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Judging which technologies are appropriate for transfer may not be straightforward

LULUCF: From Magic to Miracles
One hundred years before the magic of 
LULUCF accounting, Harry Houdini was 
dazzling audiences with his ability to escape 
from handcuffs and straitjackets. In several 
articles this week, ECO has raised questions 
about whether Parties are creating LULUCF 
rules that allow miraculous escapes from their 
commitments. 

Today, ECO has learned from our Rus-
sian colleagues about a miraculous discov-
ery in a recent draft inventory for Russia’s 
forest sinks. In the sixth issue of the Rus-
sian Bulletin ‘Below 2°C’, Russian NGO 
observers expressed their concerns about a 
new-found sink amounting to 1 BILLION 
tons CO2 (http://antiatom.ru/ab/taxonomy/
term/19). In 2000 to 2006 inventories, the 
reported Russian forest sink varied between 
0 and 400 million tons. What changed in 
2007? Did Jack’s magic beans sprout new 
forests, instead of a beanstalk? Were sawn-
down forests miraculously made whole 
again? The “miracle” tons apparently result 
from an accounting sleight-of-hand: vast 
tracts of former “kolkhoses” (Soviet-era col-
lective farms) and agriculture lands, which 
were abandoned in the 1990s and began 
growing trees, were suddenly brought into 
the accounts as managed forests. 

These tons are real and that’s good news 

for the planet. These fast-growing forests are 
just hitting their stride, and they’ll continue 
to provide climate benefits for a long time. 
ECO hopes that these tons will be accounted 
for properly in the Russian inventory, by 
updating the inventories from previous years 
to reflect these unaccounted lands. Miracles 
sometimes have rational explanations. But 
their sudden appearance makes ECO wonder 
whether the accounting rules being proposed 
for post-2012 can deal with such surprises. 

Because Parties were allowed the option 
of choosing which land-use practices they 
would account for under Article 3.4 of the 
KP, they are able to produce these miracles at 
their whim. Moreover, they have no incentive 
to account for anything but positive credits – 
why account for activities that produce debits, 
if you don’t have to? Russia’s submission on 
LULUCF doesn’t assuage our fears: it calls 
for removing limitations on forest crediting, 
continuing voluntary accounting activities, 
and simplifying reporting. 

While these measures could stimulate the 
creation of more credits, ECO worries that 
they lack safeguards to ensure real climate 
benefits. Under accounting systems that allow 
them to cherry-pick the activities and lands 
in their accounts, Parties have an incentive 

Take Your Share
ECO is not amused by the game of ping-
pong some Asian Parties are playing with 
the famous IPCC Box 13.7. After a year and 
a half of referring to the IPCC lowest range 
scenarios (from which the Annex 1 25-40% 
range has been derived) as a useful way for-
ward, these Parties are now suggesting we 
forget all about them, since “the IPCC is not 
recommending these ranges after all”. 

ECO is shocked to learn that, after 21 
years, some parties are still learning that the 
IPCC does not make political recommenda-
tions. It is a scientific panel which leaves it 
to governments to draw conclusions. These 
conclusions of the ranges were drawn by the 
Parties in Vienna in August 2007: scrapping 
them now would bring us back to square one.

While these Parties are busy fighting over 
how the 450ppm pie should be divided between 
Annex I and non-Annex I countries, ECO would 
like to remind them about another IPCC box 
(since they’ve now learned what IPCC is all 
about). This is table TS.5., which tells us that 
even 450ppm CO2-eqv would not be guaranteed 
to keep temperatures below 2˚C. In fact, it could 
even lead to warming of 3.1˚C, which would 
effectively wipe out the Amazon rainforests. 

And in case you still thought that 2˚C was 
safe, you need to think again. In the light of 
today’s science, warming of 2°C would not 
prevent, with high certainty, dangerous interfer-
ence with the climate system. With just 1.5˚C 
warming above pre-industrial levels, increases 
in drought, heat waves and floods are projected 
in many regions, and they would have adverse 
impacts, including increases in water stress (for 
0.4–1.7bn people), wildfire frequency, and flood 
risks. Large-scale discontinuities cannot be ruled 
out even with less than 2˚C warming. Partial 
deglaciation of the Greenland, and possibly West 
Antarctic ice sheets could occur with warming 
as little as 0.8˚C above current levels.

So, guys, make your choice. In the end, it’s 
not about avoiding a slice of that 450ppm pie, 
but arriving at even more ambitious emission 
reductions – globally!
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Slowly, Parties have been filling in the frame 
in the Contact Group on Adaptation. While 
we have heard many sound ideas, mostly 
from developing countries, we still see no 
fully developed content for this framework.

There is still a lack of clarity on what 
mechanisms are needed to build trust between 
countries. Providers want to be confident that 
funds will be spent in a way that delivers ad-
aptation, and recipients want to be sure that 
the finance provided is sufficient, urgent, and 
without conditionality.

From our point of view, the Adaptation 
Framework needs to achieve three objectives:

1.	Ensure that all Parties meet their commit-
ments under the Convention and the Bali 
Action Plan, in particular the provision of 
finance by developed countries to support 
the most vulnerable countries in adapting 
to climate change, 

2.	Provide support for preparation and 
implementation of National Adaptation 
Strategies in developing countries, and 

3.	Ensure risk management and compensa-
tion through a Climate Insurance Mecha-
nism and a Compensation and Restitution 
Mechanism.
Priorities for adaptation activities should 

involve a comprehensive vulnerability assess-
ment based on physical, ecological, social, 
economic and gender-based aspects of vulner-
ability. We welcome that many Parties have 

spoken of the need to give particular attention 
to most vulnerable communities, people and 
ecosystems. 

We believe that National Adaptation 
Plans or Strategies prepared with the full 
involvement of civil society, vulnerable com-
munities, and the private sector would be an 
effective way of determining adaptation pri-
orities. These national plans would draw on 
existing experience and lessons learned from 
implementation under other UN conventions, 
traditional knowledge, and programmes for 
poverty reduction and risk mitigation. 

National Strategies would be living docu-
ments, a constantly updated compilation of 
sub-national adaptation plans and actions un-
der a national vision. They would include:

•	 Programmes to benefit from funds for 
technology and REDD mechanisms 
where they link to adaptation;

•	 Integration of adaptation into sectoral and 
national planning;

•	 Identification of enabling policy frame-
works;

•	 Needs for improved information , particu-
larly on climate;

•	 Needs for capacity building within all 
levels of society.
The proportional allocation of funding 

to each of these areas would be decided at a 
national level. 

The Adaptation Window of a future funding 

structure under the UNFCCC should provide 
at least 50 billion USD annually from public 
finance, delivered as grants by Annex 1 Parties 
in addition to their ODA commitments.

We see a strong role of the UNFCCC in 
supporting preparation and implementation of 
the NAPAs, sharing experience at community, 
regional and national levels, with support from 
existing and new institutions. Finally, there 
should also be an independent review panel 
reporting to the COP on delivery of finance for 
adaptation and progress in implementation.

The Bali Action Plan calls for adaptation 
actions “now, up to and beyond 2012”. The 40 
NAPAs submitted by the LDCs which have 
identified “urgent and immediate” adaptation 
projects are still waiting to be fully funded from 
the less than $200m now available in the LDC 
Fund.The Copenhagen Agreement must include 
new pledges by developed countries to deliver at 
least $2 billion from Annex 1 Parties for the LDC 
Fund to fulfill this eight-year-old promise.

Adaptation post-2012 must not be about 
incremental expansion of existing activities if 
we want to safeguard the lives and livelihoods of 
billions of people and the ecosystems on which 
we all depend. We need a fundamental change 
in the level and nature of support for developing 
countries, and Annex 1 Parties need to step up 
and scale up the financial resources and the new 
and enhanced mechanisms and institutions that 
will be needed to make it happen.

Filling the frame in the Adaptation Framework

to obscure the atmospheric truth, rather than 
provide transparency. Furthermore, if the 
“bar” concept moves forward, ECO wonders 
where Russia would like to negotiate its bar 
and on which side of the bar such miracles 
will lie. 

In 1909, one hundred years before Co-
penhagen, Harry Houdini published Hand-

Dear EU – Please Clarify…
There was a great deal of feel-good factor 
created today at the AWG-LCA with the 
EU supporting the G77 and China proposal 
and also committing to consider the Indian 
proposal for establishment of regional and 
international centres of innovation and net-
working. Such incubation centres will ad-
dress issues of accessibility, affordability of 
technology products, the best-laid provisions 
of implementation and modification, and the 
predictability of funds required for develop-
ment, deployment and diffusion of funds and 
overall the barriers related to the IPRs.

While the EU supported such an idea 
during the intervention, a big gap remains 
between ‘cup and lip.’ Thus we seek the fol-
lowing clarifications on its interventions:–

The EU committed to doubling its cur-

rent level of R&D expenditure by 2012 and 
quadrupling it by 2020. This investment in 
technology development would be done in-
side their own geographical boundaries, and 
the question of diffusion and sharing with the 
have-nots is yet to be addressed. 

Further, towards the end of their interven-
tion, the EU talked about the removal of bar-
riers. But they never explained what kind of 
barriers they were talking about. ECO would 
like to remind the EU that developing coun-
tries asked specifically for the removal of IPR 
barriers… and not just lip service. 

The EU needs to elaborate on its genuine 
intentions to ensure appropriate barriers are 
removed and a global technology and finance 
regime is ensured on the basis of Convention 
principles.

What a to-do over G77 nominations for  
AWGKP chair! AOSIS wishes to propose a 
well-known Caribbean gentleman, and the 
African rival camp goes so far as to get a legal 
ruling that AOSIS doesn’t exist. Ludwig would 
like to remind them that, if we believe these 
negotiations will be successful, we should all be 
wishing AOSIS a long and fruitful existence.

On the subject of chairs, Ludwig hears that 
the distinguished LCA chair commented yes-
terday that, while there is a ‘Fossil of the Day” 
for nefarious deeds, there is no counterbalancing 
“Man of the Match” award. Ludwig suggests 
MZC might reflect on his long experience 
with these negotiations, consider where things 
stand, and compare them to where they should 
be in the light of current science. He might 
then understand why there are no awards for 
heroism just yet.

Finally, Ludwig was a little dozy in yesterday 
morning’s mitigation group, but shortly after 
AOSIS’s promotion of a 45% reduction target 
for Annex I, did he hear a Saudi call for “no 
more than 40%”? If so, is there now a Saudi 
40% threshold below which no self-respecting 
progressive Party would dare to go?

cuff Secrets, in which he revealed how his 
miraculous escapes actually worked. ECO 
hopes Parties will fully explain their pro-
posals in contact groups and submissions, 
revealing how future accounting systems for 
LULUCF would actually work. This will 
take away the magic, but with the climate 
at stake, we can’t afford to rely on more 
miracles. 


