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The US Congress has been playing ‘hard 
to get’ on climate change for decades.  So 
when the House of Representatives passed 
the American Clean Energy and Secu-
rity Act (ACES or ‘Waxman-Markey’) on 
June 26, 2009, ECO got its hopes up ... 
maybe this time things would be different!     

But alas, it was not to be.  Ten days ago, 
the US Senate broke our hearts again, when 
Senate majority leader Harry Reid said that 
no climate bill would be considered this 
summer. Yes, things could change later this 
year, but ECO has its doubts. If the great-
est environmental disaster in US history, 
the warmest year yet on record and a presi-
dent calling for action in Copenhagen can’t 
change things in Washington, what will? 

As much as we’d love to see the full 
Senate embrace a strong climate bill, for 
now at least, it is time to move on.  The 
urgency of the climate crisis and the 
opportunity to make real progress to-
ward an ambitious international agree-
ment in Cancun means we can’t dwell on 
lost loves, but need to look to the future.   

Of course, even without a climate bill, the 
United States can still meet the timid 2020 
target it announced in Copenhagen. The 
US Clean Air Act gives President Obama 
tools to reduce US emissions and he is us-
ing them. States like California have poli-
cies in place. And other achievable new US 
laws on energy efficiency and clean trans-
port could reduce US emissions further.   

We’ve waited long enough and the  
negotiations are on the verge of agree-
ing key issues and mechanisms.  An 
ambitious agenda is still within reach.  

So if the US balks at negotiating a strong 
agreement for fear that the Senate won’t ratify 
it, the rest of the Parties should just move on.  

Time to Move On!
During Bonn II, much of the energy and 
focus that was lost towards the end of Co-
penhagen was regained through the positive 
and constructive exercise of going through 
the text in a focused and structured manner.  

Although occasionally lapsing into  
reflexively restating their positions, Par-
ties provided constructive input that 
led to advances on governance and in-
stitutional arrangements in relation to  
finance and a more developed text on MRV.  

Parties begin this third round in Bonn 
with some measure of progress and a fresh 
draft of the LCA text.  Also on the table 
are legal options on bridging the gap be-
tween the first and second Kyoto commit-
ment periods and information on the legal 
implications of a possible gap. In addi-
tion, the pre-sessional workshop last Fri-
day provides ideas for more effective for-
est accounting rules, just ahead of today’s 
in-session workshop on Annex I aggre-
gate and individual emissions reductions. 

While scenario notes set the general 
path of work ahead of the negotiators, 
how parties will approach the negotia-
tions is surely not etched in stone. What 
is more than slightly worrying for ECO 
is that this is one of only two remain-
ing weeks of negotiations before Cancún.  

COP 16 is just around the corner, and 
progress on the crunch issues that need 
to be finalized by Cancún can most re-
alistically be achieved if Parties adopt 
the current text as the basis for negota-
tion at the start of this session and be-
gin line by line negotiations this week.  

Parties should acknowledge that the 
progress – or lack of it – this week actually 
determines what will be possible in Cancún. 
Reaching a joint understanding on the form 

of the legal outcome must not be left for the 
final hours of COP 16.  Instead, it should 
be addressed rather urgently, especially 
under the current step-by-step approach. 
This is because the outcomes of Cancun, 
including the legal mandate going forward, 
will define the final outcome at COP 17.

While ECO sees the possibility here in 
Bonn of an important step forward to Can-
cún, the actual pace of negotiations and the 
overall level of ambition remain serious 
stumbling blocks. Instead of bridging the 
gap between the pledges in Copenhagen and 
what is needed to avoid catastrophic climate 
change, countries are backtracking from 
commitments already made. With some par-
ties tending to ease away from Kyoto because 
of minimal progress by the US, we are very 
close to seeing the generally acknowledged 
2° C global goal, let alone 1.5°, go out the 
window because Parties are hiding behind 
the lack of ambition by others, and the trend 
is starting to look like a race to the bottom.   

Putting Bonn III in this perspective, and 
while working through the different spin-off 
and contact groups this week, Parties will need 
to keep a close eye on what really matters.   

ECO gently suggests once more: strength-
ening ambition, framing and strengthening 
the legal character of the eventual out-
come, and ensuring that the end result is 
balanced, equitable and ambitious. When 
Parties aspire to leadership and commit to 
their fair share, others will follow, ideally 
within a deal that includes adequate crite-
ria to assess the comparability of efforts. 

Measurable progress at Bonn III to ensure 
the accounting gap is closed on LULUCF, 
as well as further clarity on other open 
issues, will build the momentum so neces-
sary for progress in Cancún and beyond. 

Momentum Needed at Bonn III and Beyond
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Annex I
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That there is a problem with LULUCF will 
come as no surprise to ECO’s readership. 
But what does this problem look like? The 
graph above can help visualise the problem.  

Annex I countries overall are planning to 
increase net emissions in the second commit-
ment period without accounting for them.  

The solid line in the figure above shows 
historical aggregate net annual emissions 
and removals for Annex I Parties from 
1990-2008. The average of these emis-
sions, shown as the heavy dashed line, 
provides a robust baseline with environ-
mental integrity against which to measure 
future emissions from managing forests.  

Instead, developed countries are propos-
ing to use baselines that will allow them 
to avoid accounting for emissions from  
accelerated harvest rates and emissions 
(the light dashed line in the figure below).  
The gap between these two lines represents 
the hundreds of megatonnes of emissions 
that could be released into the atmosphere 
and for which Parties would not be debited. 

ECO urges Annex I Parties to take full 
responsibility for emissions from their 
forests and honour their commitments 
to protect and enhance forest sinks and 
reservoirs.  Close the accounting gap! 

 
Today’s side event, ‘Close the 

LULUCF loopholes!’ (13:00-14:30, room 
Water, FIDMED) will have further details.  

The Climate Action Network (CAN) 
LULUCF Working Group will provide an 
updated version of its pre-session work-
shop presentation and additional analysis 

of alternative accounting methods and argu-
ments for our preferred approach with a view to 
advancing dialogue on these important issues. 

Minding the LULUCF forest accounting gap

The solid line in the figure shows 
aggregate net emissions/remov-
als from forest management in 
Annex I countries from 1990-2008. 
The heavy dashed line shows the 
1990-2008 average.
The light dashed line shows the 
aggregate proposed reference 
levels for the second commitment 
period. The gap between the 
1990-2008 historical average and 
the proposed reference levels is 
approximately 460 Mt CO2e. 
This analysis is based on Annex I 
Parties’ most recent submissions 
to the UNFCCC. We have included 
only those countries that have 
both submitted reference levels 
and for which historical data is 
available, and therefore exclude 
Belarus, Croatia, Cyprus, Iceland, 
Kazakhstan, Liechtenstein, Malta, 
Monaco, Turkey, and Ukraine. 
For questions on the methodology 
and assumptions, please contact 
Miriam Chaum, Environmental 
Defense Fund (mchaum@edf.org). 

Arctic Sea Ice Volume is an important indicator of climate change because it accounts for varia-
tions in sea ice thickness as well as sea ice extent.  Total Arctic sea ice volume cannot currently 
be observed continuously.  Observations from satellites, Navy submarines, moorings, and field 
measurements are limited in space or time. The assimilation of observations into numerical 
models currently provides one way of estimating sea ice volume changes on a continuing basis. 
Volume estimates using age of sea ice as a proxy for ice thickness are another useful method.  
Comparisons with observations help test our understanding of sea ice conditions in the Arctic.  
Excerpted from Polar Science Center, Applied Physics Laboratory, University of Washington, 
http://psc.apl.washington.edu/ArcticSeaiceVolume/IceVolume.php

Arctic Sea Ice Volume Anomaly and Trend from PIOMAS


