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Working the Workstream
It was with some optimism that ECO

joined the roundtable discussion of the
ADP workstream two (“workstream 2 de
grees”, as one delegate was heard when
entering the room). All Parties had noted
the pre2020 ambition gap with grave
concern back in Durban, and after a year
of little—if any—progress, Doha seems
to be a good moment to get down to
work.
However, that's not quite the way that

the US delegate started it. First explain
ing how failing to adopt domestic climate
legislation  which he said would have al
lowed offsets to do about half of the mit
igation job, somehow, constitutes a
doubling of ambition  as cuts now need
to be done entirely at home. Right...The
problem is that while the level of domest
ic effort will in fact be higher, the atmo

sphere won't see a single additional ton
of emissions reductions.
ECO rather liked the approach by the

Ethiopian delegate who sported the am
bition to get the country carbon neutral
by 2025  an undertaking not seen as
overambitious  if needed support would
materialize.
ECO agrees with the developing coun

try delegates who pointed out that there
is also lots of ambition work to do outside
the ADP: finalising the homework in the
KP and the LCA before they close;
achieving the highest possible ambition
including through getting rid of the hot air
for CP2 and beyond; and agreeing com
mon accounting for nonCP2 developed
country Parties (the freeriders and ship
jumpers) to ensure comparability of ef

forts.
Apart from that, ECO noted the suspi

cious emphasis that was given to what is
often referred to as ‘complementary
activities.’ To be clear, any activities, initi
atives or measures that can cut emis
sions of carbon or other GHGs are highly
welcome, including those outside the
UNFCCC context. These include meas
ures to cut HFCs (via the Montreal Pro
tocol), black carbon, international bunker
fuels (where mitigation mechanisms can
be designed to generate climate finance
along the way) and notably, action to
phase out fossil fuel subsidies (men
tioned a few times at the roundtable, with
an estimated potential savings of around
2 Gt). But those activities, will have to be

continued on page 2

Lost Points and Damaged Text
Reading the current text, ECO is concerned that a possible

Doha decision may miss the key, overarching points. First, in
light of the lack of mitigation ambition, there is cause for grave
concern. The low mitigation ambition will determine the level of
loss and damage in the future. Second, this results in a high
urgency to take action on all fronts of mitigation and adaptation,
with the primary objective to reduce loss and damage as much
as possible. ECO expects that those who have contributed
most to the problem take the responsibility for support. Third,
the key reason that vulnerable developing country Parties have
put loss and damage on the agenda is the dire situation that
the limits of adaptation will likely be surpassed in many regions.
Addressing the impacts where adaptation will no longer be

possible is crucial for this discussion. Because of this, the
Convention must provide leadership in developing a global
strategic response to address loss and damage. Parts of the
required actions can be pursued through the existing
institutions, such as the Adaptation Committee, the Nairobi

Work Programme or the Least Developed Countries Expert
Group. These bodies can carry out important activities relevant
to addressing loss and damage. But, do any of these
institutions have the mandate or capacity to explore the
broader implications of lack of ambition in mitigation and the
associated loss and damage? Can they deal with situations
such as permanent loss of land and livelihoods? Or, decide
how to ensure that relevant policy processes work together?
ECO does not think so..
Therefore it supports almost 100 developing countries’ call for

an international mechanism to address loss and damage,
which can be operated by making use of the work of the
existing bodies. ECO expects that when the
ministers are here, they would want to leave
Doha with tangible results that show the world
that these most vulnerable peoples and
countries are not left alone. Stepping up the
negotiating process in this area must be an
element of the Doha package.



The LCA is discussing the establishment of a new market mechanism (NMM) and a Framework for Various Approaches (FVA), including the use of markets. But wellinto the 1st week, it is still unclear what these two workprogrammes could be about.
There is a common view that the FVA is supposed togive recognition to national emission reduction systemsand, if Parties want to, make the emission reductionsunits that are achieved by these systems internationallytradable and eligible for meeting national emission reduction targets (QELROs). Under the NMM on the otherhand, countries could put forward national emission reduction systems to the UNFCCC to be approved for theissuance of credits. Both work streams could end uphosting the same types of emission reduction systems,ranging from marketbased instruments to renewablefeedin tariffs. ECO is therefore wondering why botherwith two different work streams?!
The answer is clear if one looks at the politics. Althoughthe same types of emission reduction systems could behosted, the NMM requires international common standards and UNFCCC approval before credits could be issued and used for compliance. The FVA on the otherhand could allow countries to develop whatever systemsthey want and offer the resulting emission credits forcompliance without the UNFCCC taking a close look atthem, something strongly wished for by Japan, New Zealand and the US.

If the FVA became part of a new agreement mandatedby the Durban Platform, this would potentially enableParties to meet part of their commitments using units ofother domestic market mechanisms.
This means that future carbon markets could resemblethe wild west, where units from multiple market and nonmarket mechanisms are traded wildly and internationally.In a world without a clear set of international standards,this wild trading would certainly lead to double, potentially triple counting and would leave us with no certaintyon how much 1 tonne of CO2 really is.
Before any firm decision on either the NMM or the FVAcan be taken, delegates need to get their heads aroundwhat they actually want and whether we really needmore carbon credits. ECO calls for caution: any decisionmust depend on a set of international standards thatguarantee real, permanent, additional and verified emission reductions, including a registry for transparent accounting and tracking of all emissions units, economyand sector emission caps, and transactions. Thesestandards must also ensure that mitigation actions secure global net atmospheric benefits, avoid doublecounting and deliver sustainable development benefits.
Dear delegate, take a good look at the lessons learntwith the JI: centralised governance for international consistency of standards hasn’t worked. Step down fromyour horse and start working on common core standards!
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Wild West Carbon Markets
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Working continued

additional to existing pledges and can
not be used as the vehicles to imple
ment them, as in such a case the
ambition gap doesn’t get any smaller.
Also, not all such measures are equal

in their longterm effect. Action on short
lived climate forcers can make a contri
bution, but as their effects are shortlived
(hence the name), ECO does not want
to see them as a substitute for action on
longlived climate forcers like carbon di
oxide. As suggested by some, submis
sions and technical papers to analyse all
of these options, including their overlap
with, or additionality to, existing pledges,
would be most welcome.
The second group of remarks at the

roundtable discussion of the ADP work
stream two circled around the fact that a
sizable number of developing countries

haven’t yet submitted mitigation pledges
or NAMAs. Any such pledges or NAMAs
will be warmly received, especially from
those developing countries with eco
nomic capacity comparable to or greater
than some (less wealthy) developed
countries and growing responsibility for
emissions. Here, a technical assessment
of the mitigation potential would be help
ful, and in particular, a process to identify
the needs for means of implementation
that would enable countries to eventually
submit, and later implement, pledges or
NAMAs.
ECO wonders if the reason that com

plementary activities and ways to get
more countries to submit pledges or NA
MAs got so much attention lies in the
comforting (for developed countries)
sideeffect that this way the elephant in
the room, or what should be the third pil

lar in this workstream 2 gets less atten
tion  the pathetically low level of
ambition by developed countries, wheth
er in Kyoto or not.
In ECO’s view, any reasonable 2013

plan for workstream two would neces
sarily have to include a serious debate
about these countries’ current pledges.
Clearly, removing conditions around the
pledges or the ranges is needed, but
eventually increasing beyond the top
end of the ranges will be unavoidable in
order to move developed countries into
the 2540% range. Some Parties noted
that such a discussion will have to take
place throughout 2013 at a ministerial
level, as otherwise the political buyin
will not materialise. If that fails, ECO
fears, workstream two might one day
have a successor named workstream 6
– six degrees.

Floating In Hot Air
While ECO has not yet given up on

countries strengthening their national
emission reduction targets, there is an
other simple step that will have a sub
stantial impact. Up to 13 billion tonnes of
impact in fact. And ECO knows that the
negotiators are well aware of the fact

that strong new rules to eliminate the gi
gantic surplus of emission permits from
the Kyoto Protocol's first commitment
period will make a real difference. As our
dear readers may have noticed, it’s a
subject very dear to ECO’s heart. We
have been active in naming and sham

ing Poland, Ukraine and Russia for fight
ing for the rights to sell their hot air. We
have called out the EU for losing its way
on the road to progress and on leader
ship.

continued on page 3
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Where Are the NAMAs for Arab Countries?
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Having COP18 in Qatar presents aunique opportunity to move forwardwith mitigation and adaptation effortsfor climate change in the region, aswell as for climate finance. With thisin mind, ECO is calling for leadershipfrom the Arab states beyond the conference hall.
ECO supports Greenpeace's call foreastwest regional integration in theArab world with regard to the research, financing and developmentof renewable energy technologies.This regional cooperation can buildon the work already done by individual states in renewable energydevelopment, while developing anew role for regional states at theforefront of clean energy technologyinnovation.
Renewable energy cooperation willalso promote economies of scale

and fraternal ties crucial to dealingwith the other pressing climate impacts faced by many regional states:growing water scarcity amid shiftingweather patterns and, in some, projected sealevel rises on coastalcommunities and aquifers.
Climate mitigation requires both regional and global efforts to switchfrom dirty fossil fuels to safe renewable energy sources.
ECO favours a regional approach inwhich economic diversification crucial to future prosperity is built onsustainable national and regional energy strategies—where renewableenergy progressively takes the leadrole in generation. This includes atransformation away from fossil fueloverreliance.
Qatar and fellow Gulf States havethe economic capacity to make this

shift and simultaneously play a keyrole in climate change financing. Forequity reasons, this should only occur in the context of Annex 1 fulfillingtheir commitments to climate finance.
Where market adjustments aremade, Greenpeace has demonstrated in its Energy [R]evolutionwork the capacity of Middle EastStates and the world as a whole tpmake the rapid switch to solar andother renewable energies, which arealready becoming cost competitive,despite the massive subsidy advantages that fossil fuels enjoy.
For Arab states, renewables providethe promise of energy sovereigntyand the path to sustainable development and prosperity. But the Arabstates are not the only ones whohave not submitted their NAMAs.

Floating continued
Yet it is not just these countries that are standing in the way of

bursting the hot air bubble.
STOP THE PRESSES! It seems that the talks have birthed

their latest (non)negotiating group. Yes, ECO has been hear
ing rumours that there is a group of Kyoto members, including
Australia, Norway and Iceland, forming around a nonposition
on the carryover of surplus emissions. It seems they even got
a name—if not a position—called the “FenceSitters Group.”
Perhaps sitting on the fence is a comfortable place to be, when
you are surrounded by other countries’ hot air?
ECO knows that any surplus AAUs from these countries are

not the real reason for concern, yet the FenceSitters have the
power to do something positive. Get down off that fence and
take the lead. FenceSitters, you have a series of options that
can make a difference – go with the G77 position or check out
the Switzerland proposal and take your pick. The world needs
to hear from you, and ECO is all ears!
Because what it comes down to is a choice between winwin,

where these Parties can move the talks forward and get more
emission reductions, or loselose by putting the talks at risk and
missing out on the chance of strengthening the KPCP2.
Of course they should not forget that there is another way

they can make the KPCP2 more effective  these Parties could
always up the ambition of their QELROs...

Ending the Subsidy Silence
Earlier this year, ECO was delighted to

read submission upon submission refer
encing the potential for removing fossil
fuel subsidies to contribute substantially
to pre2020 mitigation ambition. In fact, it
was so exciting that we counted the
countries represented by these submis
sions. Turns out, over 110 countries sup
ported submissions calling on fossil fuel
subsidy reform to be included as an op
tion for raising mitigation ambition.
Well, Thursday morning it seemed as

though many parties had forgotten about
these submissions, only a few months
after they were sent in. Despite hours of
discussion, fossil fuel subsidies seemed
to not have made it into the morning’s
ADP workstream 2 discussions.
Fortunately, not all countries have fully

forgotten this issue, though, and yester
day afternoon’s ADP session provided
some hope. ECO would like to thank the
Philippines, Costa Rica and Switzerland
for recognizing this important opportunity
for additional pollution reductions. (ECO
would also note rumours that the US and
Mexico referred to fossil fuel subsidy re
form in other sessions in recent days as
well).
The IEA has told us that removing fossil

fuel subsidies could close the mitigation
gap by nearly one half between existing
pledges and what’s needed by 2020 to
put us on a path to limit global warming
to 2 degrees.
Of course, ending fossil fuel subsidies

is not going to be easy, but the first step
is to recognize the potential and begin

the work. Rich countries should end their
subsidies to producers first, and as
quickly as possible. Developing coun
tries should be supported in developing
plans to remove their subsidies for fossil
fuels in such a way that ensures protec
tions for the poor as well as improve
ments in access to energy.
It’s been over 3 years since the G20

and APEC countries agreed to eliminate
fossil fuel subsidies, and the Rio confer
ence on sustainable development earlier
this year also pointed to fossil fuel sub
sidy reform. The ADP can help push
these efforts further by acknowledging
fossil fuel subsidy reform as a means to
achieve greater pre2020 mitigation am
bition.



The First Place Fossil is awarded to Poland. Back home in Po
land, Environment Minister Korolec, revealed the country's position on
the Doha talks  claiming the carryover of AAU credits is NOT a prior
ity issue, but that the length of the second
commitment period and the obligations con
tained in the Kyoto Protocol are. We should
remind the minister that carryover of AAUs
influences the level of ambition in CP2.
Moreover, Poland does not want to give up

even one tonne of their huge surplus of AAU
emission allowances to contribute to the en
vironmental integrity. Why? Warsaw be
lieves their AAU surplus is a strictly national
issue. Hello…!! Carbon emissions know no
national borders and the issue is a key ele
ment of the CP2 negotiations!

The Second Place Fossil of the Day goes to Russia. The Russian
vice Prime Minister confirmed on Wednesday following ministerial
talks that the country will not sign on to the Second Commitment Peri

od of the Kyoto Protocol. Next week, Rus
sia will announce its emissions reduction
targets, but they will not be attributed to the
Second Commitment Period, which Russia
strongly opposes. This also means that
Russia will lose the chance to take part in
JI (Joint Implementation) projects in the fu
ture, something that the country was striv
ing to be involved with. This will have a
negative effect on both the economy and
lowcarbon development in Russia.
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Little Brother's Lessons
Joint Implementation (JI) is the much neg

lected little brother of the CDM. Yet JI needs
careful watching, not just because hundreds
of millions of credits have been issued under
JI that basically launder hot air and have
zero environmental integrity. But also, be
cause JI shows us what we could face with
new market mechanisms, if we do not insist
on stringent international rules and oversight.
Here in Doha, Parties are discussing how to

reform the JI to make it fit for post 2012.
ECO welcomes the suggestion of eliminating
Track 1, under which host countries can uni
laterally approve projects and issue credits
without any international oversight. 95% of all
JI credits have been issued under track 1,
many of them with blatantly no environmental
integrity.
Let’s look at Ukraine, the biggest supplier of

JI credits with 69 projects registered under
track 1. Sixty of these projects were audited
by one single auditing company, paid for by

the project developer. Normally such an audit
takes many months, but some of the projects
were miraculously audited in as little as 7
days. That hardly inspires confidence…
Many of these projects requested registration
only in the last couple of years but receive so
called “early credits,” for emission reductions
achieved before the Kyoto Protocol started,
some receiving credits going as far back as
2002. These projects hardly needed applica
tion to JI rules, since they were implemented
long before the mechanism started function
ing.
This is not to single out Ukraine. It is just to

point out what happens when countries can
unilaterally issue credits which can then be
used for compliance under a global regime.
Shortterm selfinterest trumps long term cli
mate security. Dear Delegates, please re
member this before you enthusiastically
endorse an anarchy of approaches and
standards under the LCA’s Framework for

Various Approaches. The UNFCCC needs to
lay out common rules for mechanisms to en
sure integrity. We now know from the JI that
approval at national level without UNFCCC
oversight simply doesn’t deliver.
Unfortunately, the suggested new rules for

one unified JI track are insufficient to ensure
JI’s climate integrity. Environmental integrity
criteria have to be strengthened (i.e. addition
ality and baseline rules). Nonadditional JI
projects undermine mitigation goals, espe
cially when they are implemented in coun
tries with a large AAU surplus. Therefore it is
vital that only countries that have an ambi
tious reduction commitment should be able to
host JI projects.
The window of opportunity to prevent cata

strophic climate change is rapidly closing. We
cannot afford any distracting market mechan
isms that do not deliver new and additional
emission reductions.
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Stabilisation Fund Won't Save the CDM
It is no secret that the future of the CDM

looks grim. According to the High Level Pan
el on the CDM Policy Dialogue, the CDM will
produce an excess of roughly 1.25 billion off
set credits because of low ambition by de
veloped countries. This has driven the prices
in the cellar and stirred creativity on how to
keep the market flourishing. In the CMP
opening plenary, India suggested setting up a
stabilisation fund to buy up excess offset
credits – something that has also been re
commended by the High Level Panel on the
CDM. A large chunk of the excess offset
credits will come from HFC23 destruction fa
cilities in India and China. Credits form such
HFC23 projects have been banned by major
buyers (EU, Australia and New Zealand) for
their lack of environmental integrity and sus

tainable development benefits. With a lack of
buyers, such a fund would provide a conveni
ent new source of money!
Even if HFC23 credits were not allowed in

such a fund, there is more to worry about.
New findings from the CDM Policy research
team show that largescale power supply
CDM projects, which are expected to gener
ate the majority of CDM credits until 2020,
are rarely additional and therefore increase
global emissions. This means that such a
stabilization fund would largely buy up ex
cess credits from industrial gas projects and
from projects that are unlikely to be addition
al. This seems like a terribly bad use of
scarce climate finance. Certainly there are
much more effective ways to spend mitiga
tion money, such as directly supporting the

implementation of renewable feedintariffs
and other proven policy measures.
Furthermore, if the CDM wants to be fit for

the future it needs to get rid of its excess
baggage of businessasusual projects that
inflate its supply. Banning credits from project
types that are highly unlikely to be additional
after 2012 would get rid of 1.6 billion offset
credits between now and 2020. Stopping
such projects from renewing their crediting
period and not allowing the registration of
new projects would also go a long way.
Instead of putting money into the CDM sta

bilization fund, developed countries should
raise ambition and put money on the table to
help developing countries take actions that
transform their economies to lowcarbon de
velopment path. It’s as easy as that.




