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The Copenhagen C&B summit in December 2009 did not yield the significant outcome that it was
intended to deliver. Although the Copenhagen Accprdvided some tangible results, the question

of whether an effective international regime on climate change caediablisheds becoming ever
more urgent. This paper will analyze on several different levels the outcome of the Copenhagen
negotiations andhe prospects of international action on climate change.

First, the COR5 summit is briefly reviewed in the context of previous efforts to address climate
OKIy3dSd {SO2yRx |GiSyGA2y A& RNIgy (2 GKNBS AyidSNNE
and energyrelated emissions that should be recognized as critical signals regarding international

action on climate change: (1) coal has been the fastest growing fossil fuel for the past 7 years; (2)

GKS OIFNb2y AyidSyairide 2 Fgy supp§ has dedd iRcfeasingiig the dast LINRA Y I NB
decade; (3) previous emissisreduction efforts have fallen short and emissions have been (and still

are) rising in almost all countries in the world. Third, a brief assessment is made of the domestic
circumstanes of the major players and their potential mitigation measures, followed by a

discussion of general impediments to successful international climate policy.

The conclusions of the paper will evaluate the skertm prospects for internationally coordinate
action on climate change.
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Introduction

To assess the Copenhagen €BPsummit in its proper context, it is worth recalling how
internationally coordinated action on climate change has progressed over the past two decades.
International climate changgolicy has never come easily. After the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (hereafter UNFCCC) was signed at the Earth Summit of 1992, it took
the Parties to the Convention another five years to arrive at the Kyoto Protocol, which was
subsequently not ratified by the United States due to concerns over its economic impact and the
potential loss of US competitiveness in comparison to that of emerging developing countries such as
China and India.

Although the Kyoto Protocol was signed1i897, subsequent negotiations about the details of its
implementation nearly stranded and were only concluded by the Marrakech Accords at th& COP
summit in 200%. Despite opposition from the United States, the Kyoto Protocol finally came into
force in 2@5t eight years after it was signedhe critical threshold having been reached by
wdza a Al Qa NI G A F A DCoiiskdéigy the Tnajaii &hsllengellEhit 2véde? dvabcome, the
Kyoto Protocol has been a quite remarkable achievement and to this day stammdss the most
significant milestone in the global response to climate change.

However, both the realization of the emission reduction commitments (by Aspexties) and the
follow-up that would advance international action on climate change have grow be very
difficult. Taking strong action is politically complex, as measures aimed at reducing greenhouse
gases necessarily involve an enormous range of issues such as energy security, energy prices,
economic growth, industrial competitiveness, techogical innovation and the environment.
Moreover, at an international level there are very fundamental differences in the stakes that the
major players perceive to have with respect to the negotiations on a climate change regime. Major
dividing lines run btween the developed and developing countries, exporters and importers of
hydrocarbons, and finally amongst developed countries themselves, regarding the approach that an
international climate change regime should take.

In the two years following the C@&R meeting in Bali in 2007 at which the Bali Roadmap was
adopted, there was mounting political pressure to create a successor treaty to the Kyoto Protocol at

'U.S. Byrd Hagel Resolution, 105th Congress, S RES 98, July 25, 1997.

2 Negotiations dealt with issues relatéal emissions accountinghe flexible mechanism and methods omcorporating

emissions/ emovals from land use, langse change and forestry. For a concise accountBerald Goldberg and Katherine

{Af OSNIK2NY Sz V¢ BStairmbleNdsdeimsnd Ecodysie®® addrCGlirtake Change Committee Newsletter

Vol. 5, No. 2, January 200%ailable online at:

http://www.abanet.org/environ/committees/clinatechange/newsletter/jan02/goldberg.htmBee also: Suraje DessEHie

Climate Regime from The Hague to Marrakech: Saving or Sinking the Kyoto Prdtgodé® Centre for Climate Change

Research, Working Paper 12, December 2001.

*ltisgenerally held K § wdzaa Al NI} GATFTASR GKS Yeéezi2 tNR(G2OadtheWgrld SEOKF y3IS T2
Trade Organization. Russia was easily able to meet its emission reduction commitment under Kyoto as a result of the

economic downturn in the 1990s.

[ dzO 2 SNNA y 3 TobustOfnate@ X W ORWNI 1 t Ay ISy RISt L \BlieSiyFdpsiNodeyibef 9y SNHE t NRB
2009; Stijn van den Heuvahd{ G SLIKIFy {f Ay 3ISNI I yRI W9ySNHE | y RhalehdeyimaiSyY . NARIAyYy3
ChangingWorld: Clingendael Views @lobal and Regional Issyé&3ecember 2008Coby van der Linde, Lucia van Geams

{GSLKFY {fAYASNIIFIYRZ Wxly T46FNIS yI N INESyHackly@ded A SY 3S2L12f AGA
Energy: @opolitics of &GlobalEnergyTNJ y & A i A 2 y Qléterdafodale Sfectaon2(H), biay 2008.
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the COPL5 summit in Copenhagen. Two separate working groups set out to develop a framework
that could be implemented after 2012, at which time the Kyoto Protocol commitment period &nds.
Yet already in the leadp to Copenhagen it became clear that it would be impossible to reach a
legally binding treaty on further emissions reductions that wouldehawscope similar to that of the
Kyoto Protocol.

The content of the Copenhagen Accord and other decisions that followed from thel E@®leting

will be discussed in the next section. However, we can note here that the meeting made only very
limited progress in bringing the various parties closer together and uniting them in an international
framework on climate change, leaving many crucial issues to be resolved by further negotiations. In
fact, the course of the negotiations and the procedural complexitthe meeting even led some to
guestion the viability of the UNFCCC as a multilateral forum for reaching an international agreement
to address climate changee.

Although negotiations have since continyeglith a meeting in Bonn in June 2010 and timext
UNFCCC Conference of the Parties (@6)Pscheduled for the end of 2010 in Cancun, Mexico,
progress has practically haltédr the moment.Whenthe limited results of the COE5 meeting and
current international action on climate changee contrasted withseveral broad trends in energy
use and emissions, the huge challenge that remains becomes apparent.

This, combined with the political circumstances of some of the nations that are crucial for
addressing climate change, makes the outlook for a successfuhétional climate change regime

as bleak as ever. While recent mitigation commitments and some hopeful trends show that a

transition to a more lowcarbon energy system is underway, the speed of change is still very slow.

Given the current status and dik of progress on international climate policy, the stabilization

scenarios expected to limit the globaSt LISNJ (G dzNB Ay ONBFasS (G2 wel/ @GAfT
materialize®

® TheAd-Hoc Working Group on Lotgrm Cooperative ActiofAWGLCA) included the United States as a Party to the

UNFCCC; thed-Hoc Working Group on Further Commitmentéuwofhex| Parties under the Kyoto Proto¢8WGKP)

consisted of Brties that ratified the Kyoto Protocol and included the United States only as an observer.

S YL GKSNRAYS aAalOKz2yalrAsr arlOKESE 1o [SOAS WKINBESRAAYIAdNDPESENFY (G E2NB
Relations, March 2010. Available at:

http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/IIGG_WorkingPaper 2_ClimateChardfe.p

” A broad and detailed study on climate change policy measures conducted Wyoitie Energy Counaibncluded that

GLINBaSyid LItAOASE (2 O2Yo6rd OfAYlGS @ WbryBndrgyChdcil, Ehefigfang 3 (2 NARAS
Climae Change, 2007, p. 125.

8 UNEP Climate Pledges site, availabldiap://www.unep.org/climatepledges/ PreCopenhagen analysis of latest (almost

all) pledges: Niklas Hohne, Michiel Schaeffer, Claudiee,®ill Hare, Markus Hagemaand Christian Ellermann,

W/ 2LISYKEIASY: I RIBAYIRG S ER&IST G KS DI LIQ Befing Bapehr, &% Deegembef 2008.1SéeSlsd: v I £ & & G A
22NI R wSaz2dNDS& LyaiA-iEnbsSoh ReductbivRISEHE) S0 2 f2ANT 87 y2IF t!HVIYSSNE  C S 6 NHzZl NEB
at: http://www.wri.org/publication/comparability-of-annexiemissionreductionpledges
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COP-15 and the Copenhagen Accord

The 18" Conference of the Parties at Copenhagen did not deliver a comprehensive treaty that could
provide a followup to the Kyoto Protocol, as had beenvisioned in the Bali Roadmap. That this
objective was out of reach became clear during the course of 2009 and was officially acknowledged

gKSY tNBaARSydG holYlF 2F GKS ! yAGSR {GFriSa SyR2NBSR

Copenhagen at the AsiRacific Economic Cooperation forum in Singapore in November 2009. Yet
also when measured against the lowered expectations that were placed on it, the Copenhagen
summit did not fulfill the objective of striking a political agreement that could be trandlaito a
binding treaty in the near future.

Apart from the conclusions of the two Atc Working Groups to continue their work until GOF

and decisions on some minor administrative issues, the only significant result was the Copenhagen
Accord, which wa negotiated in the final stages of the summit by the United States, Brazil, South
Africa, India and China. We will briefly review its main content b&low.

The only explicitly quantified target in the Copenhagen Accord is the goal of limiting a global

temperature increase to a maximum of 2 degrees Celsius, this being recognized as a critical
threshold conform the findings presented by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

(IPCC). In effect, this simply meant the reaffirmation of a goal which Ihealdy been agreed upon

by both the G8 and other major countries (including China, India, South Africa and Brazil) at the

al 22NJ 902y 2YASa C2NHzy RdNAyY3 {rShafsamelpuininit, the Dy & dzY Y A

G8 nations already took further steppy calling for global emission reductions of 50% by 2050 and
pledging to cut back emissions from developed countries by 80% in 2050, in line with IPCC
suggestioné.l Although the inclusion of these additional objectives in the Accord had been
suggested durig the negotiations, they were left out in the final version.

The important step of translating this goal for global temperature into a target regarding global
emissions of greenhouse gases, both léegn (2050) and mediurterm (2020), was not takelf.

°See, forinstanceChrigsi A 'y 93SyK2FSNI I yR 1yiz2zy DS2NAASOY WeKS /2LI8yKEIASY
AYLIE AOFGAZ2Yya F2NJGKS 9! Qs /9t{ /2YYSyi(lINESZ up 5SOSYOSNI vnndodT
hdzi 02YSaQs ! yADBSNEAGE eB2P09{ 2dzi K ! dzZad NI t AL X wn 530S8Y0

Yoy {dzYYAG G [ Q! Dettardtiondf the leladers &f tha\MaforREcanomiesbdrum on Energy and Qtimate

M YWe diecognize the scientific view that the increase in global average temperature abewelpsérial levels ought ndb

exceed 2 degrees C. In this regard and in the context of the ultimate objective of the Convention and the Bali Acti@n Plan, w

will work between now and Copenhagen, with each other and under the Convention, to identify a global goal for

substantially§ RdzOAy 3 3t 20l SYAAEAA2Yy & o0& Hnpndé | GLAtlIotS 2ytAyS i
http://www.g8italia2009.it/static/G8 Allegato/MEF_Declarationl.pdf

YDy [ KF ANIDA& LIPdzY W NRE yeadérk Scodhiyd thé Kigndific 2igfivdn the need to kedye global

temperature rise below two degrees Celsius aboveipteistrial levels and agreed on a letegm goal of reducing global

emissions by at least 50% by 2050 and, as part of this, on anB@re reduction goal for developed countries by 2050.

They also agreed on the need for significantteidn targets consistent with the lorgrm goals and for global emissions to

NBI OK G KSANI LISI (Avdilable athet2/Aiww.oBitalialD @0 at/Atakid/GB ddlegato/Chair Summary,1.pdf

For the IPCC burden sharing scenaries Box 13.7 i€limate Change 2007: Mitigation. Contribution of Working Group 11l to

the Fourth AssessmeReport of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chahlge notion that developing countries

should substantially deviate from their baseline emissions trajectory is usually interpreted as aiming for 15% to 30% under
businessasusual(BAU).

'2|_et alone a rough burdesharing agreement on how to divide the required cuts in emissideace on further steps

debated but not taken at the G8 summit, such as specifying a base year in relation to the global emission cuts and the

burdensharhg of global emission reductions, Copenhagen did not yield any progress.
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This step would have been especially important in light of the increasing debate surrounding climate

science, as it would have implied some judgement on what degree of emissions reductions would

be required. An explicit target on the peaking of emissions mat included, eithet® Instead, while

endorsing the 2° Celsius limit, a botteup approach was chosen in which parties could list their
YAGAIFGA2Y 32Ffa Ay (GKS LIISYyRAOSa (2 +wiHeS ! OO0O2NRD
emissions targets for N HNé€ F2NJ RSOHSE 2LISR O2dzy iNASaz gKAES | LIJIS
FLIWINBLINRF GS YAGAIIGA2Yy OlA2ya 2F RS@GSt2LIAy3a O2dzyi
lists the pledges of the most important parties.

If there is one aspect in wtth the Copenhagen meeting is regarded by many to have provided some

result of significance, it is finance. The United States pledged to contribute tgltial goal of

raising US$100bmannually for mitigation and adaptation measures in developing coumstriy

2020™ Furthermore, developed countries promised to jointly mobilize US$30bn in the next three

years (201€012) for the Copenhagen Green Climate Fund. Preliminary information shows that the

EU, Japan and the US will be large donors, but it is stiitompletely clear how such significant
amounts of funds should be raisétl¢ KS | O02NR AGasStF YSyidArzya GKFIG aoid
a variety of sources, public and private, bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of

FAY Il y @&ng dasek, \etails on how the money should be distributed are yet to be decided

upon®

A small step was made with respect to transparency and the requirement for mitigation actions to

0S aYSF&adz2NF6fSE NBLRNIIFGES |y Balid&dhPrai Miidaths oawzx0 |
actions by non Annexl parties that benefit from international support will be subject to
international measurement, reporting and verification. Mitigation actions not receiving such
support will be subject only to domestic msurement, reporting and verification, but should be
NBLIZNIGSR GKNRBAAK ylFiA2ytf O02YYdzyAOlFdAz2ya SGSNE
consultations and analysis under clearly defined guidelines that will ensure that national sovereignty

is resp® (i S'RThebscope and content of these provisions and guidelines will still need to be
determined.

=N
S

BTheAccordy Sy iAz2zya GKIG aRSSL) Odzia Ay 3f 2061 f tiadbieskiodl® ya | NB NBIj dzi NBR
cooperate in achieving the peaking of global and national emissionsa 2 2y | & Ll2aaAof Séd / 2LISyKEF ISy 1 OC
“This goal was inserted in the name of all developed countries in Article 8 of the Copenhagen Accord.

Brag 2F WdAd & Hamns GKS LI SRISR 02y NA 6 dzii Ayaf pedodl), biitkthepal G201t &4 et ¢
burdensharing agreement between Member States nor an explicit statement concerning the additionality of the financing

was made pblicEurActiz w9 ! Of F NATASa OfAYFGS FAR LXFYyQS 1 WdzyS wamnT | B Af
http://www.euractiv.com/en/climate-environment/euclarifiesclimate-aid-plan-news494940 The US eamarked $1.3bn

for 2010 and requested $1.9bn for 2011. Japan committed to ¥1,750bn (approx. US$15bn) over the three period under the

Gl G2l Yl LYAGALFGAGSE Ay 5S0SYuodedNdhorey is cpiaditngl 2ppiSapblitchl @oackdo n n 6y 2 F  LJdz0
FYR aFFANI FYR STTFSOGADBS FTNIYSH2N] SAGK LI NGAOALI GA2Yy 2F Fif YIé@
LX SR3ISa NBtFGESR (2 OfAYFGS OKIFy3aS Oly 0SS TahazpBdgdsBw 2 2NI R wSa2 dzN
C2NBI NR 0& 5S5S@St2LISR / 2 dzyhitgNABaxEwd Brg/siories/aey F02/summanydimdtedinanicé | 6 € S G Y
pledges-put-forward-developedcountriesand http://pdf.wri.org/climate finance pledges 20106-05.pdf(version 5 June

2010).

'8 At the Bonn climate talks of June 2010, parting UNFCCCtizreBacretary Yvo de Boer stressed that whether pledges on

climate finance would be upheld will be vital for achieving any progress atthaiGOPAY / | yOgy ® wSdzi SNEZ W/ f AYl
YSe F2NJ/ FyOgy ¢lktlay ! &b duipswiw@FelsTomsarticelidUBIREGR21BRZA0DOOIOB Af F 6t S | dY

wSdzi SNB = @imatdScgréFacasS$BillionAdTS 4G Q> Hp Wk ydzZ NB wnamnd ! @At otS FaY
http://www.reuters.com/article/[dUSTRE600310201001P5f 42 a4SSY w20SNIaz {dFrRSEYLYyy FyR |1dZjz
FAYLFYOS LINPYAASY &AAE {S@& | S dzibith.2Awna iRd org&hs/ Mzl 7RAIED.pdir n & ! @F At ot S 2

" UNFCC@openhagen Accor@09, Article 5.
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The legal status of the Copenhagen Accord has been the subject of extensive distiLBsierto

the objections of a few countries, the Copenhagen Accordneasible to be endorsed unanimously
FYR ¢l a 2yfeée ay20SRée¢ o0& (GKS DSySNIf !'aaSvyofe 2F (K
the conference. Consequently, the Accord does not hold the status of a UNFCCC decision; in fact, it
is merely a politichagreement between its signatories. This has cast doubts on the value of the
pledges made. While targets declared within the context of the UNFCCC arguably hold more
authority and political support than do the G8 pledges, they are nonetheless merelyrsate of
intention and are not binding in any sense. From that perspective, distinction between the
different pledges by developed and developing countries listed in the two appendices is more a
matter of form and intention. The developing countriesveaemphasized the voluntary nature of

their proposed measures, while the matter of how pledges of both categories might be converted to
legally binding commitments has been left open. This challenge of integrating the content of the
Copenhagen Accord intihe UNFCCC touches upon another very crucial point in the negotiations:
the role of the Kyoto Protocol and the distinction between Anhexd norAnnexl countries in a

future international climate change regime. While the United States maintains thatKifwo
Protocol will need to be substituted by a new framework, the developing countries are strongly
against this. That an earlier paragraph mentioning a deadline in 2010 for agreeing upon a binding
treaty was removed from the Accord can be interpreted aasignal concerning the shetrm
prospects of achieving a compromise on this critical issue.

All'in all, it remains very uncertain whether the Accord provides enough common ground to make it

a potential starting point for a new international frameworn climate change. First, the

negotiations made clear that there exists a very fundamental dispute on how to move forward from

the broad goal® 4 dzOK | & GKS He/ GKNBakKz2tRO (G2 Y2NB RSOl Af SF
measures addressing climate change. Arguably, this dispute has deepened rather than coming

closer to a compromise. Compared to earlier efforts and agreements, in partithdaiKyoto

t N2PG202f yR GKS Dy YSSiAy3as GKS yS3az2iAldiazya 2y O
specific issues to be resolved in the futdferet if the experience of the Kyoto Protocol and the

subsequent arduous task of agreeing on the Markéccords make one thing clear, it is that

these are exactly the details that determine whether any progress can be made on the
implementation®

Bwlk2a I GAEKAZ WEHKS (/5AWSy Ky Sye AIAGAZNFuyYy Wk ydzZ- NB Hamn®

% ronically, he G8 pledgesf July 2009 suddenly hagmined extra sigficance, even while beingidely dismissed as being

too unambitiousat the time. Fiona Harve. Wlobal Insight: Was G8 more than hot §iFinancial Times,5 July 2009.

P fGK2dzAK GKS [/ 2LSyKE3ISy 1 O02NR Of I A Y# isdues warsSleftdpen JBdlbingA 2y f A YY SR
(non-exhaustive): financial mechanism/operating entity for the distribution of funds in the Copenhagen Green Climate Fund,

a Technology Mechanism, guidelines on international measurement, reporting and verifiddf) provisions for

international consultationsind analysisand anew mechanism for combating deforestaticREDB)® Whf RQ A aadzSa &dzO0K | &
what to do with the large amount of emission allowances in Russia and other Economies In Transition (under tHg Annex

whether to extend the scope of the Clean Development Mechanism, how to deal with emissions from international aviation

and shipping, and how to improve emissions statistics reporting, did not progress much, if at all. See, for iEstaotE:

Russia 'hot air' threatens UNlimate dea22 October 2009%vailable at:
http://www.euractiv.com/en/climatechange/russiashot-air-threatensun-climate-deal/article- 186633 M.C.J. den Elzen, M.

w2StFasylrs {& {fAYyaASNIFIYRY We¢z22 K20 (G2 KIFIYyRfSK ¢KS SYAaaizy &adz\
Environmental Assessment Agency, December 2009. Available at:

http://www.rivm.nl/biblioth eek/rapporten/500114016.pdf. . / bSégas Wttt ySa aiKNBIFGSy OtAYLFGS Gt
2009.Available athttp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8243922.stm
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Second, the fact that the Copenhagen Accord lacks a legally binding status does raise the questions

of whether the pledges will be upheld and what priority these goals will have for the Parties

involved. Yet, as was already mentioned by President Obama in his remarks following the
Copenhagen meeting, in the absence of an enforcing entity, international pledgeteaties are

a2zyfte +a adNRBy3a a (KS Oz dy dnNhsSriafon Otbcl afsb hioldS y 1 a G2 L
for the Kyoto Protocol, notwithstanding its legally binding status. Considering that at a fundamental

level a perceived equivalence of benefitsraciprocity is necessary for an international agreement

to be successful, globally coordinated action on climate change remains in essence a daunting

task® While the impact of climate change poses a shared threat, it still does not seem to be direct

enough (or perceived to be direct enough) to incentivize strong action.

Third, when all the pledges are added up and compared to the emissions stabilization schemes

proposed by the IPCC and other climate scientists, it should be recognized that the céivest e

even when implemented fully and successfully and using the highest rang#siot be enough to

KFEr@dS I+ pm> OKFyOS 2y fAYAGAY3I | 3Ff20Ff GSYLISNI GdzNB
12% to 19% reduction of Annéxcountry emissions by 20 compared to 1990, in contrast with

reductions of 25% to 40% recommended by the |P&ven if followed up with stronger measures

in the following decades, this would very likely put us on a path toward a temperature increase of at

f $ a i TheWofldEnergy Outlook 200By the International Energy Agency indicated that the

npn LIWIYkHe/ aGFoAtATFGA2Y aO0OSYyIFINAR2 A& LINI OGAOITT @
KAIKS&ad NIy3aS0 INB Y2NB AY tAYyS 6AGK + ppn LILINKos/

# Remarks by Obama fiis press conference following the negotiations on the Copenhagen Adcarde NB & L2y asS A& GKI 0=
iKFiQa gKeé L GKAYy]l 6S aK2dzZ R adAff RNAGS (26 NRa a82YSOIKAYy3a GKI
conference. Andthesecon@ph y i G KIFG LQR YIS A& GKIF{G Yez2iG2 gla tS3rtte o0AYRAY
28tts 65 R2yQU KFOS AYGSNYIGA2yIt 320SNYYSYyGs FyR S08y GNBI GASa

O02YYAGYSy(a Rematkdprkdé Rrésiklanl diriSgipéess availability in Copenhagen, Bella Center, Copenhagen,

18 Dec 2009Downloadable at:http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-pressoffice/remarkspresidentduring-pressavailability

copenhagen

2 5ee Summary (p.9) and sectib2 \Elimate change, rational actors aretiprocityin: H.C. de Coninckechnology Rules!

Can Technologgriented Agreements Help Address Climaten@b@,PhD Thesis/ECN Policy Studies Report, November 2009.

Available online athttp://www.ecn.nl/publications/default.aspx?nr=ECBI-09-017.

B2 2 NI R wS a2 dzNDS zabilltyyofsadnexi dz0 §X A WA 2 Y LIWRBRdzOG A2y tf SR3ISAQS 22Nl Ay3 ¢t
Available athttp://www.wri.org/publication/comparability-of-annexiemissionreduction-pledges UNEP Climate Pledges

site, available athttp://www.unep.org/climatepledges/

 Analysis of almost all pledges (as of 15 December 2009) gives a global emission trdjectmstian chane of a
temperature increase of about3:8356 / ® bA1fl & |11 KySs aAOKASt {OKISTFFHMNE /| dzRAY S |/
I KNRAEAGALFY 9fft SNXYIYyyYyZl 24 2038 y/Ki- 23588/ I KS YD IGSQ 5 SPdarfiea k /[ fAYEGS |yl
December 2009AIso see: IEAVEO 2009pp.175, 198.

% |nternational Energy AgencWEO 2009LJ® pHY a! RSt & 2F 2dzad | TS8S6 &SI NB ¢2dzx R LINE
onto the emissions path consistentwitha & Yy ONB | 458 O2YLIX SGSt & 2dzi 2F NBIFIOKET LI monyY
results, ighat for every year of delay before moving to a 450 ppm trajectory, an extra $500bn is added to the global bill of

$10.5 trillion for mitigating climate change. This figure applies only to delays of one to three years; if further delay mean

thata450py G NI 2SOG2NE 06S02YS8Sa dzyt Gl AyloftSs GKS FRRAGAZYFE FRILIGE G,
see:WEO2009pp. 175, 192194, 196, 198.
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Copenhagen Accorddppendix I¢ Quantified economywide emissions targets for 2020

Country Reduction | Base year | Conditional upon
Hp2Y LT GKS g2NIXIR ANBSa G2 |y
levels of greenhouse gasés the atmosphere at 450 ppm G@q or
5% up to f26SNWE
. e -mMp:zY LT UKSNB Aa | 3t 201 f 3
Australia ;2;’ or 2000 atmospheric stabilisation at 450 ppm &€y and under which majo
° developing economies commit to substantially restrain emissions
advartDSR SO2y2YAs8a (118 2y O02YYAlY
P2Y G yO2YRAGAZ2YI £ & d¢
a¢2 06S ItAIYySR g-Widelemissins tarfet of thé Unie
Canada -17% 2005 {GrG8a Ay Syl OGSR tS83ratl A2y o
-0 k2 Y at NP GHeRdeWRlopddkdouhtrie® dommit themselves
-20% or . . . . .
EU . 1990 comparable emission reductions and that deve[oplng countries contril
-30% FRSdzr 6St& FOO2NRAYI 2 GKSANI NE
Gt NBYAASR 2y (KS Sai leffiettikedifternatidnal
Japan -25% 1990 framework in which all major economies participate and on agreemen
GkK2asS SO02y2YAS8a 2y FYOAGA2dzA G
G¢KS Nry3aS 2F GKS DID Syraarzy
conditions:
_ S e Ya K4 K A
Russian -15% to P LIWNELINAF OGS | OO2dzyuAy3 2F UKS
- 1990 contribution in meeting the obligations of the anthropogenic emissi
Federation -25% L
reduction;
- Undertaking, by all major emitters the legally binding obligations
reduce anthropogenic GHEY A 8 A A 2 y & £
dowLy GKS Nry3aS 2F wmm:8 Ay O2yF
fin the cIirpa}e Iegislation, recognizing that the final target vyill lge repqrtedAtov
United States | range of] | 2005 { SONBOUFNRARFG AYy fAIKU KIS Y HIKWS R
17% pending legislation would entail a 30% reduction in 2025 and a
NERdzOGA2Y AY HnonX Ay tAYyS gAGK

Copenhagen Accord, AppendixdNationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions of Developg Country Parties

Country Mitigation Actions

Brazil 36.1% to 38.9% below BAU (Business As Usual) levels
oChina will endeavor to lower its carbon dioxide emissions per unit of GDP-4%%4@y 2020 compare

China to the 2005 level, increase the sharermfn-fossil fuels in primary energy consumption to around15%
2020, and increase forest coverage by 40 million hectares and forest stock volume by 1.3 billio
meters by 2020 from the 2005 levdis.

) dndia willendeavourto reduce the emissiast intensity of its GDP by 2Z6% by 2020 in comparison {

India the 2005 level. [*: not taking agriculture emissions into account for the intensity tagget.]

Indonesia 26% below BAU by 2020 (up to 46%, depending on international support)

South Africa 34% belav BAU in 2020, 42% below BAU by 2025. Peaking between 2020 and 2025, plate
approximately a decade and decline in absolute terms thereafter.

FHgure 1. The pledges of several parties as enlisted in the Appendices | & Il of the Copenhagen Adusrd.
list does not include all pledges. Source: UNFCCC, Februar§162010.

% pvailable online athttp:/unfcce.int/home/items/5264.php(Appendix 1) andhttp://unfccc.int/home/items/5265.php
(Appendix Il)Accessed on 17 February 2010.
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Energy and Climate: Three Sobering Observations

The previous two sections have discussed the context of international action on climate change and
the outcome of the December 2009 Copagen summit. To place the discussions about the
Copenhagen summit in an appropriate perspective, it is worthwhile to review some key f@nger
global trends related to energy and emissions.

Three interrelated observations stand out.

Observation 1: Cdéhas been the fasting growing fossil fuel for the pasyé&ars.

According to theBP Statistical Review of World Energy 2afl6bal coal consumption increased by
3.1% in 2008, compared to an overall primary energy consumption growth of 1.4%. Althosigh thi
was the slowest growth rate of coal demand in the past few years, it still made coal the fastest
growing primary energy source (in comparison to oil, gas and hydropower) for the sixth consecutive
year leading up to 2009. Even in 2009, when global priraagygy consumption decreased by 1.1%
due to the impact of the financial and economic crisis, coal demand remained resilient: while
demand for oil and gas droppdaly 1.7% and 2.1% respectively, coal demand stayed flat due to
strong growth in the AsiaPaciic region?’

Global coal production grew from 4.6 billion tonnes to 6.9 billion tonnes in the decade frégnta9
2009. In many regionproduction technigues such as mountaintop removal and open pit mining
have made a dramatic increase in productiemels possible at lower costChina has been the
main driver of global demandChinese coademand more than doubled in the period from 1999 to
2009 and accounted for 74 percent of the growth in global coal consumption over the same
period.29 It is currently the largest producer (producing more than twice as much as the United
States, which ranks second) and the largest consumer of coal, accounting for just over 45% of global
production and demand® with per capita primary energy consumption in China diag at one

third of OECD levels, the potential for increasing consumption levels is enoftiiblos.IEA projects

that global coal consumption will increase by more than 50% by 2030 and that 97% of all global
growth in coal consumption between now and 20&@ come from Asia, with the largest shares
going to China (65%) and India (20%6).

The main demand for coal lies in electricity and heat generation. The share of coal used for these
purposes compared to other fuels increased from 36% to 41% in betwe@? 419%d 2007 globally
FYR S@Sy Y2NXB aA3IyATAOl y-Anhedl @dulidedto theoRyotoliPPotogmlo:’z @ F 2 NJ y 2

" BP Statistical Review of World Energyne 2010, p. 35.

% pavid G. Victor, Richard K.oh8S SLivitg withCoal: & A Y 18 LJ2f A 08 Qa RK,@rheliBostoy R&igwd Sy A Sy (i (i NIz
September/October 200Available at:

http://pesd.stanfard.edu/publications/living_with _coal climate policys most inconvenient truth/

#Bp Statistical Review of World Enerdyne 20, pp.5, 35and online historical database}hina accounted for 85% of the

global growth in coal consumption in 2008, and96f4 in 2009.

% Bp Statistical Review of World Enerdgyne 20, pp. 34, 35.

% Total primary energy supply per capita {@mnesof oil equivalent per capita), for China.48, OECD: 4.64powd average

1.82,respectivelylEA Key World Energy Statisti®009 p. 49.

¥ |EAWEO2009pp. 8990.
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China, India and the United States all rely heavily on-fbeal power generation, with the share of
coal in total generated electricity stding at 81%, 68% and 49% respectivaly.

Worldwide proven reserves are still enormous, enough for another 119 more years at current rates
of consumption (compared to 46 and 63 years for oil and gas, respectiVaiijs entails only
proven reserves, whichight be significantly enlargesa.According to current estimates, China and
India hold the third and fifth largest proven reserves of coal in the world.

hoaSNBIFGA2Y HY ¢KS OFINb2y AyidSyardae 2F GKS g2 N
This observatiomay seem rather counterintuitive, given the major attention to climate change and

low-carbon energy sources and their rapid growth. However, going directly against thtsatban

objective is the trend that the carbon intensity of our energy supply isalstincreasing (see Figure

2).37 Naturally, this is directly related to the second observation that coal is the fastest growing fossil

fuel.
Due to its high carbon content, coal
CO, emission intensity of global primary emits about twice as much carbon
energy consumption (tCO,/toe) dioxide as natural gas when
32 combusted® Hence, although coal
31 N LINE GARSa 2yt& | ljdzk NISNI 2°
3 \ total primary energy supply (TPES), it
\ accounts for 42% of G YA aaA2yaol
2.9 \ share that is expected to steadily
2.8 ~_—_ _— increase® Renewable energy sources
2.7 AY LJ- NI A Odzt I NJ-hydrK S Yy SgQ
2.6 renewable energy @irces such as wind
o5 | and solar have very high growth rates,

especially when considering their

5 DAY AN D D oD NN DD
©° o7 AT N A B R B R DD O P . i . .
NIRRT DT R AR 4D AP increasing share in newly installed
Figure 2. Emission intensity of global primary energy consumptiaurce: ~ capacity —in  power generatioff.
BP, Statistical Review of World Energyune 2009(electronic version, However, their base is very small, and
including emissions statistics)Emissions are fosdilel related CQ@ fl thei h . total
emissions; @e: tonnes of oil equivalent. consequently ér share In 1tota

% Data obtainedfrom: IEACQ Emissions Highlights 2008. 10; IEAWEO 2009pp. 629, 647, 649.

% BP Statistical Review of World Enerdiyne 2010, pp. 6, 22, 32, 35.

% |IEAWEO2009pp. 90-91; David G. VictoRichard K. Morse¥iving withCoal: & A Y I 8 L2t A 08 Qa §2ai AyO2ydSya
The BostorReview, September/October 2009, pp8 /BGRANnual Report 2009. Reserves, Resources and Availability of
Energy Resourcez)09.

* BP Statistical Review of Wogthergy June 2009, p. 32.

%7 &n the 1980s, global energglated CQemissions rose more slowly than primary energy demand, but this decarbonisation
of the energy sector started to slow and reverse in the 1990s, as the share of nuclear power fell bathawlbil coal rose.

The Reference Scenario projects a continuation of this recarbonisation until after 2020, before energy demand growth once
F3F Ay 2dziLl OSa.IBAWEG28082 382 INR g (K E

% |EA,CQ Emissions Highlights 2008. 10. Gas: 15.3Q/TJ, oil products: 16¢87.5 t C/TJ, primary coal products 2281 t

C/TJ. Available online dtttp://www.iea.org/co2highlights/CO2highlights.pdf

% |EA,CQ Emissions Highlights 2008 10.Projected &are of coal in total global @ngy-related CQ emissionsincreases

from 42% (2007) to 46% (2030EAWEO2009p. 623.

“0E g.:m the EU more wind power capacity was installed than any difp ofelectricity generation capacity iro28 and

2009, accounting for more than oxthird of total new capacity. European Wind Energy Associatieny.ewea.org
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generated electricity § increasing much more slowly (see Figure 3). Moreover, electricity

O2yadzyLiAz2y Aa

2yt 8

LIk

NJIi

2F (GKS g2NI RQA

and transport, fossil fuels still dominate the energy supply. As a consequence, theddhzoe
hydro modern renewable energy technologies (including wind, solar, geothermal, tide and wave
energy) are projected to increase their share of total energy use only to slightly more than 2% in

2030r up from less than 1% toddy.

- Renewable power capacity
addition as a % of global power
capacity addition

=@~ Renewable power generation
increase as a % of global power
generation increase

=— Renewable power as a % of
global power capacity

16%
—=— Renewable power as a % of
global power generation

2002 2003 2007

2004

2005 2006

Figure 3. Increase of renewable energy sources (excl. large hydro) in
globalelectricity generation.Source: New Energy FinanGpbal Trends

in Sustainable Energy Invesnt 2009 June 2009.

2N fFGSNY Ay (GKS

- =54%
«3.6%=3-9% " 4.4%

i 25 %

23%

#6.2%

2008

l6aSyo0s

The growth of coalsicomplemented by a

slow reduction of the share of
hydropowen currently by far the most

significant renewable energy soumce

because in many countries the technical
potential for hydropower has already
been largely utilized (e.g. in the United
States, Europ and Japan; China will face
this problem as well in one or two
decades)“.2 Nuclear powethashistorically

played an important role in decreasing
the carbon intensity of the global energy
supply, yet its share in the global fuel mix
is also declininé? Espeially in Europe a

whole generation of nuclear power plants
will need to be decommissioned sooner
2T |

significantly’* The growth of nuclear power outside theSUand Europe does not compensate
sufficiently to reverse this decline, even though especially China is implementing a ambitious
nuclear programme, with about onrthird of all nuclear plants under comsttion located in China.

Observation 3: Current effids to curb greenhouse gas emissions are still falling short.

Up until the financial and economic crisiglobal emissions of greenhouse gases had been
accelerating and they are expected to pick up the pace again s@oriTotal emissions of

“I Reference Scenario in IBMEO2009p. 74. Fossil fuels are expected to maintain their sharércd 80% in TPES.

“2|[EAWEQ2009p. 101.

BIEAWEO2008 LJP HHMOY

Gl Aadz2NROlftes

GKS O Nferdissionicghtert ged unitios 2 F

generation) tended to fall only gradually with improvements in technology and efficiandythe uptake of lower or zero
carbon technologies. In 1971, carbon intensity was above 600 grammes péiGONVh (gC&ZkWh); it fell to around 510
gCQ/kWh in the 1990s and then remained fairly stable. The reduction in carbon intensity before tBe W88 in large part

Rdz§ (2 &AIYATAOLYQ

SELI yarzy 2F ydzOf SINJ OF L) Oridie

“|IEAWEO 2009pp. 99101.The Reference Scenarios foresees nuclear power capacity in Européngpispm 132 GW to

103 GW by 2030 in the Elis share in the electricitynix dropping from 28% to 19%yhile the United States actually shows

a slight increasen absolute figuresrom 101 GW to 115 GW, givéa renewed interest in nuclear poweNew legislation
promoting nuclear power (in the US and EU) might change thespects. For more background analysis $gest&Young
Nuclear Perspectives. Regional opportunities for a sector in renaissance, September 2009. Available online at:
http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Nuclear_perspectives: regional _opportunities for a_ sector_in_renaissance/$

FILE/Nuclear perspectives Sep%2009.pdf

*Michael R. Rauak S Globll indt Regigharivers ofAccelerating COEY A 8 3 A 2y 4 QS

t N2OSSRAy3Ia

Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, Vol. 104, No. 24, 12 June 2007. Available at:
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anthropogenic geenhouse gases increased from 24 billion tonnes of€ivalent (Cge) in 1970

to 33 billion tonnes in 1990 and 41 billion in 2005, with an average annual growth rate of about
1.2% over this quartecentury. Yet growth rates have been going up, withirrerease of 3% in the
five-year period between 1990 and 1995, 6% between 1995 and 2000 and 15% over the period
20002005

Annual growth rates from industrialized countries slowed between 1970 and 2005, while their
emissions increased from 16 billion t@ billion tonnes during the same period. However, emissions
from developing countries almost tripled from 7 billion tonnes in 1970 to circa 21 billion in 2005.
Carbon dioxide emissions (predominantly energhated) grew by 18% over the period 2602005,

even faster than most other greenhouse gasés.

The financial and economic crisis caused global energy consumption to drop significantly for the first

time since 1980, and energglated carbon dioxide emissions showed a decline of 1.1% in 2009

compared tothe previous yea‘rlf3 This temporary reprieve has the unintended effect of helping

some countries to meet their Kyoto Protocol commitments, yet the expectations are that despite

GKS AyOfdzaizy 2F WINBSYQ |yR Wi2g adeb duddyire Ay 3SailyYs
world, the outlook for further growth of emissions has not fundamentally chariged.

Greenhouse gas emissions excluding LULUCF

20 11.2
) [ Annex | non-EIT Parties ] 9.0 109 1041
= 10 "-./.__.__/I——F—’—"‘-=.=_-_=.
E 0 6.8 4.8 A7 _-3.9
] w
o -10
g 20 [ All Annex | Parties ]
E 30 -37.2..37.0
c -41.6 -39.1
£ 404 . . e
o I Annex | EIT Parties v v —° hd

_5[] T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006

Figure 4. Annext greenhouse gas emissions excluding land use, {asd chang and forestry (LULUCF).
Source UNFCCG@\ational GHG inventory data for the period 19817, 21 October 2009.

http://www.pnas.org/content/104/24/10288.full.pdf+htmlb SG KSNI  yR& 9YJBANRBYYSydlt ! adasa
GasEmissiongGrowing FasterSnce 2000New data on worldwide emissions 1920050 al & Hnndd! S At | 6t
http://www.pbl.nl/en/news/pressreleases/2009/20090526 reenhousegasemissionsgrowingfastersince2000 -new-
data-on-worldwide-emissions1 970-2005.html

“HhSGKSNIIYRa 9YOGANRYYSyidlt ! 3a8aavySyd ' 3Sydes WDNBSyKz2dzasd 3+ a §
worldwide emissions 1978 n np Q%X al & HAngpd

“7 Also anthropogenic emissions from methane aritdous oxide grew considerably (by 11% and 6% over-2008), while

emissions of fluorinated greenhouse gases are shown to have increase by as much\&hi®¥eir volumes are much

lower, the global warming potential of these gases is many timésehipanthat of carbon dioxidemethane (25), BO

(298), fluorinated gases @30-22,800).b SGKSNI I yRa 9YQPANBYYSy (|l f GasBisSangsevdngld | ISy Oe sz WI
FasterSnce 2000New data on worldwide emissions 1920002 al & HA N o

“®BP Statitical Review of World Energjune 2010, electronic version.

“|EAWEO 2009pp. 4445; Luc Werringb S32 G A GAy3 | w2odzAd /EAYLFGS t2fA08Qx /fAy3Sy
Programme, Briefing Paper, November 2009. Van Vuuren, A.F. HofdM.C.J. deitlzenMeeting the 2°Target From

climate objective to emission reduction measuyidstherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, p. 25, Boxvaikable

online at:http://www.rivm. nl/bibliotheek/rapporten/500114012.pdf

© clingendael international energy programme

12


http://www.pnas.org/content/104/24/10288.full.pdf+html
http://www.pbl.nl/en/news/pressreleases/2009/20090526-Greenhouse-gas-emissions-growing-faster-since-2000_-new-data-on-worldwide-emissions-1970-2005.html
http://www.pbl.nl/en/news/pressreleases/2009/20090526-Greenhouse-gas-emissions-growing-faster-since-2000_-new-data-on-worldwide-emissions-1970-2005.html
http://www.rivm.nl/bibliotheek/rapporten/500114012.pdf

CIEP Briefing Papefrhree Observations on Global EnergydaClimate

Under the Kyoto Protocol, the industrialized Andexountries (including the United States)
committed to a joint 5.2% reduction target for 2010 comparedlL890 levels. Currently aggregate
Annexl emissions reductions stand at 3.9% when excluding emissions/removals from land use,
land-use change and forestry (LULUCMowever, this can be attributed largely to the economic
collapse of the Economies In Tréimn (EIT), among them Russia and Eastern European countries,
whose emissions decreased by 37% compared to 1990 levels. In contrast, overall emissions from
non-EIT Annex parties increased by 11.2% (Figuré314§igure 4 illustrates that emissions frometh

EIT countries are slowly growing again: e.g. Russian emissions in 2007 showed an 8% increase
compared to 2000 levels.

Party Total aggregate anthropogenic greenhouse g| Change 1992007, Kyoto
emissionsn milliontonnesof CQe (CQ, CH, including Protocol
N,O, HFCs, PFCs ang) 8kcl.LULUCF emissions/removals from| target
1990 2007 Change LULUCF
19902007
Australia 416.2 541.2 +30.0% +82% +8%
Canada 591.8 747.0 +26.2% +46.7% -6%
European 4232.9 4052.0 -4.3% -5.6% -8%
Community
Japan 1269.6 1374.3 +8.2% +8.2% -6%
Russian 3319.3 2192.8 -33.9% -40.3% 0%
Federation
Ukraire 926.0 436.0 -52.9% -54.0% 0%
United 6084.5 7107.2 +16.8% +15.8% (-7%)
States

Figure 5. UNFCCC gréenise gas inventory data for several Annéyparties to the Kyoto Protocdior the period 19962007.
Data from: UNFCCRational GHG inventory data for the period 1987, Table 4 & 5, 21 October 2009.
('): The United States signed but did not fiathe Kyoto Protocol, which included an emissions reduction targetd6f

Figure 5 gives an overview of the greenhouse gas emissions over the peric@A®P0Of the major

Annexl| parties. This includes the ited States, which signed but did not ratify the Kyoto Protocol
and was originally assigned a reduction target7db for the first commitment period (20@@12)::’2
Instead, emissions from the United States rose by 16.8% compared to 1990 levels. Yet also fo
Australia, Canada and JagaAnnex| countries that all ratified the Kyoto Protocoemissions have

all increased and meeting the Kyoto target is practically out of réach.

0 This paper focuses on €@nissions excluding emissions/removals from land use-lmedchange and forestry (LULUCF),

as there is a much larger uncertainty embedded in these (LULUCF) statistics. Instructiveadndtare the revisions of total
emissions including LULUCF for Australia and Sweden between 2008 and 2008Q@CQational GHG Inventory Data for

the Period 1992007, 2009(p. 16)compared to UNFCCRational GHG Inventory Data for the Period 12806 2008 (p.
16). For discussion, se@lorence DaviettalY WC2 NB & (i &
F'yR C2NBaiNE DNEBSy WWoddREsouicksanstituOingyPdpkryCRcemb@i2e08I A y 3 Q3

/| KFy3as

Avaibhble at:http://pdf.wri.org/working_papers/forests_in_the balance sheet.jdf ! f a 2

Ay

G§KS .1flyos

L' YOAGAZY F2NJ |

Df 2 ONEP20@ SAvidable Aty

/| 28y KF3ISyQsx
http://www.unep.org/pdf/climatechange/ActionAndAmbitionForGlobalDeallnCopenhagen.pdf

{KSSidy

aSSY bAO2tl a

[ Saazya

1 All Annexl emissions statistics mentioned in tisiscion are aggregate anthropogenic emissions of all greenhouse gases
(CQ, CH, NO, HFCs, PFCs ang) #xcluding emissions/removals from land use, tasd change and forestry, taken from
the UNCCC, National greenhouse gas inventory data for the peri@2D8%, 21 October 2008 cluding LULUCF
emissions/removals, the change over 1999007 for AnnexX emissions wasb.2% for EIT countries42.2% and for noEI T
countries +12.8%).
*2The reduction target is supposed to be met when averaging the anneahljouse gases over the period 268@12.
%2 Australia only ratified the Kyoto Protocol in 2007. Canada ratified in 2002, but the Harper government later rejected the

G NBSG

6asSsy

{GSLKSY

[ SFKex

Available athttp://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=3578%nnex| countries are allowed to meet their Kyoto targets by
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The European Union is the only n&hT Annex party to the Kyoto Protocol that imughly on track

to meet its emissions reduction target é8% compared to 1990 levels. Current emissions from the
EU15 countries that originally signed the Kyoto Protocol now stanédé% compared to 1990
levels> while emissions of thEU27 member sates stand at9.3%>° Again, the economic situation

of the new (ELL2) member states contributed to this decreaSe.

While some circumstances, such as several warm winters, helped cut emissions in Europe, this can
still be considered an impressive achievarh® Apart from most new member states (EI2)

whose emissions are quite far below 1990 levels, some countries have made significant progress in
reducing domestic emissions and are on track toward fulfilling their Kyoto targetswever, also

with resped to action on climate change and emissions reductions taken in the EU, it is important to
note the following:

Emissions of carbon dioxide remained roughly constant in thESEdver the period 1992007.

This might appear quite remarkable given that theerall aggregate greenhouse gas emissions have
decreased in the EW5 and carbon dioxide is the main greenhouse gas, accounting for about 80% of
greenhouse gas emissions globéﬂy{et the greenhouse gas inventory of the-E&J (excluding
adjustments by arbon sinks/LULUCF), shows that the decrease in greenhouse gas emissions is
caused by a drop in emissions of methangDMNind PFCs. Running counter to this effect is a strong
growth in hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) which have a huge global warming poterdisleave as an
alternative for the ozonalepleting gases (HCFCs) that have been capped under the Montreal
Protocol®

making use of the flexible mechanism offered by thet&yRrotocol, i.e. the Joint Implementation (JI) and Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM), they canpurchase additional credits from other countries that are exceeding their
targets, e.g. from the AnneXEIT parties

% And-5.0% comparetb their respectie base years, which are slightly differeSee Table ES.3 Buropean Environment
AgencyAnnual European Communi®eenhouseGasInventory 199€R007 andnventoryReport 2009 27 May 2009p. 15.

*° Latest data over 200 European Environment Agen(BEA) Annual European Communi®eenhousejasInventory 1990
2007 andnventoryReport 2009 27 May 2009. Full report available attp://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/european
communitygreenhousegasinventory-2009/europeanrcommunity-ghginventory-2014-full-report.pdf.

*® European Environment Agen(iyEA)Greenhous&asEmissionTrends andProjections in Europe 200&xecutive

Summary, 2009 p. 12 Available online athttp://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eea_report 2009 9/ghends-and-
projections2009-summary.pdf

*"The impact of warm weather requiriffgwer heating days is indicated as a major contributing factor for lower emissions
from households for the years in the period 262807.See:EEAAnnual European Community greenhogss inventory
19902007 and inventory report 20Q@¥Executive Summar009, pp. 8; EEAAnnual European Community greenhouse gas
inventory 19962006 and inventory report 20@8Executive Summarg008, p. 10;EEAnnual European Community
greenhouse gamventory 1992005 and inventory report 20G7Executive Summarg007, p. 8.

*8The ELR7did not have a Kyoto target as a whole, now committed to a 20% reduction goal inC8@age imgreenhouse
gasemissiongexcluding LULUGHthe EU15 countries cmpared to their Kyoto Protocol/EU burdesharing target: Belgium
-9.9% [Kyoto target7.5%)]; Englanel8% {12.5%]; Germany22.4% {21%]; Swederd.3% [+4%]; Franc.8% [0%];
Denmark-3.9% {21%; the Netherland2.6% [-6%)]; Luxembourgl.9% [0%]; kly +6.9%-p%]; Finland +10.3% [0%)];
Austria +11.3%-13%] Greece +23.2% [+25%; Ireland +24.5% [1B#tugal +36.1% [+27%)]; Spain +52.6% [+1b&ble
ES.3 fromEEA Annual European Community greenhouse gas inventory-2900 and inventory report 29, 27 May 2009,

p. 15.All EUJ27 countries are expected to meet their Kyoto targets by using carbon sinks and the Kyoto flexible mechanisms
(i.e. CDM/JI credits), with the exception of Austria, according to GE&nhouse gas emission trends and prajestin

Europe 200¢ Executive Summar009, pp. 1412.

% For reference: the EW5 CQemissions account for 81% of the-20 CQ@emissions (excLULUCFJor both the EL15 and
EU27, CQis the dominant greenhouse gas, accounting foi8886 of total GIG emissiond&EEAAnnual European
Community Greenhouse Gas Inventory 12007 and Inventory Report 20087 May 2009, jp. 15-16.

% See Section 2.1 and 2.2 BEAANnual European Community greenhouse gas inventory-2000 and inventory report
2009 2009, pp. 102109.
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Figure 6. EL15 emissions of C{&xcluding emissions/removals from land use, lande change and forestry
(LULUCEF) for the period 192007. Source: European Environment Agendynual European Community
Greenhouse Gas Inventory 192007 andInventory Report 2009. Submission to the UNFCCC Secretq
2009 p. 107.

Carbon dioxide emissions (excluding LULUCF) in tHé&ENdg¢re more of less flat from 1990 to 2007,
increasing marginally from 3360 Tg£4)1990) to 3391 Tg G® (2007), as can be seen in Figure 6.
Keeping carbon dioxide emissions constant while growing economically is of course already an
achievement, but the underlying trends are worth analyzing. Growth of emissions caused by
transport and public electricity and heat production has been quite significant, and this has been
compensated mainly by emissions reductions in manufacturing industries and constrtiction.

The implications of this observation are important for evaluating Europealictyp on climate
change. By means of the EU Emission Trading Scheme (EU ETS) anrg2(:26 Pdrgets, much of

the European climate policy is directed at the energy sector and is aimed at reducing the use of
fossil fuels by means of energy conservationergly efficiency improvements or the promotion of
renewable energy sourcé8 All these policies are designed to have an impact on the emissions of
carbon dioxide in particular, but thus far have resulted in keeping emissions stable within it EU

not lowering them.

® European Environment Agen¢#EA)Annual European CommuniGreenhouseGas Inventory 19962007 andinventory

Report 2009 27 May 2009, p. 107, Fig 2.3 and Fig Rul.report aailable online at:
http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/europeascommunitygreenhousegasinventory-2009/europearcommunity-ghg
inventory-2014full-report.pdf.

2 E g.:Andris Piebalgstow the European Union BNB LIt NAy 3 T2 NJ (G KS & ¢ KA NARth dnyidodativé NA |
EnergyPolicyQ EUI Working Paper RSCAS 2009/11, February 2009.
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The Outlook for International Climate Policy

We will assess the prospects for an international framework dealing with climate change from two
different levels. The first is by considering the chances of a successful-igl@fithe Copenhagn
Accord with the possible result of a new binding treaty on emissions reductions. For this, we will
very briefly sketch the domestic situation of several of the countries that can be considered to be
most important in the climate change debate. Seconé, will raise some broader challenges that
will need to be addressed in order to arrive at a successful international regime on climate change.

First of all, whethethe United Stateswill pass domestic legislation on emissions reductions will be
critical for the fate of international action on climate change following from the Copenhagen
Accord, at least in the short term. Thmerican Clean Energy and Security et an intended
objective of reducing American greenhouse gas emissions by 17% comparé3ole¥els by
introducing a cap& trade g/stem for emissions. As of JW@10, the bill is still pending approval
from the US Senate, after passing the House of Representatives on 26 June 2009 with a narrow
margin of 219 to 212 votes. The loss of the supajority in the US Senate by the Democratic Party,
however, has made the passage of this already troubled and controversial bill very unlikely.
Modified bills have been proposed in the Senate, including Gtean Energy Jobs and American
Power Act(S.1733)introduced in by Kerry and Lieberman in May 2010. Although this bill was
originally intended to be trpartisan and offers a compromise on the regulation of carbon emissions
to accommodate economic concerns by the Republican Party, the level of suppuding
uncertain® The impact of the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico has further complicated matters.
President Obama has attemped to use the disaster to garner broader support for a transf@mati
energy bill, yet aspects of anergy billthat involve conpromise particularly on offshore drilling,

have become more delicafé There is a serioushance that if legislatiopas®s the main focus will

be on energysector reform, though not so much dowering greenhouse gas emissions by putting a
price on cabon. Other options for regulating emissions are being pursued, most notably through
the Environmental Protection Agency, but these routes are also sure to encounter strong political
opposition.65 More initiatives are being deployed #te state level, but pblic opinion in the United
States does not seem to be very supportive or very much concerned with the progress of climate
change legislation. According to a poll conducted in January 2010 by the Pew Center, global
warming is ranked as the least importasitall issues confronting the American peoﬁ‘ieMoreover,

% Based on discussions with Ruth Greenspan Bell (WorlduResoInstitute) and Chris Flavin (Worldwatch Institute) at the

/ tAY3ISYREFEStE LyGSNylrdazytf 9ySNHE& tNBANIYYSS &ALINAY3I wHamnd 9RgG I
Financial Times0 June 2010A rather extensive account of progress @imchange legislation in the U.S. up to April 2010 is

IAPSYy o0éY tIFONRO]l ¢dzigraf SNE W/ tAYFIGS /KIFy3aS [S3ratlGAazyy 2KSI
http://www.govtrackinsider.com/articles/201@4-27/climate-change

®JohnM.Brodet?h A f { LIAff al & { LJzNJ ! Ol A 2 yNe® YorkTih&BURE2010.MRadablé f & b 20 2y /
at: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/13/science/earth/13climate.htmlort G Ky 2 SA&YlI yY W5A&F AGSNI 5AYA hF
AT 2 YNaNSreenJaudhahMay 2010. Available at:
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB1000142405274870488B1575224582701608508.html

 Bradford Plumer¥ ¢ K § { dIteiNevRdpiific@ Eebruary 2010Available at

http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/the -substitute A proposal by RepublineSenator Lisa Murkowski that would prohibit

the EPA from regulating emissions under the Clean Air Act in June 2010 did not make it through the Senate. However, there

is seems to be a quite general support for the idea that emissions should be reguledadhiCongress legislation, not the

EPA. Democratic Senator Jay Rockefeller is reported to proposeyetwalelay on EPA regulation on power plant

emissions, which might receive broader suppBeuters¥! { { Sy ® w201 S¥Sf f SNI4am&2018. 9t ! OF NB2Yy N
Available athttp://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/N04103058.htm

®t S wSaSINDK /SyGuSN F2NJ GKS tS82LX S 9 (GKS NAREDES Hypt dao fydDd QR N
Available athttp://people-press.org/report/584/policypriorities-2010
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an intensifying debate on climate science over leakedadls by climate scientists and errors in the
IPCC reports have added to a trend of increasing confusion and disbelief concerning climge chan
in public opinion6.7 Amidst these circumstances and given the difficult economic position of the
United States, it seems quite uncertain that a bill enforcing significant emissions reductions will be
brought forward in the United States in the short term

The European Unionhas commanded praise for its 20-20 policy and has tried to lead by
example. Yet Copenhagen showed that it could not play a significant role in the final negotiations,
and currently its policy options are quite limited. Having athe committed to a unilateral 20%
reduction target, basically its only options are to increase this reduction target to 30% and/or
impose border taxes on imported goods from countries not implementing strict emissions reduction
targe’[s.68 The former has bee made conditional upon substantial commitments by other countries,
while the latter would have significant implications for European businesses and globalegtrade.
While there are some signs that the dispute concerning climate science is becoming meoeisigo

in Europe as well, it has still been rather subdued. However, concerns are increasingly voiced that
the EU should not place itself in a frontrunner position on climate change, completely ahead of the
other parties involved, as this would incur sigrafit costs affecting industry and consuméts.

For Chinaand India the targets in the Copenhagen Accord are voluntary and based upon domestic

initiatives, which are assumed to be implemented regardless of the UNFCCC process. It is expected

that China willincorporate its carbon intensity target into its 1 FiveYear Plan (2032015). As

these carbon intensity targets express a goal of reducing emissions relative to the size of the

economy the measure of emissions reductions will depend largelghe g 6 1 K 2 F 020K O2 dzy G N
SO02y2YAS&ad LYRAIFQ&a (I NBSG Aa O2yaiARSNBR (2 0SS NBfI
regarded as more ambitious. However, also the Chinese carbon intensity target is approximately in

line with baseline projections thaiave incorporatedi K S O 2 pipgréskide @dlicies on energy

efficiency and its strong promotion of renewable energy sources and nuclear efiefggording to

such projectionsemissions will rise even if the carbon intensity of the economy decreasdshey

7t 85 wSaASIENDK /SYGSNI F2NJ GKS t S2LX $O08 #8KSDt ABEE 2 WRERHGRDEYBNA DD
2009.Available athttp://people-press.org/report/556/globawarmingr 9 f A &+ 6 S K w2 dRayitiWtHUN. W{ { SLIGA O& C
J EAYLE G NeviYork Brhe® CSoNHzZl NBE HamAaT ¢K2YIl & CNeBRXTiyea7 irdag o | 2 SANRA Y-
2010. Available atttp://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/17/opinion/17friedman.html
BcChristianBSY K2 FSNE | yiizy DS2NBASHY We¢KS / 2LI8yKE3ASy |
CEPS Commentary, 25 December 2008 NA &G A+ Yy 93SyK2FSNE ! yi2y DS2NH
LI NIy SNBE KA LI YI (G BASEommnas, 200Kanyary 2@$ NR s /

®eKS 2LIA2Y 2F | WOILNB2Y 02NRSNI GIEQ KFa 688y dzaSR 020K |
commitments by other countries and for protecting European domestic (eAetgpsive) industry against urifa

competition Seefor (non)}compatibility between carbon border taxes andthe WTOb A 02t § | KYSNE WCAYIl f Ly
Trade Organization! Yy Af F G SN} £ ¢ N} RS aSladNBa Ay 9! /ftAYFHGES /KFy3asS [S3
November 2009.

©Eumctiv,W1 SRS3IFINR o6FO1GNI O1a 2y 9! OfAYIOR AARRIAS WwSaRazN
t 26 SNJ . A Firfancial NiN&<22&naafy2010.

" For China, th&Vorld Energy Outlook 20@ the IEA projected a decline in carbon inség in C@GDP of 37 percent over

the period 20072020 in its Reference Scenario (p. 183). [fternational Energy Outlook 20@® the U.S. Energy

Information Administration, published May 2009, estimated a decline of 44% between 2006 and 2020 (Pn1t48).

discussion on the level of effortes, for instance: D A R L ® { (i S NJAow FgaBibleQidIEnfigsiond/tténisiy = W
Targets for China, India and other Developing Coes?! 'y 9 O2 y 2 Y S (i FeBrdary POJQ: MiéhdehAd L@vi,

Wi 3348 KANYDF dedliNDyAy, (1. SI)PCoithéil bnf Fareign Relations, 30 November 20@dable at:
http://www.cfr.org/publication/20862/assessing_chinasarboncutting proposal.htmlAlso seeChina, Copenhagen and
BeyondClingendael International Energy Programme, September 2009.
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might very well double before 2025.In fact, Chinese emissions have accelerated since 2003 up to
the economic and financial crisis, and emissions growth has been seriously underestimated in the
past.73 Moreover, in terms of negotiating a new framverk, China and India are very strongly
committed to preserving the central position of the Kyoto Protocol.

The commitment oflapanreceived an unexpected boost with the election of the Democratic Party
of Japan, which put forward a 25% reduction plediye2020 compared to 1990 levels. While this
reduction goal is in line with IPCC suggestions for developed countries, there are two major
concerns. First, this goal has not yet been translated into nationally legislated measures, which
might pose quite a ifficult problem as there is a strong opposition to these targets from Japanese
industry.75 Second, it is still quite unclear as to how Japan aims to fulfill this target, as Japan is
significantly offtrack from meeting its Kyoto goal of an emissions retuciof -6% compared to

1990 levels by the first commitment period (202812). Emissions in 2007 stood at +8.2% (see
Figure 5)7.6

Emissions fronRussiaare still far below its assigned Kyoto target that had been set equal to 1990
levels. As a consequendgussia can meet its Kyoto target even if emissions continue to grow as
they did in the past decade (Figure 4&5). In fact, even the most ambitious pledges for 2020 translate
to targets that are above current levels, so they still leave some room for emésgimwth. As
climate change is perceived by some to have positive effects for Russia as well, it remains rather
unlikely that Russia will push for stringent greenhouse gas emissions reductions unless this has
significant positive sideffects!” As an illstration, Russia is planning to build about 40 to 50 GW of

2 According to businesasusual projections by the IEA, EIA and Chinese sources (e.g. Jiangttbjun

e 2050 e @ Jd 3 [Low Carbon Scenarios and a Low Carbon Development Path up to 2050 for China],
Energy Research Institute, 2009. Availablé#p://www.eri.org.cn/manage/upload/uploadimaggeri2009630132954. pdf
(Chinese only))t is hard to envision a lowarbon growth trajectory for China without the largeale deployment of carbon
capture and storage (CCS) technology (e.g. Tao Wang and Jim Vatgmom Emissions Scenarios for Chin210Q Tyndall
Centre for Climate Change Research, Working Paper 121, Septembert2D08Yyer, prospects of such largeale
deployment of CCS in China in the coming few decadescaneery positiveChina, Copenhagen and Beyo@tingendael
Internatioral Energy Programme, September 20pp. 70T H T %K Y33 %K2y3IEAL y3IAS WLYy 2
CNIYS 22dAR /KAYlF ¢I11S 2y /tAYI{S / 2YRihad K ydrsekvarun Rai2 |
Gang HeReal Drivers of Carbon Captared Storage in China and Implications for Climate P@&i@mnford Program on
Energy and Sustainable Development, Working Paper no. 88, August 2009. Available at:

http://iis -db.stanford.edu/pubs/22621/WP_88 Morse He Rai CCS in_China.pdf

" As an examplegrior estimates of Chinese emissions for 2030 by the IEA have been revised upwadés in the course
ofonlySyearime.al N} [ SOAYSZ bl (KNFABIIYREFE2WDIRYIIEKSE /2YAy3d 550FRSayY
Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratday 2008Ch. 2 inChina, Copenhagen and Beyo@tingendael

International Energy Programme, September 2009.

"IKAY L Qa { LIS OAfer Climatd ChaeiNggbtiatiofisA I Qingtai, has indicated that he sees little hope of

overcoming key disagreemen®euters/China5e.copZhinaEnvoy SaysDeep DividesThreatenCimate T £ 1 48 QX W p CS6 NHzZl NEB
2010.Available athttp://www.china5e.com/show.php?contentid=7879Furactiv.We Can't Ditch Kyoto ProtocolSays
IndianAmbassadaoR@February 2010. Available &ttp://www.euractiv.com/en/climateenvironment/we-cant-ditch-kyoto-
protocolsaysindianrambassadar

1t SEFYRNHz [dziib = W/ £tAYFGS { dzR\nded WH INBYSGIZ0 5. deVA LJ@navARaRS yEAiIA NS |12 1
(FIIA), Briefing Paper 36, 24 June 2008welyn HughesP f A Y I 4 S / K| y 3 SCopeshRgeMChalltngeQa t 2 & G
BrookinggCommentaryDecember 2009. Available at:

http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/12 japan_climate hughes.aspx

® An energy and climate bill that has been under discussion in spring 2010 aims to implement a mandatory emissions trading

system and to raise the share of renewable energy sourcé® percent of the primary energy supply by 2020. However,

voting on the bill has been delayed due to elections and the content might be watered BautersWWI LIy +FAYa G2 LI aa
climate bl byyeaSy R | ®bd {Ff1aQ3 nnipp:/WagyeStersiconwartEle/itUSFREGSE@-626100615 Y

WFEYSE adaNNI &3> W/ 2y OSNYya Y2 dzBusineas@es March2az8Avandbledaty SaS Of AYIF GS o6Af f G
http://www.businessgreen.com/businessreen/news/2259063/conceragiount-vaguejapanese

LYY E Y2NLILR 23 W0mLhvate Regiyid FofeigriRathe? Bhan Envionment@ ®dlly CLL! . NASTAY 3 t | L
HOZ HN b2@SYOSNI HAnyT WeEKS WAANBAWI SSHE deSa 28y /i RS iSH B 202 NK 319Dy

Fd C2NXYI G

K
RYILI G2 wnp

© clingendael international energy programme

18


http://www.eri.org.cn/manage/upload/uploadimages/eri2009630132954.pdf
http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/22621/WP_88_Morse_He_Rai_CCS_in_China.pdf
http://www.china5e.com/show.php?contentid=78792
http://www.euractiv.com/en/climate-environment/we-can-t-ditch-kyoto-protocol-says-indian-ambassador
http://www.euractiv.com/en/climate-environment/we-can-t-ditch-kyoto-protocol-says-indian-ambassador
http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/12_japan_climate_hughes.aspx
http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65E0F620100615
http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2259063/concerns-mount-vague-japanese

CIEP Briefing Papefrhree Observations on Global EnergydaClimate

coaHired power between now and 2020, which might increase coal demand from 130m tonnes to
326m tonnes by 2020 according to one scenario, in order to reduce gas consumption in the power
sector wih the aim of making more gas supplies available for exﬁolﬁrior to the crisis coal
consumption jumped by 9.1% from 2007 to 2088.

Indonesiaand Brazilare very important for global emissions reductions when deforestation is taken

into account®® Accordng to a World Bank report they rank number 3 and 4 in terms of global

emissions when adjusting for deforestation and carbon sink remdvalkK S K SNJ 6 KSa$S WSYAaa;
will be curbed depends very much on the successful implementation of an enhanced Reducing

Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) system that was discussed at the

COP15 meeting. Little progress has been made to date, however, although some of the pledged

funding at COR5 has been explicitly earmarked 1'«:mmbatingdeforestzstion.82

When reviewing these national circumstances, it is important to realize that many emissions
reduction pledges that were submitted for inclusion in the appendices of the Copenhagen Accord
are conditional upon a significant, fair and effective glakedl being reached in the near future. Yet

the pledge submitted by the United States to be listed in Appendix | of the Copenhagen Accord was
made conditional upon domestic legislation. Without a solid goal by the United $tatils
accounting for about pe-fifth of global emissiorts any emissions reduction framework will not be
very meaningful, which would almost certainly mean that other countries (e.g. the EU, Canada,
Japan, Australia, Russia and others) would withdraw or scale down their pledgeguicf. i

Second, the aftermath of the financial and economic crisis has left many countries in a difficult and
uncertain situation. This limits the political viability of strong action on climate change goals which
might incur costs on society. Moreovatue to the drop in energy demand caused by the crisis,
energy prices have (partly) decreased as well, in particular the price of coal antf IlNiBe short

term, this might widen the competitive gap between renewables and fossil fuels, making promotion
schemes such as feeid tariffs more expensive and less sustainaBl€his is of particular relevance
given the massive expansion of renewables that is required to achieve the stabilization sc&harios.

tFLISNI ooZ p WdzyS wnndT [/ KNRAG2F Gly ! 343 Wxly aNmy|2@z yIF N Y2LSy
WACNRY a2a02¢ (2 /2L8yKF3ISYY wdzaaAly @rsSga 2y OtAYFGS OKIy3aS¢63
Bw S dzil § NBnDoalBpatisitéIart FallingQ6 June, 2007.

" BPStatistical Review of World Energyine 2009, p. 35.

¥ Globally, eforestation is stimated to account focirca onesixth of total anthropogenid NS Sy K2 dza S 39eét WSYA A 4A2Y & Q
Fig SPM.3 in IPQCljmate Change 2007: Synthesis Re@utmmary for Policymaker8007;Chapter 9 in IPCClJimate

Change 2007: Mitigation.ddtribution of Working Group Il to the Fourth Assessniraport of the Intergovemental Panel

on Climate Change, 200ZgrdNicolas SternStern Review: The Economics of Climate Change. Executive Sugtéryp.

xxv.Also seeFlorence Daviett al.Z Fotésts in the Balance Sheet: Lessons from Developed Country Land Use Change and

Forestry Greenhouse Gas Accountthy S LJ2 NWYoklg/Re$darces Institut¥Vorking Paper, December 2009.

8 wWorld Bank/PEACHdonesia and Climate Charge: Current StatusRmiities 2007, p. 2Available online at:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTINDONESIA/Resources/Environment/ClimateChange Full. EN.pdf

Zw2o C26tSNE W'y LyAGAlf 1 aasSaavySyid 27F (1 20DededHei2Q08, IpE & y
8;Bloomberg¥! ®{ ® tf SR3ISa Pm . AftA2Yy ¢26FNR Podp .AffA2y 5S7¥
http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601081&sid=alpSRvRvVC16A

% |EAWEO2009pp. 51, 6358.

®IEAWEO2009p. 267 al NJ adzZf f A3l yE W{ L)l AKnaicihBikers Rne 2000RNIets® 9 + KJ i § NAFF Odzi
clean energy supportunderthregtl { . / QX WM WdzyS wHamnd ! LAt o6tS Fay
http://af.reuters.com/article/energ/OilNews/idAFLDE65K11Y20100621?pageNumber=2&virtualBrandChannel=0&sp=true

% Discussions @mart EU Energy Policy Confereéton Park, December 2009.
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Some broader challenges

Perhaps the most fundamentaroblem underlying climate change mitigation is that in the coming

decades most of the energy consumption growth and almost all of the growth in greenhouse gas

emissions will take place in developing countfism 2008, primary energy demand from n@ECD

countries exceeded that of the OECD for the first time. All net growth in energy consumption came

from nonOECD countries, with China alone accounting for nearly thueeters®” Supplying low

OFNb2Yy SySNHe (2 / KAYIl Qa lbeg/dricidl iff &hidvidgiany\gleentiods® S LJ2 LJdzt |
gas stabilization scheme, especially since both economies rely heavily on coal.

Currently the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) is the largest international mechanism which

mobilizes funds for mitigation purposeés developing countrie€ Under this mechanism, credits

FNE A&d&ddzSR F2N) W @2ARSR SYAXAaahz2tfeitaab volurSeliof RSa LA G S
creditgp and hence the impaqtis still quite small. A key question for future effective action on

climate change is whether there will be political willingness to significantly expand CDM or a similar
mechanism in order to spur mitigation measures in developinghtriies. This does not seem likely.

First, the mechanism suffers from fundamental problems, such as how to prove the additionality of

a project in order to assure that emissions were actually avofddthis relates to the problem of

determining what busingsasusual is and, therefore, what exactly constitutes a busireeassual
SSYIFNA20a2YSUKAYI gKAOK 06S02YSa SalLlSOAlLtfte RATFTTFAOMA
mitigate emission’ In fact, this problem underlies any assessment of the effort embodied by

mitigation actions by developing countries under the Copenhageroid® Second, to transfer

large amounts of money to developing countries for climate change mitigation measures will be

politically very difficult in developed countries. Another way of trying to compel other (developing)

countries to tale stronger actionon climate change might be by trade measures such as carbon

border tariffs, but whethethis will lead to significam let alone sufficienp reductions in emissions

is very uncertain. As long as countries do not judge emissions reduction measures to be in their own

interest and the impact of climate change is still perceived to be distant or manageable, only limited

progress can be expecte.

8 According to the Reference Scenario of the IEA, ereigged C@emissons are set to increadey 11 Gtbetween now
and2030, with key groth areas being China (6 Gt)dia (2 Gt) and the Middle East (1 Gt). IBAO02009p. 44.For an
excellent discussion on the necessity of engaging developing countries, see: David GGMic&d\Warming PoljcAfter

Kyoto: Rethinking Engagement with Developing CounSiesiford Program on Energy and Sustainable Development,
Working Paper no. 82, January 2009.

¥ BP Statistical Review of World Enerdgyne 2009, p.1.

% The flexible mechanisms under the KyototBcol have been designed to serve a double purpdisgt, to assure that

based on a market mechanism the economically most advantageous emissions reductions are reajiaed fesond, to
create a mechanism that allows developed countries to aksistdeveloped adeveloping countries itaking mitigation
measures.

®MichaelWaraa S adzNAy3a GKS /tSty 5808t 2 LIV Sy, Stand@ RiogfamdryEdergyt SNF 2 NY I y O S
and Sustainable Development, Working Papers@.uly 2006; Michael Wa andDavid G. VictorA Realistic Policy on
International Carbon OffsetStanford Program on Energy and Sustainable Development, Working Pajér April 2008
Available athttp://iis -db.stanford.edu/pubs/22157/WP74 final final.pdf

% Benito Mller, Additionality in the Clean Development Mechani€wford Institute for Energy Studies, EV 44, March 2009.
Available athttp://www.oxfordenergy.org/pdfs/EV44.pd b A O2flFa {GSNYys W!I OliAzy IyR ! YoOAlGAZ2Y ¥
/ 2 LIS y K UNEB6/D@E@mber 2009, pp. 4% Available at:
http://www.unep.org/pdf/climatechange/ActionAndAmbitionForGlobalDeallnCopenhagen.pdf

I In particular when targets are measured against a busiasssual scenario.

*2David G. VictoiGlobal Warming Policy After Kyoto: Rethinking Engagementlétieloping CountrieStanford Program

on Energy and Sustainable Development, Working Paper no. 82, JanuaryfB8@®ntroversy surrounding climate financing
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A second major challenge is to start taking kd@gn mitigation requirements into account:

First of all, since the emissions of developed countries are expected to peak before global emissions
do, agradual shiftfrom offsetting tomore actual emissions reductions is required. ThelbUs
currently projected to use offsets obtained by the Kyoto mechanisms to cover approximately 27% of
the total emissions reductions required by its Kyoto Protocol commitment, translating to 2.2% of
the 8% reduction target The American Clean Energy and Security (actWaxmanMarkey Bil),

which has been passed in the US House of Representatives, allows the use of international offsets to
such a degree that the US could meet 70 percent of its emissieduction task by 2020 with the

use of international offset&’

Suggested scenarios to limit a temperature increase @ furthermore envisage increasingly steep
emissions cuts towards 20800f course, different emissions pathways can be proposed since the
cumulative emissions over a certain period determine the concentration levels of greenhouse gases
in the atmospherenot annual emissions at a certain point in time. In fact, 46 Scenaridy the
International Energy Agency in World Energy Outlook 2008iready foresees an overshoot of
concentration levels (greenhouse gas concentration levels peaking at 510 pP@-equivalent in

2035) and hence requires an extra steep decline afterwdt@®uch an acceleration of emissions
reductions will be necessary to stay within any stabilization scenario, yet it can be argued that
running counter to this goalincremental rR dzOG A2y & gAft 3ISGH KIFNRSNI 20SNJ (A
will have been reape&? Taking industry for instance, the International Energy Agency estimates
that significant reductions in terms of emissions (128%80) can be achieved by the global
dissemination of best available technologi@éYet further reductions can only be achieved if a wide
range of new technologies are commercialized. In fact, merely deploying the best available

for China at Copenhagen and CDM support for Chinese wind projects is also interesting sptts &ee: Gang He and

Richard K. Morsévlaking Carbon Offsets Work in the Developing World: Lessons from the Chinese Wind Controversy

Stanford Program on Energy and Sustainable Developriéorking Paper no. 90, Mar@010. Available at:

http://iis -

db.stanford.edu/pubs/22867/WP_90, Morse and He, Making Offsets Work Lessons From_China CDM . Wind.pdf

* EEAGreenhous&asEmissionTrends andProjections in Europe 2008racking progress towards Kyoto targets. Annex:

Additional information on greenhouse gas emission trends and projecf609, p. 90. Available at:

http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eea report 2009 9/annexiditionatinformation-on-greenhousegasemission
trends-and-projections.pdf Also see IEAYEO2009p. 182 on how banked allowances and offsets might influence the EU ETS

up to 2020.

“I'NFAT 2AYRNI YI WRehind $he Wakmaiai S\J bSdahiak3itEor25.June 200%vailable at:
http://thinkcarbon.wordpress.com/2009/06/25/thenumbersbehindthe-waxmanmarkeybill/; Craig Windram,

W/ 2YLI NRAaz2ya NG SBRIZEWHY 9¢{ | yR [/ t w{Thirk CdrboplhJaly 20090 calirge khjgs { OKSYS & Q3
a theoretical case assuming a maximal demand for international offsets and a sufficient supply. In addition to thismiscussio

Japan has also signalled that overseas emissions reductions would need to play an important role for rme28g it

reduction target, possibly covering up to 40 percd®eutersWWI LIy (2 Ay Of dzRS 20SNBSIH & Odzia Ay HnAH
2010. Available atittp://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKTRER 37620100622

® TheFourth Assessment Repot the IPCC estimatéisat global emissions reductions of &lo 85% below 2000 levels in

2050 are necessary for @3490 ppm scenaridPCCClimate Change 2007: Mitigation. Contribution of Working Grdup Il

the Fourth Assessment Report of the IPS@nmary for Policymakerg007, p. 15 (Table SPM.5).

% |IEAWEO2009p. 199.

 See, for instance, the work of McKinsey on abatement cost curves for greenhouse gas emissions reductions beyond
businessasusualdzL) G2 Hnond® aOYAyasSe g [/ 2YLIyes QMcKinewQuartergzNIIS F2NJ DNBESy |
February 2007. Of course this cost curve will further develop over time as technologies mature.

% |EA Energy Technology Transitions for Indus2§09, pp. 3, 29. Industry accounts for nearly ortlird of global eneryg

demand and almost 40% of global &missions.
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(SOKy2t23A848 6Aff 0S5 ay26KSNB ySemandSyiahepais (2 2FF4&

another example: while raising fuel efficiency standards might go some way in reducing emissions
from transport, a major transformation of petrolewdmased transport will be necessary to meet the
suggested longeterm emissions reductio requirements, especially since transportation is
expected to grow substantially worldwid&’ This also points to the importance of technology in
addressing climate change. Whiteis impossible to predict the technological developments that
might take phce in the coming decades, it appears that significant breakthroughs in technology
and/or associated costs are necessary in order to be able to meet the steep emissions reductions
that are associated witha s / &A0GF0Af AT FGA2Y aO0SylI NA2®

Increasing energgfficiency and energy conservation is another critical compoﬁ%lnn general, it

will be preferable and more cogfffective to reduce emissions by lowering energy consumption, as
this has additional benefits, such as reducing fuel costs and increasirrgyerecurity. Many
scenarios assert that large gains can be made by energy efficiency improvements, yet it remains
difficult to implement the right incentives and reap the full potenﬁ%ﬁ]n the end, prices of both
energy and carbon will be crugiaincethey determine whether financial incentives are in place to
make a transition to a sustainable energy system.

 |EA Energy Technology Transitions for Indus2g09, . 24 29.

100 pacause of this reason, the IEA projects that the most incremental investineachieving theit50 Scenariwill be

needed in the transport sectoabout three times as much as for buildings (ranking second) and more than three times as
much as for the power generation sector (ranking thifdgntioned is the stimatedcumulaive investment for the period
2010-2020.IEAWEO2009p. 263, Fig. 7.2.

191 Andris Piebalg$tlow the European UnionBNB LJF NA Y 3 T2 NJ 0 KS & ¢ KA NEth dnyhRodasivé NA F f 9y SNH @&
9 v S NH &, Etl 2vbrking ®dper RSCAS 2009/11, February 20094

%2 The IEM50 Scenariasserts that 57% of the required emissions reduction for 2050 should be derived from energy
efficiency improvementdEAWEO2009p. 323 According to McKinsey, global energy demand grawtthich hasstood at

an average 01.7% per year since 1986 and is projected to be 2.2% peuytia2020c can be cut in half to less than 1%
annually due to improvements in energy productivijcKinsey&Company;urbing Global Energy Demand Growth: The
Energy Productivity Opportunjtiviay2007.

© clingendael international energy programme

22



CIEP Briefing Papefrhree Observations on Global EnergydaClimate

Conclusions

Instead of zooming in on the details of the CGCEPsummit, this paper aimed to zoom out and place
Copenhagen against the backdrop global energy and emissions trends and earlier attempts to
coordinate international action on climate change. From this broader perspective a rather sobering
picture emerges. Despite the fact that global emissions might have been significantly hitieartwi

the mitigation efforts takento date, it is manifest that the current approach and measures are
having only very limited success.

The negotiating process at the GOP meeting made it clear that the Copenhagen Accord

represents the limit of what cduR 6S | OKAS@SR Ay G(G(KS 3IABSy OANDdzyadil
the limit of shared political will. After the negotiations seemed on the verge of concluding without

any concrete result, the Copenhagen Accord was received by many with a sense oftrelé. |

arguedthat the Accord is better than no agreement at all, and it at least prevented the negotiations

from failing completely and ending in a deadlock similar to the Doha rounds of the BVEQ.sp

the negotiating process in the leag to Copenhage and during the summit itself demonstrated

the limits of a fully multilateral approach under the UNFCCC.

That many developing countries have made voluntary mitigation pledges for the first time is an
important step, and their contributions can be sigecdgint in lowering emissions to levels below the
businessasusual projections. Furthermore, the medidtarm targets for 2020 submitted by
developed countries go at least part way towards meeting the requirements of suggested
stabilization scenarios.

Yetas they stand, the current pledgesven at their highest level, and assuming they are fully

achieved will very likely not suffice to keep the temperature rise below exces / ® ¢KSNB A a 2
course always the possibility that targets might be strengthened over time, but this is quite unlikely

given the difficulty of meeting them. The experience of the United States illustrates how difficult it is

to compensate for a delay itaking action: whereas its original Kyoto reduction target that was

dismissed stood af7% for 2008012, its most ambitious target currently considered for legislation

aims at a reduction of3% to-4% compared to 1990 levels by 2020. The clause in dperthagen

Accord which considers a review in 2015 of required emissions reductions for a maximum

temperature increase of 15 / Ol'y GKSNBF2NB 6S &FAR (2 06S NFGKSNJ

The broad trends outlined in this paper show that over the past decade the world has been moving
towards a more coabased energy system, with huge potential consequences for emissions and
climate change Given the large inertia of both the global energy system and the climate system
itself, climate change mitigation efforts are facing an extremely difficult challenge. A brief discussion
has outlined the major impediments to effective climate policy ane dutlook for following up on

the Copenhagen summit. Up to now, the impact resulting from policy on climate change has been
rather limited. The lack of progress in Copenhagen and the bleak prospects of an effective deal
emerging from it in the short terrgive little reason for optimism on achievingyashift inthis trend.

Without a doubt, change is underway and initiatives are being deployed to move towards a
sustainable energy system. However, both the speed and scale of progress are insufficiert to me
the challenge. If the carbon content of the global energy supply is any measure to go by, the world is
still heading in the wrong direction.

© clingendael international energy programme

23



