so
will enable Parties to better estimate the current shortfall to meet the necessary range of emission
reductions for Annex | Parties as indicated in the IPCC's 4th Assessment Report.

3 In this regard, the presentations at the workshop could also cover implications to the scale of
emission reductions to be achieved by Annex | Parties arising from proposals relating to:

(&) land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF);

(b) emissions trading and the project based mechanisms; and

(c) efforts and achievements to date, including during the first commitment period.
4 This would help facilitate a focussed technical discussion on these issues, and allow Parties to
explore a possible enhanced scale of emission reduction to be achieved by Annex | Parties, bearing in

mind the need to maintain the environmental integrity of the Kyoto Protocol in pursuit of the ultimate
objective of the Convention.
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Paper no. 9: Spain and the European Commission on behalf of the European Union and its member States

SUBMISSION BY SPAIN AND THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION ON BEHALF OF THE EUROPEAN
UNION AND ITSMEMBER STATES

Thissubmission is supported by Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of M acedonia, M ontenegr o and
Serbia.

Madrid, June 30" 2010

Subject: Views on thetechnical workshop to be held at the thirteen session of the AWG KP on the
scale of emission reductionsto be achieved by Annex | Partiesin aggregate and the
contribution of Annex | Parties, individually or jointly to thisscale.

Spain and the European Commission, on behalf of the European Union and its Member States, welcome the
opportunity to submit their views on issues relating to paragraphs 5 and 6 from the conclusions adopted at the
twelfth session.

The EU believes that during the last session of the AWG KP, Parties engaged in real and substantive discussions on
issues critical to advancing the work of the AWG KP. We had an intensive and constructive debate on the
implications of rules on the scale of emission reduction to be achieved by Al Parties, individually or jointly, and
have taken an important step forward in our understanding of the relationship between emission reduction
commitments and the rules.

The EU believes that we are heading in the right direction, but the debate on technical issues needs to be
taken further in order to increase the transparency of pledges; facilitate raising the level of ambition; as
well as to ensure environmental integrity. In this regard, we welcome the next in-session workshop and
we look forward to further engaging with colleagues in order to deepen our understanding of the
implications of the rules for implementation and emission reduction commitments. We were very pleased
with the joint meeting between the numbers and LULUCF groups because of the need to take LULUCF
into account when considering overall emissions reduction commitments. This is essential to delivering
environmental integrity.

On potential topicsto be covered at the workshop the EU believes that it would be useful to engage in a
discussion on how the current and proposed rules could impact the pledges. During our last session, presentations
made by some Parties, including the EU, on these issues proved to be useful to deepen understanding. Further work
is now needed in this context in order to advance our understanding on the impact of the rules and the transparency
of pledges. The EU wants to encourage all Parties, especially other Annex I Parties, to engage into this exercise to
have a more transparent and complete view on the scale of emission reductions and the overall level of ambition.
Therefore, the topics proposed for this workshop could include implications of: expected use of LULUCEF, efforts
and achievements to date and emissions trading, project based mechanisms and new mechanisms.

The EU would be willing to present its views on these issues again in the context of the AWG KP workshop if
Parties find it useful as well as on other issues that could have a positive impact on Parties pledges (e.g.
establishment of new mechanisms).

In addition the EU would like to ask the Secretariat to consider inputs for the Workshop from non-Party entities,
business and other stakeholders, as well as organisations and technical experts that could present quantitative
analysis on how the current and proposed rules could impact the pledges. Possible organizations that could be
invited to the workshop could include: Joint Research Centre (JRC), International Energy Agency, International
Emissions Trading Association (IETA), the World Bank and the OECD. Other experts with proved experience in
this analytical field could also be invited; this could include, inter alia, New Carbon Finance, Point Carbon, Group
“climateactiontracker.org”, etc. This selection of bodies and experts is necessarily indicative and non exhaustive.

In addition, members from the CDM Executive Board and the Joint Implementation Supervisory
Committee could be invited to provide some insights on whether their current work has potential
implications on the rules and therefore the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties.
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Regarding available data on expected use of land use, land-use change and forestry and on emissions trading and
the project based mechanisms, including expected carry over of units from the first commitment period to the next
commitment period, as well as related assumptions made when presenting pledges, the EU would like to recall that
relevant information has already been submitted to the secretariat, and included as an illustrative case in Annex II
of document FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/INFE.1 “Compilation of pledges for emission reductions and related assumptions
provided by Parties to date and the associated emission reductions”.
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Regarding LULUCF data, in December last year, the EU submitted to the UNFCCC data on forest
management reference levels. We would like to recall that we are currently working on most up-to-date
information available, with a view to make a new submission as soon as possible, so that the information is
available for the negotiation towards the next climate talks in Bonn. The estimate below is made using the
best available data at the time of this submission and might be revised when new information becomes
available.

The EU would like to reiterate that the EU 20% target does not include the LULUCF sector. In case the

EU commits to a 30% reduction of GHG in the context of a global and comprehensive agreement for the
period beyond 2012, the LULUCEF sector will be included. It should be noted that LULUCEF is part of the
domestic effort and should not be regarded as an offset-mechanism.

The contribution of LULUCF to the overall effort depends on accounting rules that have not been decided
yet. The EU made a preliminary estimate at the 12th session of the AWG-KP based on four accounting
options i.e. 1) Existing Kyoto Protocol rules; 2) Gross-net with discount factor of 85 %; 3) REF LEVEL
submitted in COP 15 (in May 2010 for Russia); 4) Reference Level = 1990.

The result of this estimate shows that the LULUCF contribution for the EU could result in a range between
net removals equal to 0.7% of 1990 emissions and net emissions equal to 2.1% of 1990 emissions.

Regar ding use of emissionstrading and project based mechanisms; the EU legislation limits the use of
JI and CDM credits to achieve those targets. Those limitations are different for different sectors and the
actual use of JT and CDM may vary over time so that it is not possible to derive a definite limit for any
single year, e.g. 2020.

However, for illustrative purposes, if one assumes that JI-CDM credits are used at an equal rate
over time, the total estimated ceiling for JI-CDM use in the case of a 20% target would be around
4% compared to 1990, or about a fifth of the reduction target of 20% compared to 1990. In case
the EU commits to a 30% reduction of GHG in the context of a global and comprehensive
agreement for the period beyond 2012, the EU legislation foresees the use of a higher amount of
offsets— compared to the case of the unilateral 20% reduction commitment. It is currently
foreseen that half of the additional reductions that are required could be met by use of JI-CDM
credits. So if the target is increased by 10 percentage points (i.e. from 20% to 30%) an additional
5% of reductions compared to 1990 could be met using JI-CDM. As a consequence the estimated
ceiling for use of JI-CDM could be about 9% compared to 1990 in the case of a 30% reduction
target.

In addition, according to the latest UNFCCC accounting report (FCCC/KP/CMP/2009/15/Add.1) the EU25
received the equivalent of 26.563 Gt in AAUs for the first commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol.
According to current data, the EU and its Member States are on track to comply with their Kyoto targets,
and in many cases they will have reduced emissions to a greater extent than prescribed under the Kyoto
Protocol (or the relevant EU decisions). According to the latest National Communication of the European
Union, expected emissions in 2010 will be 5.024 Gt (with existing measures scenario). Deducting latest
emission figures for Malta and Cyprus (as they are not Parties to the KP yet) this leaves about 5.011 Gt for
the EU25 in 2010. Assuming that emissions during the first commitment period would on average equal the
projected volume for 2010, the EU25 should expect to use a quantity of 25.054 Gt of their AAUs for
compliance. This over-achievement of the targets would result in a potential carry-over of 1.508 Gt from
the first CP.



According to the fifth National Communication of the EU, the Member States’ intended use of flexible
mechanisms is expected to increase the projected emission units for the EU-15 in the commitment period
by 93 Mt in 2010, while use of carbon sinks is expected to increase this further by 42 Mt in 2010. In
addition the acquisition of emission credits stemming from the flexible mechanisms by the EU ETS
operators is expected to increase the projected emission units in 2010 by a further 61.2 Mt. Over the five
years of the first commitment period this would result in 0,981 Gt of emission units. If this quantity would
be used for compliance in CP1, the EU25 could potentially carry forward an equivalent amount of AAUs in
addition to the 1.508 Gt estimated above. The overall carry over from the over-achievement of Kyoto
targets could therefore amount to as much as 2.489 Gt.

The estimates above are subject to assumptions and uncertainties which will need to be discussed in more

detail in the course of further work on this issue. Moreover, the actual impact on the level of effort implied
by further emission reduction commitments of developed countries will depend on the extent to which the
carry-over would be used for compliance in subsequent commitment periods.

The EU is open to engage in discussions on the impact of the quantitative information and data provided by Parties,
as well as proposals by Parties on options to address the implications of issues identified in the work programme of
the AWG KP for the scale of emission reduction to be achieved by Annex I Parties and for further exploring a
possible enhanced scale of emission reductions.
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Paper no. 10: Sri Lanka
Early Submission of information and views
This has reference to your letter no: ODES/SB32/10 dated 18 June 2010 on the above subject.

Please see below our proposals on "Consideration of further commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto
Protocol (AWG-KP)" 1 (a).

Topics to be added in the in-session workshop;

01. The diversities of inventerisation of Green House Gas (GHG) emission reductions excluding and including
LULUCEF, and effects of this diversity in calculating the total aggregate emission reductions.

02. Effects of the uncertainties in calculating the aggregate figure and a possible way forward.

03. Calculation of aggregate figures when pledges are submitted with different base years. The impacts of using
different methodologies in achieving real emission reduction targets in accordance with IPCC.

04. Existing gaps of current pledges and emission reduction targets set in bylPCC.
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Paper no. 11: Switzerland

SWITZERLAND

Submission on thein-session workshop at AWG-KP 13

In response to the call for submissions from AWG-KP 12 on the topics to be covered and the organizations/experts
to be invited to the in-session workshop during the AWG-13 on the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by
Annex [ Parties, in aggregate and the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or jointly, to this scale,
Switzerland presents the following views:

Topicsto be covered

1.

The in-session workshop should allow for focused technical discussions in order to clarify domestic
circumstances, issues of international burden sharing and quantitative implications of issues/parameters
influencing the scale of effective emission reduction achieved by Annex I Parties individually and in aggregate.
An improved quantitative understanding of key parameters contributing and influencing the level of emission
reductions may help to identify their individual potential in order to increase in an effective and efficient way
the level of ambition in aggregate.
To that aim, the topics to be covered during the in-session workshop should increase the quantitative
understanding on how the choice of approaches, facilitative elements and values of parameters influence the
scale of emission reductions and their achievement, individually and in aggregate.
Therefore, the list of topics to be dealt with should contain:
e Consideration of national circumstances of Annex I Parties and issues of international burden sharing
under which current emission reductions’ pledges have been done
e  Ways to transform the pledges made by Parties numerically into QELROs, taking into account inter
alia options on the length of the second commitment period and its starting point; quantitative
assessment if and how the options influence the level of ambition of emission reductions achieved by
Annex I Parties individually and in aggregate
e Quantitative assessment of the options for extending the scope of the Kyoto mechanisms under articles
6, 12 and 17, as contained inter alia in document FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/6/Add.1, taking into account -
to the extend of possibilities - inter alia demand and offer side
e Quantitative consequences of the options for accounting of LULUCF under articles 3.3 and 3.4,
individually and in aggregate
e Options - such as dynamic discout factor, restriction on seeling or buying of carried-over AAUs,
management of use in carried-over AAUs through tax - and their quantitative implications for dealing
with the carry-over of AAU on the scale of emission reductions by Parties, individually and in

aggregate

e Numerical consequences of the options for the basket of gases, including the GWP of gases and other
metrics

e Options for increasing the QELROs at levels such as those from the scales assessed by the IPCC in its
AR4.

Organizations/expertsto beinvited

4.

In order to ensure that the national circumstances from Annex I Parties as well as issues of international burden
sharing are well understood and that the pledges from Annex I parties are considered in this context, we suggest
to invite OECD experts.

As regard the scale of emission reductions, we suggest to invite IPCC experts, in particular those dealing with
LULUCF and modeling emission pathways, e.g. from IIASA.
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Paper no. 12: Ukraine

SUBMISSION BY UKRAINE

Subject: Views on the technical workshop to be held at the thirteenth session of the AWG KP on the scale of
emission reductionsto be achieved by Annex | Partiesin aggregate and the contribution of Annex | Parties,
individually or jointly to this scale.

Ukraine welcomes the opportunity to submit its views on issues relating to paragraphs 5 and 6 from the
conclusions adopted at the twelfth session.

Ukraine would like to remind that

v

“In the implementation of their commitments ... a certain degree of flexibility shall be
allowed by the Conference of the Parties to the Parties included in Annex | undergoing
the process of transition to a market economy, in order to enhance the ability of these
Parties to address climate change” (Article 4.6 of Convention),

Parties should participate in an effective and appropriate international response ‘“in
accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective

capabilities and their social and economic conditions” (para 7 of Convention Preamble).

Therefore on potential topics to be covered at the workshop Ukraine believes that it would be useful to
initiate a discussion on how the current and proposed rules, as well as the pledges could be applied to
the second period for EIT countries. Ukraine considers that specific approaches should be used for
determining commitments of each EIT country taking into account GDP level per capita, level of economic
disproportion, the vital necessity of economic restructuring, economically-caused population decline and

other factors.

The issues of LULUCF and use of emissions trading and project based mechanisms in EIT countries
should be considered proceeding from necessity that their further commitments shall allow to rehabilitate
economic growth and to meet their social and development needs.




