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An International Symposium Jointly Held on Center for Global Environmental Research, National 

Institute for Environmental Studies and Sophia University Center for the Environment & Trade Research 

“After COP15: How Countries See Outcome of the Copenhagen 
Meeting”     -   Proceedings 

 

 

MC 
As the time has come to start today’s event, 

we begin the international symposium “After 
COP15: How Countries See the Outcome of the 
Copenhagen Meeting”, jointly held by the Center 
for Global Environmental Research, National 
Institute for Environmental Studies, and Sophia 
University Center for the Environment & Trade 
Research. 

I am Yasuko Kameyama, master of 
ceremonies for this symposium, and Senior 
Researcher at the Center for Global Environmental 
Research. Thank you for participating in the 
symposium today. First of all, before starting the 
symposium, Dr. Yasuhiro Sasano, Director of the 
Center for Global Environment Research, National 
Institute for Environmental Studies, will give an 
opening speech. Dr. Sasano, would you please 
come up here for your speech? 
 
Sasano 

Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 
As introduced by Dr. Kameyama just now, 

I’m Yasuhiro Sasano, Director of the Center for 
Global Environment Research, National Institute 
for Environmental Studies in Tsukuba. Allow me 
to give the opening speech for today’s symposium. 
First, I would like to thank all of you for 
participating in the symposium. Especially, I 
would like to thank today’s guests for coming all 
the way here to give their presentations. 

As most of you may already know, at 

COP15 held in Copenhagen in December 2009, 
even though many stakeholders around the world 
were interested in the convention and expected to 
see results from the negotiations there, we can’t 
necessarily say that any major developments were 
made, mainly due to each country’s circumstances. 
For this reason, this is the main theme of today’s 
symposium. That is, today’s theme is “After 
COP15: How Countries See the Outcome of the 
Copenhagen Meeting”. Actually, I am among 
those who are very interested in today’s 
symposium because we have an opportunity to 
learn what each country thinks about climate 
change and how they assess the results of COP15. 
I also believe that the audience participating in 
today’s symposium has a similar interest. 

Well, allow me to introduce the Center for 
Global Environmental Research. The Center 
conducts a wide range of research in cooperation 
with many domestic and international researchers 
as well as those at the National Institute for 
Environmental Studies, acting as the core 
organization of the “Climate Change Research 
Program”, which is one of four major study 
programs promoted by the National Institute for 
Environmental Studies. Our research includes: 
observationally capturing the annual change and 
trend in greenhouse gases (GHG); regionally 
assessing emissions and absorbed volume of GHG 
based on ground-level observation or 
three-dimensional observation via ships and 
airplanes. 

In addition, we have been conducting studies 
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to measure the distribution of GHG such as carbon 
dioxide and methane gas across the globe by using 
observation sensors mounted on “Ibuki”, a 
Japanese greenhouse gas observation satellite 
launched in January last year, about a year ago. 
Besides these studies, we have also been 
conducting a wide range of research from the 
standpoint of natural science, e.g., future climate 
change based on numerical simulation, and 
assessment of various potential impacts and risks. 

I myself am a researcher of natural science 
mainly focusing on observational study and 
analysis. On the other hand, at the same time, we 
have been conducting research to reduce emissions 
of GHG in order to decrease global warming, e.g., 
creating a vision for moving towards a low-carbon 
society, quantitative analysis on climate change 
policy, and analysis on international policy 
concerning climate change as well. Dr. Yasuko 
Kameyama, MC of this symposium, and one of the 
core organizing members, also plays a major role 
in our global warming policy analysis program. 
She has been pursuing and studying international 
policy analysis on climate change for a long time. 

At the Center for Global Environmental 
Research, National Institute for Environmental 
Studies, we take pride in providing the Japanese 
government with effective scientific findings 
towards global warming policy-making by 
presenting a series of research achievements.  

Today’s symposium is held as part of a 
project entitled “Study on Decision-Making 
Process in Major Countries Concerning 
International Negotiations on Climate Change” 
carried out with the Global Environmental 
Research Fund procured from the Ministry of the 
Environment. We would like to express our 
gratitude to the Ministry of the Environment who 
generously supports us in this important issue. We 
would also like to express our appreciation to 
members of Sophia University, who helped us to 

hold today’s symposium. 
I’ve heard that there will be plenty of time to 

exchange comments and opinions with the 
audience, so I ask that you actively participate in 
this opportunity. I believe this will make this 
research project more productive. I was given strict 
instructions by Dr. Kameyama to keep my speech 
short, so I will end it right now. Thank you for 
listening, and I hope all of you benefit from 
today’s symposium. 
 
MC 

Thank you very much, Dr. Sasano. Next, 
Prof. Arimura, Associate Professor, Faculty of 
Economics of Sophia University Center for the 
Environment & Trade Research, will make an 
opening speech as well. He is also a joint sponsor 
of this symposium. Prof. Arimura, would you like 
to begin? 
 
Arimura 

I’m Arimura from Sophia University. I’m a 
member of the Global Environment Research Fund 
project of the Ministry of the Environment led by 
Dr. Kameyama, and I have specialized in energy 
policy and technology policy in the U.S. I’m also 
one of the joint sponsors of this symposium as well. 
I would like to make a brief speech as a joint 
sponsor. 

I suppose that you have a thin sheet of 
colored paper like this. At Sophia University, we 
established the “Center for the Environment & 
Trade Research” last April. As you can see from 
the back of the paper, this is a new initiative to 
establish a research center within a university with 
outside funds, which mainly consist of a research 
fund financed by the Mitsui & Co., Ltd. 
Environment Fund. Now, as a climate change 
policy, the domestic emissions trading system has 
been receiving a lot of attention. On the other hand, 
there is concern about potential problems such as 
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international competitiveness of Japanese 
enterprises and carbon leakage. Our Center has 
been dealing with an analyst with a background in 
economics and law to address these problems. 

As you may know by looking around, not 
only Sophia University, but also Dr. Takeda of 
Kanto Gakuen University as well as Dr. Richard 
Morgenstern of Resources of the Future, who is 
one of the presenters today, are participants in this 
project at our Center. This project is intended to 
analyze global warming, emissions trading and 
their economic impact from a global point of view, 
so on this occasion we invited Dr. Morgenstern 
and co-hosted this symposium in order to review 
global warming issues not only from the 
perspective of Japan and the U.S., but from a 
broader view worldwide. This is a summary of our 
Center. 

In terms of global negotiations, we tend to 
pay attention to the U.S. and China only, for 
example, I used to work in Washington D.C. for 
two years. In addition, of course, we are always 
interested in where EU27 is attempting to direct 
the world. However, global warming issues can’t 
be solved by monitoring only the movement of the 
U.S., China, and EU. We must also monitor the 
movement of other developing countries. For 
example, Indonesia has forest-related issues, which 
could lead to important chances or opportunities 
for Japan. As for global policies, Russia is an 
important player, I think. This time, we are holding 
this symposium by inviting researchers, 
stakeholders, and policy-makers from such 
important countries. Therefore, as researchers 
participating in this symposium, we are very 
pleased to listen to the presentations because the 
presenters will provide us with valuable 
information. Thank you for your participation 
today. 
 
MC 

Prof. Arimura, thank you very much.  
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Presentation 1 
 
 

 
 
 
                                        
 
Ms. Lidia Wojtal   
Global climate change negotiations specialist, 

Department of Foreign Economic Policy, 

Climate and Energy Unit, Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs of the Republic of Poland  

 
Lidia Wojtal has participated in the 
inter-governmental negotiating process on 
post-2012 climate regime, specialist and Polish 
COP14 and COP15 expert negotiation team 
coordinator on the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Long-term Cooperative Action under the 
UNFCCC Convention. She also undertook 
monitoring and substantive policy analysis of 
issues related to climate change policy, 
developing policy recommendations, formulating 
proposals and devising strategies on specific 
thematic issues; providing policy advice on the 
negotiation strategy in the European Union and 
under the UNFCCC, preparing reports, 
summaries of meetings and policy statements, 
speeches, briefing notes and other inputs, 
participating in multilateral negotiating processes, 
etc. Studied at University of Bialystok, Poland, 
Law Faculty (2004 - present), Scholarship: 
University of Tsukuba, Japan, Law Faculty 
(scholarship, 2005-2006), University of Bialystok, 
Poland, English Faculty (2003-2005), and 
University of Adam Mickiewicz, Poland, English 
Faculty (2000-2003). 
                                              

Good afternoon everybody. My name is 
Lidia Wojtal. As Kameyama-san said I’m from the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Poland. I would like 
to make a presentation on the perspective from the 
European Union on the outcomes of the 

Copenhagen meeting. 
Since I am from Poland, I also tried to focus 

on what actually the position of Poland on the Bali 
Roadmap was and also as a member of the EU. In 
this process, Poland was actually playing many 
roles, one of which was the COP 14 presidency. 
That was just until Copenhagen during the year 
2008 starting with COP 14 at Poznan. Poland is 
also a party to the Convention and to the Kyoto 
Protocol. Poland is an Annex 1 party and it’s an 
economy in transition according to the Convention. 
In the years between 2008 and 2012, we have a 6% 
reduction with reference to the base year 1988. We 
also belong to the Eastern European group in the 
UN classification system. We have joined the EU 
and therefore we adopted the EU’s ambitious 
reduction targets until 2020 with the base year of 
1990, which also means that we have taken up the 
EU’s pledge for the conditional 30% target as part 
of the global deal. 

If I may refer a bit to the decision making 
process, Poland is one of the 27 EU member states. 
Therefore, all the positions that go out to the global 
level, are taken by all the member states and the 
final position is adopted by the European Council. 
The position of the EU is very transparent, it’s 
very clear, and you can always find it in Council 
conclusions. Therefore, as far as the full-fledged 
position on Copenhagen Accord is concerned, 
please look forward to the new Council 
conclusions we will have around March. 

What was the EU position when we were 
going to Copenhagen? The EU wanted a global, 
single, legally-binding outcome from Copenhagen 
that would build upon the KP architecture with a 
robust accounting and compliance system that 
would ensure emission reductions necessary to 
achieve the Two Degree Celsius objective. 

What it meant in particular? We wanted the 
countries to take comparable efforts. That would 
be also the last part – all the countries. And, then 
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we wanted a binding document. We wanted it to be 
sustainable, to allow for further development in the 
future – for the development of both economy and 
sustainable development in the part of environment. 
We wanted to have it comprehensive. We wanted 
it to embrace all the necessary issues for the future 
climate regime to be whole, not to have any weak 
points. This is why the decision taking process in 
the EU was very complex. We wanted to have a 
comprehensive position and we wanted to have a 
reliable position. 

As far as ambition is concerned, which was 
pretty related to the comparable efforts subject, we 
followed the IPCC. The developed countries 
should collectively take a target that would be 
between 25% and 40% till the year 2020 with the 
base year of 1990; 80% to 95% by 2050 with the 
base year of 1990. The point of the comparison 
also goes to developing countries, that the target 
should be between 15% and 30% from the BAU by 
2020. 

The Copenhagen outcome – maybe it’s not 
only the COP 15, it’s also CMP. The Copenhagen 
outcome, in general, consists of decisions for the 
further work of AWG-LCA, decisions for further 
work of AWG-KP, as well as the Copenhagen 
Accord. All three of them are equally important 
because we need to see the results of negotiations 
we had so far would be reflected in the future 
agreement, a global agreement. 

Coming to the details, first I will concentrate 
on the drawbacks. The Copenhagen Agreement in 
itself is very general. It is a significant step. 
However, it does not set any mid-term or 
long-term targets. Moreover, which is one of the 
key points for the EU, those targets that were 
actually submitted so far would not add up to the 
required level of reductions that would allow for 
fulfilling the 2 degrees target. The last count was 
something about, I guess, 20% which was 
calculated in the AWG-KP in Copenhagen. 

Another crucial point that Copenhagen 
Accord had not fulfilled, neither AWG-KP nor 
LCA, was that it did not set any provision on the 
legal bindingness of the agreement and did not 
foresee the conclusion with the legally binding 
outcome in 2010. The timing issue is of much 
importance here. We do not want to see the gap 
between the first commitment period of the Kyoto 
protocol and another regime that will start later on. 
For the ratification of the new global agreement, 
some countries will need longer than one year, 
that’s pretty certain. So, what we need to do is to 
finish negotiations as soon as possible so that we 
would not allow for a break between end of 2012 
and another commitment period for the protection 
of climate. 

Another drawback is that it does not refer to 
the Kyoto architecture and thus, this point does 
relate in some part to the MRV provisions. 
However, in general it does not say it will 
encompass what has been already negotiated in the 
Bali Roadmap. The last point that we see as very 
important, is that it does not provide for any 
further work program officially. As far as I can 
remember, in Poznan, we had long discussions, 
very tiresome discussions, on what the meetings in 
2009 would be, when they would be, and where 
they would be. This time, in the decisions, there 
was no embedded provision for specific time and 
places of the meetings in 2010, which leaves the 
question when and how we are going to discuss the 
form of the future regime. 

As for the assets, we see the Copenhagen 
Accord, as I said, as a significant step. First of all, 
we have the two degrees target which was one of 
the flag points for the EU, one of the really red 
lines. So we indeed see this as a success we 
managed to achieve within the Copenhagen 
Accord. It provides for a review by 2015. That’s 
also very important. We do see it as a chance to 
raise the level of ambition for the future years and 
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to also to embrace the concerns of LDCs, SIDS 
and other countries that are the most vulnerable to 
climate change impacts. 

Another asset is that it provides for 
economy-wide emission reductions and mitigation 
targets and actions for both developed and 
developing countries. It does set the general 
provisions for MRV and the mechanism for REDD 
and REDD financing. However, it is worth 
mentioning that we are looking forward to 
elaborating on further rules related to both MRV 
and the mitigation targets, the accounting system, 
and the specifics of the mechanism for REDD and 
REDD+. 

The Copenhagen Accord also provides a 
basis for significant financing for climate actions, 
both for mitigation and adaptation, which we also 
thought as crucial. It also provides for the fast start, 
which is indeed, indispensable if we want to 
prepare for immediate action after 2012. Lastly it 
addresses the action on adaptation, especially in 
LDCs, SIDS, and Africa, which we see as one of 
the most vulnerable to climate change, which need 
immediate action, especially with the fast start 
provisions. 

As for the final assessment, it’s COP 15 and 
CMP 5, those both bodies were taking part in the 
decision making process. We see that AWG-LCA 
and AWG-KP and the Copenhagen Accord, the 
structure of those three decisions, may lead to the 
further diversification of negotiating tracks. We 
don’t know how this is going to be further develop, 
what is the interrelationship between those three 
tracks actually now. We are not sure how this is 
going to be resolved in Mexico. So, it provides for 
lack of certainty about the transparency of the 
process. 

The second point is AWG-LCA and 
AWG-KP and the Copenhagen Accord, neither of 
them, provides for the binding form of the outcome 
of their work. The AWG-LCA and AWG-KP 

decisions just state it should finish its work but 
doesn’t say which form it should take. While, in 
the Copenhagen Accord, there is no mentioning of 
the legal bindingness which we see as crucial for 
the further process of implementation of what is 
already there. 

The third point, AWG-LCA and AWG-KP 
and the Copenhagen Accord, they do not provide 
for work programs in 2010. They do not provide 
for the places for the negotiation. It’s even more 
complex with Copenhagen Accord because 
actually it was just taken out of by the Conference 
of the Parties and no forum was set to discuss the 
further elaboration of the provisions that are there. 
If we want to reach the agreement soon not to have 
the gap between the commitment periods, then we 
really need to have a place to be set and be 
followed in the next years if not a year until the 
end of 2010. 

The final problem that occurred in 
Copenhagen was connected with the fact that the 
famous Rules of procedure were not adopted. They 
are used at every COP with the exemption of the 
Rule 42 of Voting, which means that all the 
decisions have to be taken by consensus. This 
means that this process can be stopped basically by 
any country, at any point in time, and provides for 
inefficiency of the current system. This can be seen 
as a very dangerous point in our negotiation. 

As for the conclusions, let me state that, first 
of all, AWG-KP and AWG-LCA negotiation 
processes need to be revised so to make it more 
effective. Maybe the first point we should look at 
are the rules of procedure. But, we believe that the 
UN should remain as the main negotiating forum 
as it really encompasses all the parties, gives the 
chance to speak to everybody, and is not limiting 
the access. It simply needs to be made more 
efficient. 

While the Copenhagen Accord is falling 
short of the EU’s objective, we see it as a point for 
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the start of further negotiations. And what is the 
condition? It has to become more comprehensive. 
It has to set the rules, how we going to proceed. 
We have to know how to implement it and how to 
implement it comprehensively - in such a way that 
we would all know what are the rules, what we 
have to follow to achieve the climate protection for 
the period post 2012. 

That would be all. Thank you very much. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

– 8 – – 9 –



 - 8 - 

Presentation 2 
 

 

 
 

 

 
                   
Dr. Richard Morgenstern  
Senior Fellow, Resources for the Future 
 
Richard Morgenstern's research focuses on the 
economic analysis of environmental issues with 
an emphasis on the costs, benefits, evaluation, 
and design of environmental policies, especially 
economic incentive measures. Immediately prior 
to joining RFF, Morgenstern was senior 
economic counselor to the undersecretary for 
global affairs at the U.S. Department of State, 
where he participated in negotiations for the 
Kyoto Protocol. Previously he served at the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, where he 
acted as deputy administrator (1993); assistant 
administrator for policy, planning, and evaluation 
(1991-93); and director of the Office of Policy 
Analysis (1983-95). Formerly a tenured 
professor at the City University of New York, 
Morgenstern has taught recently at Oberlin 
College, the Wharton School of the University of 
Pennsylvania, Yeshiva University, and American 
University. He has served on expert committees 
of the National Academy of Sciences and as a 
consultant to various organizations. 

                                                          
Thank you very much, and thank you to all 

the organizers for setting up this meeting. At the 
outset, let me say that I am not with the US 
government. I have in the past served in the 
government but I am now with an independent 
think tank, Resources for the Future. The views 
that I reflect here today are my own, and not those 
of my government. 

What I hope to do today is to talk about the 
accomplishments, the positive things about the 

COP, what I see as the issues, and then if I have a 
few minutes left, to talk a little bit about the 
domestic situation in the United States. 

So, there has been a transformation in this 
COP that I think is rather significant, and it has 
basically moved from one of what we would refer 
to as a top-down type of system to a bottom-up 
approach. This is quite an important change. It 
appears as if some nations are willing to act but 
they are not willing to commit, in the sense that the 
previous speaker referred to in terms of binding 
commitments. It also appears as if the climate issue 
has grown in importance. For the first time we 
have heads of state actually negotiating the details. 
We don’t have them simply coming in at the end 
and formalizing agreements that have been 
developed by their subordinates. 

There’s somewhat of a new political order 
that has emerged here. Certainly China, which 
we’re going to hear from shortly, has assumed a 
greater role. There are now divisions within the 
G77, which we haven’t seen quite as strongly as in 
the past, and there are other changes as well. There 
is some progress, in fact, a fair amount of progress 
on transparency and accountability in the overall 
process and I think that many people see the 
United Nations framework, the UNFCCC, as a 
frustrating process, which is hard to reform and 
hard to replace. These are a set of overview points 
that I want to make. Now I’m going to go through 
some more specific issues. 

An accomplishment is that this accord 
clearly validates the will to urgently combat 
climate change, the ‘common but differentiated 
responsibilities’ are retained, and the 2-degree goal 
is noted, but it is not of course tied to actions. 
Adaptation is recognized as a particularly 
important issue, particularly in the least developed 
nations and the small island nations. There is a 
procedure whereby developed nations can provide 
funding and this is a significant departure from 
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Kyoto. 
Probably most significant of all, there are a 

number of informal commitments among both 
Annex I and non-Annex I parties. Although the 
distinction between the two, the Kyoto distinction, 
is maintained, all nations, all nations, are 
committing to action, and this is really the heart of 
the issue. The absence of a numerical target or a 
formula implies the demise of the bottom-up 
approach that I referred to earlier. Monitoring, 
reporting and verification is made more rigorous 
and transparent. There are going to be new 
guidelines that have not yet been established for 
Annex I nations, and for non-Annex I nations, that 
are subject to international consultation and 
analysis. That’s a phrase that is yet to be defined, 
but still, it reflects a clear move forward. 

Voluntary actions are to be undertaken or 
can be undertaken by the least developed and 
island nations, and interestingly, if they are 
actually supported financially by developed 
countries, they are going to be subject to the more 
stringent MRV. Technology transfer is also 
included in this context. Parties are to establish 
incentives to help reduce deforestation and 
degradation. This is a significant change from 
Kyoto and it may open the way for major new 
resources to flow from the north to the south. 

Another point is that market mechanisms are 
to be pursued. Although the details need to be 
worked out, this does set the stage for linkage 
among countries, which is a key element in the 
future of this system. There is a provision for what 
I would refer to as predictable and adequate 
funding for mitigation, reduction of deforestation, 
and adaptation. A target of 30 billion U.S. dollars 
for the period until 2012 is established, and 
importantly, this can include both public and 
private funds. In some nations, particularly the 
United States, the inclusion of private funds is 
essential. There is a further commitment of 

mobilizing 100 billion U.S. dollars annually by 
2020, and again it includes both public and private 
funds and it can be used to create incentives for 
developing nations to adopt targets or sectoral 
offsets, which is an important element, of the 
thinking in the United States. 

There is an evaluation established to be 
completed by 2015. The language is sufficiently 
broad to include an assessment of the stringency of 
individual nations’ targets, as well as the extent of 
compliance, and also to include consideration of 
strengthening the long-term goals as the science 
indicates. 

Beyond the significant accomplishments of 
the Copenhagen Accord, there are also a set of 
incomplete issues or issues where more work 
needs to be done. I’ve put together a list of them 
here. As the previous speaker noted, there are no 
legally binding commitments. Taking the current 
Accord and moving it to the point where it 
becomes a legally binding commitment is clearly a 
challenge that the global community faces. 

Despite the progress that I noted on 
transparency and accountability, the thinking in the 
United States is that there is still more work to be 
done in this area, and that is an important issue to 
be resolved. The absence of specific targets, which 
the United States did support – an 80% reduction 
by developed nations and a 50% global reduction 
by 2050 – is absent from the accord. 

The heart of the matter is the future 
bottom-up submissions by nations. Here, the devil 
is in the details. Sorting out what nations are 
actually going to propose is absolutely essential. 
There are other incomplete areas as well, including 
the intellectual property aspects of technology and 
adaptation. While there is progress here, these are 
clearly in need of further work. 

Despite the representation of the financial 
commitments of 30 billion dollars by 2012 and an 
annual commitment of a 100 billion starting in 
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2020, converting these goals into actual 
commitments is clearly a challenge that all nations 
face. And as referenced by the previous speaker, 
there are many questions about the UNFCCC 
process. I think the United States doesn’t have a 
formal position that I’m aware of about the future 
of this process, but clearly there are a number of 
different ways that the process could proceed in 
the future. The Major Economies Forum is one 
example of a forum that has made some progress 
up to this point. How that will work in the future, 
whether it will continue, how it will interact with 
the UNFCCC, remains to be seen. 

In my remaining few minutes, I would like 
to say a few words about the domestic situation in 
the United States. There is a House of 
Representatives bill that was adopted in June, the 
Waxman-Markey bill that calls for a 17% 
reduction in emission by 2020. This is the same 
number that President Obama committed to in a 
non-binding way in Copenhagen. If this system is, 
in fact, adopted by the United States, it would be, I 
believe, the first economy in the world to have an 
economy-wide cap and trade, which is a significant 
accomplishment. 

There are many provisions in this bill. It’s 
very complex, it’s well over a thousand pages, and 
it includes sectoral offsets from developing 
countries, specific provisions on competitiveness, a 
very contentious issue in many countries, including 
the United States. The bill also includes provisions 
for cost containment, which reflects the concerns 
about significant price spikes under a cap and trade 
program that could be economically harmful and 
politically unacceptable.  

The revenues in this legislation are used to 
address a very wide array of concerns. Some of 
them are competitiveness related, some of them are 
equity related. They were negotiated in the House 
of Representatives and reflect the political 
diversity of a big country like the United States. 

Now, as I mentioned, the President did 
commit to the 17% number in Copenhagen, and 
this is very significant. Although those of you 
follow the news will have noted that the big issue 
in the United States over the past several months 
has been healthcare reform. People have taken 
strong sides on this issue. There is no formal 
agreement yet, but the widespread belief is that 
once there is or where there is an agreement on 
healthcare, that might open the door to a more 
formal emphasis on climate change issues. 

Action on climate legislation is pending in 
the Senate and there are a number of different 
proposals under consideration. The final version 
could differ significantly from the 
Waxman-Markey bill. Some people, especially 
those outside of the U.S. wonder what might 
influence this debate. In my view, one thing that 
could definitely influence the U.S. debate would be 
the quality of the submissions of other countries. If 
other countries bring forth relatively strong 
submissions in the near term, there is a deadline of 
January 31, that would probably strengthen the 
case in the Senate because we have a situation 
where no country wants to go first, everybody 
wants to believe that they’re going in tandem with 
other countries, and that could be an important 
element. 

Realistically, the window for legislative 
action in Congress this year is over in the next six 
to nine months. We have congressional elections in 
our country coming up in November, and it’s 
certainly possible that legislation could drag on till 
then, but historically, major legislation hasn’t 
passed right before an election. So it would 
undoubtedly be before – certainly by the summer, 
or early fall would be the absolute latest. 

Another option in the United States, if there 
is not legislative action, would be the use of the 
Clean Air Act. This is a statute that was originally 
set up to deal with conventional and hazardous 
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pollutants, not with greenhouse gases. However, a 
major Supreme Court decision has indicated that 
the Clean Air Act does, in fact, provide authority 
to control greenhouse gases. The Obama 
administration has recently taken an important step 
in that direction already, by making what’s called 
an ‘endangerment finding’. That’s a technical term 
within the law that means that there is effectively a 
danger associated with the build-up of greenhouse 
gases, which could pave the way for regulatory 
action, under the terms of the Clean Air Act. 
Unlike the legislative approach, which would be an 
economy-wide approach, the Clean Air Act 
approach would be less than economy-wide in 
terms of its coverage, although it could be quite 
broad. 

Those are really the key points I wanted to 
make. I guess I’m going to leave you with maybe 
one final piece of information that’s perhaps 
relevant. We do a lot of public opinion polling in 
the United States. Independent organizations do 
these things, as you’re probably aware. I’ve listed 
one here by Pew. They see a decline in the per cent 
of respondents who see climate change as a ‘very 
serious problem’, from 44% to 35% between 2008 
and 2009. Other polls have been done by other 
organizations, I’ve listed them here, and they show 
pretty similar results. Now, you might ask, why is 
that? A scholar on this subject, a polling expert, 
Karlyn Bowman, and she has advanced four 
different hypotheses, and I would put them before 
you, just to think about. 

The first one is the economy. The United 
States is in a serious recession, as are many other 
countries, and we find historically that public 
opinion tends to shift adversely to environmental 
issues at the time of economic downturns, and so 
that could be a very important, if not the most 
important cause of the decline in public support for 
action on climate change. A second hypothesis 
related to the generally polarized political situation 

in the United States. Virtually all political battles 
in the U.S. are quite open and sometimes quite 
ugly. Rather we have independent branches of 
government and independent political parties. 
Particularly in the absence of a parliamentary 
system of government, almost all our dirty laundry 
is aired in public which, Dr. Bowman believes, 
tends to polarize the debate on climate change and 
certain other issues. 

A third possible explanation for the decline 
of public support for action on climate change 
concerns the clarity of the public’s understanding 
of the issues. Despite the increase in information 
available to people through the media, the general 
public still does not have a clear understanding of 
the science of climate change. Many people 
confuse it with other problems. A final hypothesis 
relates to the rhetoric that has emerged about the 
quality of IPCC scientific assessments, known in 
the U.S. as ‘Climate Gate’. Clearly this has created 
a bit of a scandal and excitement in our media, and 
that may well have had an impact. I should note 
that the polling results that I’ve shown here 
actually were taken before the emergence of 
Climate Gate, so they don’t reflect the full impact. 
However, Dr. Bowman believes that this has 
contributed to the overall decline in public support 
for the issue. 

So that’s the situation in the United States. 
Personally, I think there’s a reasonable chance we 
are going to see legislation before the end of the 
year. I think there are many forces at work here, 
and many of the interest groups have lined up and 
they’re waiting for a final round of compromise 
that could bring this legislation to fruition. 

So I’m going to stop here. Thank you very 
much. 
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Thank you. Good afternoon, ladies and 

gentlemen. It’s my pleasure to be here and I would 
like to thank the organizer of this very important 
symposium devoted to such an important issue. I 

won’t go much into detail about the outcomes of 
Copenhagen itself but will try to focus more on 
what’s going on with climate and climate change 
policy in Russia, which I might think would be 
very interesting to you. 

I personally represent the Russian Regional 
Environmental Centre. It’s a non-governmental 
organization founded jointly by the European 
Commission and the Russian government. Our 
main mission is to provide advanced ideas, policies, 
and standards in the field of the environment that 
are already available in the world to ensure its 
sustainable development in Russia. Since its very 
foundation, the RREC has paid great attention to 
climate change, and I am a coordinator of climate 
change projects within our organization. In this 
field, we do quite a wide range of things from 
policy analysis and expert assistance to the 
government to awareness-rising and 
capacity-building projects. 

I’m also a member of the Russian official 
delegation at negotiations and if you have any 
further questions on Russian stance, I am very 
happy to answer them. Well, here are the outlines 
of my presentation – as I said, I would like to focus 
more on Russian climate change policy and the 
role of Russia in the international climate process. 
All of you know Russia as a very cold country and 
it’s very famous all over the world for its cold 
winters. But as you can see from this picture, 
during last years there were almost no snow before 
mid-January and we had snow-less new years, and 
this photograph won a climate change contest 
organized by the RREC one year ago. 

So, as you can see, Russia is not immune to 
climate change and I would say that climate 
change is even more evident in our country than in 
the rest of the world. You can see the graph. The 
upper curve is Russia, the middle is the northern 
hemisphere, and the low is the world in general. 
According to scientific forecasts, this trend might 
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even accelerate in the future. Therefore, in Russia, 
temperature rise will be even more than in the 
world in general. 

Of course we have our own vulnerable 
regions, our weak spots, and one of them is 
Southern Russia. I must add that this is the main 
agricultural centre of our country, and water 
shortages, crop-yield decreases, and severe 
droughts are already happening there, and former 
arable lands are becoming deserts. Another weak 
spot and vulnerable region is of course the Arctic. 
Because ecosystems, population, and infrastructure 
here is extremely vulnerable to any changes in the 
environment and of course climatic ones also. 

This map shows you that two-thirds of the 
Russian territory is covered by permafrost and it is 
thawing due to temperature increase. This can 
cause severe damages to buildings, railroads, 
pipelines. Red and yellow color show that two 
thirds of permafrost territory of Russia is under 
medium and high risk of infrastructure damages. 
Here are some of the examples of what is already 
happening in Siberia and the Arctic. In contrast to 
the other countries of the Arctic region, in Russia 
there is huge infrastructure; cities with populations 
of more that 100,000 people; big plants, even 
nuclear power plants. Can you imagine what 
would happen with this continuous process? 

Despite of the evident climate change, 
Russian climate change policy is just at the 
beginning of elaboration. There are a few reasons 
that can explain this. First of all, it lack of interest 
to the issue in general and the popular 
misunderstanding among the general public in 
Russia – and unfortunately even policy-makers – 
that climate change is either something imaginary, 
or if it exists, it will bring just benefits to our 
country. People usually see only positive impacts 
like possible development of the northern sea route 
or extension of arable lands, but they do not see the 
adverse affects that are already happening. 

Of course our country is still in the process 
of economic development, more like emerging 
economies, and that’s why the focus of the 
government is more on more urgent economic and 
social needs than environmental problems. Even at 
the local level, people are more concerned with 
local environmental issues like air pollution or 
water contamination than with global challenges 
like climate change. 

The last but not the least is lack of 
stakeholders’ involvement within Russia. By 
stakeholders I mean not only policy-makers or 
business but also mass media, non-governmental 
sector, and even general public. I’ll a bit elaborate 
on this. In Russia there is still no consolidated or 
unified agency or ministry that is responsible for 
climate change or energy. There are more than ten 
different governmental bodies that in a way deal 
with climate change or energy, but none of them is 
fully responsible for the issue. Can you imagine 
how hard it is to come to any decision? The 
decision-making process takes lots of time. 

The same happens with preparation of the 
official position of the Russian delegation. There 
are unfortunately insufficient number of experts 
dealing with this issue within ministries, especially 
with those that do not deal directly with climate 
change, like the Ministry of Transport or the 
Ministry of Forestry. There are weak top-down 
political signals. Unfortunately regions and 
policy-makers at the regional level do not know 
much about climate change, and what could be 
done in order to mitigate it. 

There is poor co-operation of stakeholders 
and non-governmental organizations that are 
relatively active in Russia pay lots of attention in 
order to promote this dialogue among scientists, 
decision-makers, and the non-governmental sector. 
Of course there is still a need for more public 
awareness campaigns to make people understand 
that climate change is a real problem, and that it 
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threatens their welfare, and what could be done in 
order to reduce personal carbon footprints. 

In other countries of the world people know 
a lot about what could be done, but in Russia, 
unfortunately, people even don’t know about 
simple energy-saving measures, and one of the 
obstacles for this is relatively low prices for energy 
or water, for instance. Of course, it’s not an 
incentive for doing more. But, however, I’m 
optimistic here because there is a huge potential. 
First of all, it’s huge energy-saving potential, 
especially in the energy and housing sectors. 
Political will and understanding by the government 
that energy-efficiency improvement is vital in 
order to ensure sustainable development of our 
country. 

Some important decrees and laws were 
issued during the past two years and we are very 
happy to have them now. There is huge interest 
from business in emissions trading but 
unfortunately the Russian mechanism is not yet in 
place due to various reasons. Of course being a 
member of the UNFCCC and the G8, Russia has to 
do something in order to be just on track with other 
developed countries. The last and here I’m afraid 
to say the least are increased climate change 
impacts in Russia. Yes, this is also very important 
but this is maybe the less important factor in 
promoting government to do more. 

Here you can see the graph that shows how 
far Russia is in terms of energy efficiency, maybe 
the second among Annex I Parties after the 
Ukraine. Our energy-saving potential is accounted 
for about 40% of current energy consumption. 
According to a McKenzie Study that was presented 
quite recently in December 2009, energy efficiency 
measures alone could bring almost 90% of 
economically feasible greenhouse gas emission 
reductions by 2020. 

First steps have already been taken by the 
government. The first one was the presentation of 

the first Russian Assessment Report. It was an 
initiative of the government to replicate an IPCC 
report at the national level, and it was done 
successfully, taking into account that many 
Russian scientists also contribute to IPCC work. 
There was also a decree by the President issued on 
the 4th June 2008, and it envisages 40% reduction 
of energy intensity of the national economy, which 
means almost full realization of the energy-saving 
potential of the country. In November last year, a 
so long-awaited Russian federal law on energy 
efficiency was presented and a lot more should be 
done in order to elaborate it. 

The Climate Change Doctrine was adopted 
by the President in December 2009, right before 
Copenhagen, and this is the first political 
document of our country dealing specifically with 
climate change. It incorporates both mitigation and 
adaptation, which to my mind is very important. 
Then there was an appointment of a Special 
Counselor of the president on Climate Change and 
Dmitry Medvedev, the President of the Russian 
Federation himself, participated in COP-15 and 
there announced the official targets of the Russian 
Federation for 2020, which are minus 25% when 
compared with 1990 levels. 

What is the role of Russia in the 
international climate process? Russia is a full party 
to the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocols. It’s actually 
an Annex I party and an Annex B party, which 
means that Russia has its own emission reduction 
commitments under the Protocol, which are not to 
exceed the level of 1990 during the first 
commitment period. Russia is also a member of the 
Umbrella Group along with other developed 
nations that are not EU members and here our 
positions are close to Japan, and we even sit 
shoulder to shoulder at the negotiating table. So 
we’re friends there. Russia is also a member of G8, 
BRIC, Major Economies Meeting Forum, and 
other international fora that deal with climate 
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change. Here I must mention that Russia is the 
fourth largest greenhouse gas emitter or maybe 
even fifth now after India also, which makes 
Russia a very important player in the international 
process. 

However, Russia has a specific role and 
specific national circumstances. First of all, Russia, 
I would say, is in the middle between developed 
and developing nations, because on the one hand it 
is an Annex I and it has binding commitments, but 
on the other hand it has still a rapidly growing 
economy, similar to major emerging economies 
like Brazil, India, China or South Korea. Some 
even figures can be comparable more with major 
economies that with developed nations. That’s why 
I called it as a bridging role between developed 
and developing nations of Russia and it might play 
some role within the UN process also. What I have 
to add is that Russia is also one of the major oil 
and gas exporters of the world, which places our 
country a bit aside from other developed nations. 
Of course forests play a very important role. 

Here you can see emission curves of 
different developed nations. You can see that in 
Russia, due to the collapse of the Soviet Union in 
1991, there was a huge slow down in emissions, 
which are now one-third lower than 1990 levels, 
which is our commitment under the Kyoto 
Protocol. But what I wanted to show by this graph 
is that most of the developed nations have already 
reached their peak of emissions, while in Russia 
this peak will be a bit later, due to the necessity to 
maintain economic growth. However, if we 
compare the rates of economic growth and the 
rates of growth in emissions, the rates of emissions 
are comparably much lower than the rates of 
economic growth. 

Essential points of the Russian position for 
Copenhagen: I must say that Russia in Copenhagen 
stood a bit aside from the main struggle. Russia 
mostly monitored the process and whether its 

position and key points of its position are regarded. 
However, we have certain elements that must be 
considered within the new agreement. We see only 
one single agreement in the future where there will 
be mitigation commitments for developed nations 
and actions by developing nations, but both 
monitored, reported, and verified. We do not see a 
future of any agreement without US participation 
and we want to keep the 1990 level, at least for 
ourselves, as a base year. What is also important 
and Russian also stresses it is the role of adaptation 
that cannot be underestimated. 

In Copenhagen President Dmitry Medvedev 
announced the official targets of Russia for 2020 
and they are minus 25%, and I must say that this 
target lies within the IPCC ranges of -25 and minus 
40% for developed nations. 

In conclusion, I would like to repeat that 
Russia is still just at the beginning of forming its 
climate change policy. However, recent activities 
of the government showed great interest towards 
this issue, specifically energy efficiency. Here I 
would like to quote the words of our President, 
spoken at COP-15, that Russia will continue its 
work on energy efficiency and improvement and 
climate change despite whether there is a new 
agreement or not. I think that this approach is very 
important because each country, no matter whether 
there is an agreement or not, has to do as much as 
possible in order to eliminate inevitable changes in 
climate. 

Of course climate change also gives us 
incentives to do more than business as usual, and 
to make our economy cleaner, greener and more 
low-emission than it is. Again I would like to 
quote our President that the global climate deal we 
are talking about is a real chance for the large-scale 
introduction of clean, energy-efficient and 
low-emission technologies, a chance for new 
scientific findings, a chance for green economic 
growth and green investments all over the world, a 

– 16 – – 17 –



 - 16 - 

chance we must take. Thus, climate change 
tackling measures will contribute to global, 
environmental and socio-economic problems, 
solving an achievement of sustainable 
development goals. 

I think that will be a perfect ending of the 
presentation. Thank you. 
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Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. It’s a 
great pleasure for me to be here to exchange the 
views on Copenhagen outcome. My presentation 
will include four parts. In the first part, I will give 
my general comments of the conference and the 
final outcome. In the second part, I will discuss the 
focus of negotiation at the conference and the 
reasons for the failure of the conference. And, the 

third part, I will talk a little about China, how it 
changed its role in climate change negotiations. 
The last part, I will say something about the way to 
Mexico. 

As for the Copenhagen conference, I have 
several general comments. The first one, this 
conference is an unprecedented scale. There were 
194 parties and 119 head of state and governments 
including UN Secretary General attended the 
meeting. Also about 43,000 participants attended 
the meeting but I think the arrangement of the 
conference was very terrible. Many people 
couldn’t enter the Bella Centre and some certain 
people from NGOs demonstrated at the entrance. I 
think this is not a very happy appearance for us. I 
also have an impression of the result of the 
negotiation, I think is a shabby result because 
Copenhagen Accord is a non-binding agreement. 

You all know during the negotiations there 
were some intermediate products. The first one is 
the Danish text. There was also a conference 
chairman’s text. This is proposed by Denmark and 
supported by EU. There was also a Beijing text. In 
addition, there were negotiating texts for 
small-scale consultations. Last but not least was 
the US and BASIC proposal, which later became 
the Copenhagen Accord. 

As for the final output of the Copenhagen 
meeting, I think, there are three outputs. The first 
one is the AWG-LCA Chairman’s text. This text 
has many issues to be solved. The second one is 
the AWG-KP Chairman’s text. This also has many 
definitions to be decided. The third one is 
Copenhagen Accord. The COP only took note of it, 
it is a non-binding agreement. 

About the contents of Copenhagen Accord, 
the first is that the Accord is in favor of 2 degrees   
Celsius, consistent with science and on the basis of 
equity. The Accord also commits to provide 
finance to developing country. From the year 2010 
to 2012, there are “fast start” funds of about 10 to 
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12 billion US dollar to developing country. The 
second one is countries committing to mobilize 
100 billion US dollar a year by 2020 to address the 
needs of developing country. Also, the Accord 
addresses the accountability for commitments. 
That is Measurable, Reportable and Verifiable, in 
other words MRV for national commitments and 
agreed actions. 

During the negotiations, there were many 
negotiating points. The first point is the negotiation 
process. That is whether to go for two tracks or for 
one track. According to the Bali roadmap, it 
requires a two-track negotiation because United 
States is not a Kyoto Protocol party but is a 
UNFCCC party. Also the Kyoto Protocol’s first 
commitment period will be valid until 2012. Last 
year, in Bangkok conference, the United States 
proposed to combine two-track negotiation 
mechanism. This proposal had the support from 
EU but rejected by developing countries. The 
outcome of the Copenhagen, I think that the 
outcome of Copenhagen Accord is a little awkward. 
There are AWG-LCA and AWG-KP negotiation 
texts. This is two-tracks. But for Copenhagen 
Accord, it likes one track. Maybe this will be a 
focus of negotiation in the next meeting.  

Another point of negotiation is the long-term 
goal. For developed countries, this suggests 2 
degrees target, 450ppm concentration, and by 2050 
globally reduce emissions 50% and for developed 
countries reduce 80%. Small island and least 
developed countries suggest 1.5 degree and 
350ppm by 2050, developed countries should cut 
these emissions by 95%. For BASIC countries 
such as China, India, Brazil, and, South Africa 
they suggest 2 degree and the outcome of the 
Copenhagen Accord support 2 degrees as well. 

The mid-term goal is another negotiating 
point. For developed countries, according to Bali 
roadmap, the developed countries should cut 
emissions by 25% to 40% below the 1990 level 

and provide the capital and the technology to 
developing countries. Developing countries also 
require developed country to cut at least 40% and 
provide capital and technology, but developed 
countries only commit to cut 0 to 30% and no 
commitment for finance. For developing countries, 
according to Bali roadmap, their national 
appropriate mitigation actions should be 
measurable, reportable and veritable (MRV), either 
in terms of carbon intensity reduction targets or of 
reduction of deforestation. Developing countries 
insisted that their voluntary actions can’t be MRV 
and only actions with financial support from 
developed countries can be under MRV process. 
The final outcome in Copenhagen Accord is that 
the mid-term emission reduction goals for 
developed countries that was not clearly mentioned, 
and mitigation actions for developing countries 
will not be MRV if they are taken voluntarily. 

The finance was also a negotiation focus 
because before the Copenhagen conference, there 
was a great gap between the amount of pledges or 
commitments by developed countries and the 
amount of demand from developing countries. 
According to some studies, the demand for 
developing country was about 400 billion US 
dollars a year. During the negotiation process, 
developing countries requested the developed 
countries to fulfill their mandate as donors. 
However, developed countries wanted to use some 
of its money in carbon markets. There is no 
consensus as to who will receive this money. 
Developed countries meant that’s poor countries 
should receive more money. How to use this 
money is not very clear. It’s not clear if the money 
is to be used for adaptation or mitigation activities 
should be included. 

MRV was also a negotiation focus. This is 
from Bali roadmap. According to Bali roadmap, 
developed countries requested NAMAs for 
developing countries. They insisted that this 
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NAMAs should be MRVed. Developing countries 
argued that the financial and technological 
assistances from developed countries should be 
MRVed as well. In the negotiation process, 
detailed procedure of the MRV was discussed. For 
instance, how should the activities be checked at 
international level? It is not very clearly. For 
developing countries, it should utilize national 
communication. We are not satisfied with the 
frequency of submission. For developed countries 
they are to submit national communications once 
every five years, but for developing countries it is 
every two years. I think this is a little unfair. 

Then, I will discuss something about the 
reasons why the Copenhagen did not meet the 
expectation of many people. This is from an article 
of the UK’s newspaper. This article is taken from 
the Guardian’s website. The author is Martin. In 
this newspaper the article said “China is being 
used as a scapegoat to cover the real reasons for 
the failure of the Copenhagen conference.” 
Because in the conference, China vetoed an 
agreement on 50% reduction of global greenhouse 
gas emissions by 2050 and 80% reduction by 
developed countries. The author, Martin, said “The 
so-called “Danish text” and the unwise attempt by 
the Danish presidency to impose a non-legitimate 
meeting to override the multilateral treaty-based 
democratic process of negotiation at the 
conference were the real reasons”. According to 
this article, the proposed target implies that 
developing countries would have to cut their 
emissions overall by about 20% in absolute terms 
and at least 60% in per capita terms. This is 
popular views in China. 

Why the Copenhagen conference did not 
have a good result? We were able to see the 
pledges of developed countries on their mid-term 
targets before Copenhagen. From this table, we can 
see they offer low figures. They only pledge to cut 
11% to 19% of greenhouse gas by the year 2020 

on the base of 1990 levels, far less than 25% to 
40% demanded by IPCC report. As developed 
countries have historic responsibilities, they should 
take the lead, so deficient mid-terms commitment 
of developed countries is the major reason of 
failure. 

Also, the commitments are conditional to 
other countries, you see this in many developed 
countries’ commitments. You can see Australia, 
Japan, EU, and United States, all of their 
commitments are conditional. EU committed 20% 
to 30% cut. Also, these countries also use carbon 
offsets. The United States’s mid-term targets 
include 100 MtCO2 from offset, 100 MtCO2 from 
market. So they also want to reduce their cost I 
think. 

Another important issue is finance. Before 
the Copenhagen conference these countries 
commit no credible plans for finance and 
technology transfer to help developing countries. I 
think this posed a problem. 

Let’s see the historical cumulative emissions 
per capita. This is a result studied by a Chinese 
researcher. From this table, we can see in the past 
years from the year 1850 to the year 2005, the 
historical cumulative emissions per capita for 
Annex I countries is 940 ton but for non-Annex I 
country is only about 200 ton. We see the future, 
from the year 2005 to 2050, Annex I is about 266 
ton but for non-Annex I country is only about 100 
ton. If we calculate from the year 1850 to the 2050, 
the Annex I historical cumulative emissions per 
capita is about four times of Annex I country than 
non-Annex I country. This is evidence of outcome 
to support Chinese position. 

Now, after the conference, we must be 
thinking, reconsidering the role of China. China, 
during the conference, faced pressure from 
international community. China said it has done 
very well but some countries don’t think so. So, I 
think, the best for oneself is not necessarily good 
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in the eyes of other countries because China has 
become the number one emitter in the world. 
Maybe there are more expectations from other 
countries now. 

Before the Copenhagen conference, China 
announced voluntary actions that were to reduce 
the intensity of carbon dioxide emissions per unit 
of GDP in 2020 by 40% to 45% compared with the 
level of 2005. This index of carbon dioxide 
emission cut will be “a binding goal” to be 
incorporated into China’s medium and long-term 
national, social, and economic development plan. 
This action is based on Chinese national conditions 
without any additional conditions, not with any 
country’s emission reduction target linked to. 

We can use the words from Premier Minister 
Wen Jiabao in the COP 15 conference “We stand 
by its word, line must be fruit, regardless of the 
outcome reached in this meeting, we will 
steadfastly to achieve, even exceed this goal.” This 
means China will try its best to reach this target. If 
there is some support from developed countries 
such as finance and technology, China can do 
better. But, we can see it is a difficult target to 
achieve for China. 

You know, China is in a process of rapid 
industrialization and urbanization. Therefore, the 
urbanization rate increases 1% every year. By the 
year 2040, the urbanization rate in China will reach 
75%. This is the leverage level even among 
developed countries. In order to reach such an 
urbanization rate, China must have a huge 
industrial system to support this urbanization. We 
all know China has a large total amount of carbon 
emissions but carbon emission per capita is very 
low. Also, China’s GDP per capita is lower than 
most of countries. You know, China has a huge 
population base. Even though the natural birth rate 
is very low than most of other developing 
countries, the increase of population is very large 
each year and also the energy mix is dominated by 

coal, about 70%. 
So, there are huge challenges for China to 

realize this target but this target also implies China 
must make a transition to a low carbon economy. 
China has decided to do so. So China must grasp 
this opportunity to change the growth pattern and 
keep the quality of the growth and address the 
climate change simultaneously. 

Let’s see China’s capability. You can see the 
GDP share of China in the world. In the year 2007, 
China was only account for about 6% of GDP in 
the world. So we can’t see China and United States 
at the same level. 

China, like many other developing countries, 
needs capacity building and China also needs 
money. China has a huge foreign exchange reserve 
which is considered as a tool to avoid international 
financial crisis. China also has a huge saving rate. 
This is because in China, the social security system 
has not been well established. For example, the 
education cost and the employment pressure, 
increasing housing price, the health care and the 
pension insurance, all these issues need to be 
solved. So people are afraid to spend money. 

Now, let’s see the next step to Mexico City. 
The negotiation will focus on such issues. The first 
issue is continuing debate whether to have two 
tracks or one track. The second one is mid-term 
targets of developed countries. The current targets 
are not enough. The third one is the relationship 
between the long-term target and the 2 degrees C 
target. The fourth one is arrangement on MRV. 
The fifth one is agreement of finance. The last one 
is technology transfer. 

Regarding the possible position of China, I 
think, China will insist on the UNFCCC, Kyoto 
Protocol and the mandate of Bali Roadmap as the 
basis of negotiation. That’s the reason why China 
will continue to insist on the principle of comment 
but differentiate responsibilities and follow and 
strengthen the principle of “transparency, 
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democracy, participation, consulting and 
consensus”. This is the framework of UNFCCC. 
China will definitely insist on returning to 
multilateral negotiations in the climate change 
convention of two working groups and China’s 
voluntary action on carbon intensity target is 
nonnegotiable. 

That’s my presentation. Thank you. 
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Ms. Moekti Handajani (kuki) Soejachmoen 

Executive Director, Pelangi Indonesia 

 
Ms. Moekti Handajani Soejachmoen (Kuki) is 
currently the Executive Director of  Pelangi 
Indonesia, a Jakarta-based independent institute 
working in the area of climate change, energy, 
and transportation.  She graduated from the 
Department of Environmental Engineering, 
Institut Teknologi Bandung, and pursued her 
study at the Environmental Engineering and 
Sustainable Infrastructure Programme at the 
Royal Institute of Technology in Stockholm. Ms. 
Soejachmoen has been involved in a number of 
researches in the area of climate change, energy, 
and transportation for almost 20 years. Since 
joining Pelangi Indonesia in 2000, she has been 
actively involved in the international negotiation. 
                                          
 

Good afternoon everyone, and I would like 
to thank the organizer for having me here. And 
also to share with you a bit on the – maybe on the 
view of G77 plus China – the group of G77 plus 
China on the result of the Copenhagen meeting. 
But first of all I would like to say that I cannot 
really represent the whole group, because it’s a 
very big one. And what I will try to share with you 
is kind of the common impression coming from the 
session after the session in Copenhagen. 

So I think it would be good also for all of us 
to know and maybe to understand a bit about the 
G77 plus China. So this is one of the negotiating 
groups in the UNFCCC system. You know, you 

have the umbrella group consisting of Japan, 
Australia and some other countries. We have the 
EU, which is growing up to 27 member countries 
now. We also have the environmental integrity 
group, consists of five countries. G77 plus China 
consists of more than 130 countries, so you can 
imagine all the complexity that arises in this very 
big group. 

Within the group itself, we have a number of 
subgroups, and even the sub groups are either 
based on regional, like we have Asia, we have 
Africa, we have Latin America, Central America, 
and now we have the new ALBA Group, and the 
Bolivarian Group. We have like-minded groups 
like the AOSIS, this is the Alliance of Small Island 
States. We have CRFN, this is the Coalition of 
Rain Forest Nations. We have OPEC of course for 
all the oil exporting countries. We have BASIC, 
which has played quite a significant role in 
Copenhagen as well. And of course, we also 
somehow have different level of economic within 
the G77. We have the LDCs, the Least Developed 
Countries, but we also have some countries that 
might be more – in terms of economic – more 
advanced than some of the member of the EU for 
example. 

So having said that, there are so many 
complexities. First, within those groups, especially 
within the like-minded groups, we also have a 
number of countries that are not member of G77, 
like Tuvalu and Cook Islands. So sometimes there 
are also some different opinions within the group, 
and of course as you can see, I put AOSIS and 
OPEC for example here. Definitely they have 
totally different point of view on a number of 
issues and – this is a very famous one on the 
adaptation and response measures for example. 
Kameyama-san sent me a number of questions that 
I should answer and share with you here: So how 
is the dynamics? How is the process to come into a 
position? But so far the group itself, the chair of 
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the group is on rotation, based on the regional 
basis. Now we have Sudan as the chair of the 
group, but for the next one we will have Yemen for 
example, earlier we had Pakistan and some others 
as well. 

Another question that has been put before 
me is who are the influential countries? It’s really 
depending on the issues. If it is an issue on forest 
then definitely CFRN and some other forested 
countries are playing big roles. If we are talking 
about adaptation then LDCs and AOSIS of course, 
so there is no single dominating country within the 
group, in fact. Within the group itself, it’s 
coordinated themselves based on issues. So we 
have coordination on mitigation related issues on 
LULUCF related issues, all the way also to the 
AWG process. So we have groups working on 
AWG-LCA, we also have another group working 
on the AWG-KP for example. 

So how to reach the position? It’s basically 
again as a multilateral process, then it is a 
consensus-based process, and therefore for most of 
you that are attending a number of this UNFCCC 
process have recognized that it’s always difficult to 
get one common position coming from the group. 
Because in general, usually we get a general 
platform, but on a specific issue then usually, you 
know, everyone has different opinions. Countries 
are free basically to have their specific position. 
They are also free to associate to any position, 
including those that are not from or within the 
group. And we might have a smaller group play a 
more significant role in the position for specific 
issues in this case. And of course, we work based 
on the basic principles, you know, the Article 2 of 
the UNFCCC, the common but differentiated 
responsibilities, respective capabilities, equity, and 
also to enhance the implementation of the 
UNFCCC as well as the Kyoto Protocol. 

Another question is – and I think this is the 
purpose of the session here – is the view of what 

happened in Copenhagen. I think we need to 
somehow acknowledge that there were at least six 
processes happening in parallel in Copenhagen. 
We have the conference of the parties at the 
UNFCCC. We have the conference of the party 
serving as the meeting of the parties to the Kyoto 
Protocol. We have the SBSTA and SBI for both 
COP and CMP. And then we have these two 
groups working on the future issues, the AWG-KP 
under the CMP, and the AWG-LCA under the 
COP. So you know, we have two weeks with six 
issues and yet – as you may recognize also – 
within each agenda, within each issue here or 
process here, we have so many issues – so many 
technical issues, so many political issues. And on 
top of those six processes we also have the head of 
states meeting, which never happened in any of the 
UNFCCC process earlier. I think there were more 
than one hundred countries expressed the intention 
to come, but as our colleague from China said, that 
is 119, still a lot of head of states. And maybe the 
initial idea of having head of states was basically 
to push the negotiation process so that we can get 
an agreement on the future regime. But, you know, 
the expectation does not always materialize as how 
we expect. 

So, what happened during the two weeks 
was, that for the first 10 days or so, if I’m not 
mistaken, the negotiation process was going well. I 
mean, well in terms of, there was a lot of dynamics, 
the usual dynamics in the negotiations. But then, I 
think that was on the second Wednesday if I’m not 
mistaken, then we changed the mode to high level. 
This is when the ministers started coming and 
discussing a number of issues. But then further on 
the 17th, which is Thursday, then we have the head 
of states coming in. For you that were there, 
practically we did’t have any negotiation process at 
the technical level – at the official level – since the 
high level process started. And then, we already 
heard that 26 countries basically were invited by 
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the COP president to discuss the so-called 
Copenhagen Accord. 

So the process itself is somehow changing. 
It’s not a usual process that we have under the 
UNFCCC, because usually you have the process – 
the official level negotiation process – and then, 
you know, at the last three days usually – or two or 
three days – you’re going to forward the result 
from the official level and a number of political 
issues to the high level. And usually the high level 
is basically just to endorse and also to have some 
more negotiation on the very political issues. But 
here, what happened in Copenhagen was not really 
in that direction. So what is the outcome of 
Copenhagen? We have the decisions under COP, 
we have the decisions under CMP, and I think both 
basically are okay. We don’t have any problems 
for that. And then the third one is the Copenhagen 
Accord, which is already mentioned by the 
previous presenters, my colleagues, that basically 
the Copenhagen Accord is only taken note by the 
COP, so it has no legally binding position in this 
case. 

So how is the group’s view on the outcome? 
I can only share with you a very general one 
because we haven’t got any chance to 
communicate after Copenhagen, with all the 
homework that every country need to do. So, in 
general we have no disagreement on the content of 
the decision under COP or CMP, and there was 
also agreement to continue the process under the 
AWG-LCA as well as under the AWG-KP. So 
these two tracks will still move forward based on 
the decision that we had in Copenhagen at least. 

But there are I think big issues and those of 
you that were there or were following the webcast 
can see what happened during the plenary, the 
closing plenary session that started around 3am on 
Saturday. There are a number of disagreements, I 
mean like, for example the process. I think it’s not 
the process of the UNFCCC process itself per se, 

but it’s more on the process that have been taken in 
Copenhagen, because we end up with a very 
exclusive and by invitation only process that 
resulted in the Copenhagen Accord for example. 
Yet the UNFCCC itself is a multilateral, 
consensus-based process. 

And, again, as some of colleagues already 
mentioned, there are a number of issues within the 
Accord that still can be strengthened. It’s already 
mentioned about, for example, the missing 
midterm target. The aggregate number for 
developed countries. There are also some other 
issues that are there but not in a very, maybe not in 
a detailed level as what we would like to see. So I 
think, from the G77 point of view, the content of 
the Accord is not the key problem. The key 
problem is how we’ve come up at the end with the 
Accord itself. So it’s more on the process that has 
been taken as problematic during the session in 
Copenhagen. 

Kameyama-san also asked me about what 
would be the US role, and how are we going to 
address the US issue in the future regime. So, as 
we know that the Kyoto Protocol is basically – as 
you know the only things or tools that can be 
implemented to achieve the ultimate goal of the 
UNFCCC, where we have the responsibility of 
Annex B countries. We have the target of emission 
reduction. And then we also have the commitment 
period, which is – the first one is 2008/2012. And 
under the AWG-KP for example we are talking 
about the second commitment period, even though 
we are not sure whether it’s going to be five years 
or eight years. But there was a kind of agreement 
that we’re going to have at least one commitment 
period. 

Whereas the US, I think everyone knows 
very well that the US has basically signed the 
protocol. But then – was it in 2001 if I’m not 
mistaken – then the US basically pulled back and 
is not willing to ratify the protocol. And, again, 
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you know like signing but not ratifying means that 
you are not taking your responsibility for it. So it 
has been a big issue I think since 2001, how we 
can implement the Kyoto Protocol as an efficient 
and effective tool to achieve the goal of UNFCCC. 
And if you remember in COP11 and CMP1 in 
Montreal, it was agreed that the AWG-KP, as a 
result of this Article 3.9 discussion was established, 
it’s basically to give enough time to discuss and 
negotiate for the next commitment period so that 
we don’t have any gap after the first commitment 
period is finished in 2012. At the same time we 
also start the dialogue on the future negotiation as 
well. 

In Bali, during COP13 and CMP3, the 
dialogue then being translated into a more, if I can 
say, official process, more formal process – 
negotiation process, then we have this AWG-LCA. 
The outcome of Bali: there are two, if I can say 
groups. The first one is the so-called Bali roadmap. 
So the Bali roadmap is basically all relevant 
decisions that was taken in Bali that related to the 
now up to and beyond 2012 implementation. And 
we have also the Bali Action Plan, which is one of 
the COP13 decisions. Under the Bali Action Plan 
there are a number of items which I think the 
famous one, or the famous two, are 1.b.i and 1.b.ii. 

So 1.b.i is basically talking about the 
nationally appropriate mitigation action and 
commitment for Annex I countries, and in this case 
for Annex I non-KP parties because for the KP 
parties we already have the AWG-KP to discuss 
and to shape the second commitment period. And 
we have this 1.b.ii., which is talking about the 
nationally appropriate mitigations action for 
developing countries. So there are some 
differences between NAMACs under 1.b.i and 
NAMAs under 1.b.ii. Well, NAMACs is basically 
not only actions but also actions and commitments. 
I mean, once you commit on something then you 
have some obligations and you have the 

responsibility to fulfill your obligations and your 
commitments. And NAMACs is for developed 
countries, so and as I put it earlier, the Annex 1 or 
developed countries that non KP’s, basically the 
US. So at least this is my understanding of the 
documents that are there. The reason why we have 
two tracks the KP and LCA is basically to have a 
comparability of efforts of Annex I of developed 
countries under the KP as well as those outside the 
KP, namely the US and the LCA. 

So with that I’ll just stop my presentation 
and thank you very much. 
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Questions from the floor 
 
Q1 

I would like to ask all of you about funding 
issue and the position of the U.S. and G77. 

U.S. Secretary of State Clinton mentioned 
that the long-term funds include both private and 
public funds. I would like to know whether the 
private funds include direct investment and 
portfolio investment, and how does the U.S. view 
these funds? The next question is that, for the 
long-term target for fund target, she says that funds 
of 100 billion dollars per year by 2020 will be 
provided, but the G77 says it’s not sufficient. So I 
would like to know what amount is sufficient for 
the G77 plus China, and what do they think about 
this? 
 
Richard Morgenstern 

As you know, Secretary of State, Clinton, 
did make a commitment to move to a level of a 
100 billion dollars a year among the developed 
nations beginning in 2020. The notion of private 
and public funding in the United States is, as I 
mentioned in my earlier remarks, quite important, 
especially because of the wide range of sources 
that are available to support activities in the 
developing world. This would include, as you 
mentioned, direct investment, it would include 
portfolio investment, but it would also include a 
particular measure that is actually in the 
Waxman-Markey legislation, which involves the 
purchase of international offsets. 

Now, many details remain to be worked out 
on what these offsets really are, but you can think 
of them as the next stage of the clean development 
mechanism. Imagine, for example, a situation 
where the electricity sector or other large sectors 
within a developing country would make a 
commitment to a set of reforms or a modernization 
program that would result in significant emissions 

reduction.  Such activities might be financed and 
monetized by the United States, or possibly other 
nations, under a sectoral offset program.  
 
Kuki Soejachmoen 

I think if you ask about the exact number, 
then it’s not easy to define, but so far the funding 
that is needed is not only for adaptation but it’s 
also for mitigation to support developing countries, 
if I can say, to switch to a better and lower carbon 
development for example. Even if we only talk 
about adaptation, then a number of studies range of 
the need of adaptation funding is already beyond 
that number, beyond 100 billion. So I think it’s 
really depending on how you’re going to see the 
whole process. I think what is important is that the 
funding should not only be for adaptation or only 
be for mitigation but for both activities because we 
know that adaptation and mitigation cannot be the 
link one to another. I don’t have the exact number 
and I don’t think that anyone can answer that 
question.  
 
Q2 

If I may, I want to ask directly to Dr. 
Guiyang and also to Ms. Kuki. I’m very much 
interested in your presentation when you say the 
Copenhagen Accord was a product of US plus 
BASIC proposal. At the last plenary I couldn’t 
quite understand why India and China were 
strongly opposing to make this Copenhagen 
Accord the prospect of making it a legally binding 
outcome, whereas as Ms Kuki says, that we should 
include the United States on the same principle of 
the legally binding outcome. I do understand, of 
course, that developing countries should not take 
any binding commitment because there is a 
historical responsibility and per capital difference 
but I think in a single protocol we can clearly 
differentiate between the developed countries, 
including the United States, and also the 
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developing countries in a legally binding outcome. 
I would really appreciate if you could help me 
understand the logic behind it. And also the same 
question to Ms. Kuki, that you said that there is no 
common position from G77 yet on the Copenhagen 
Accord. But I know that Tuvalu is very much 
strongly for a legally binding outcome. If you 
could share any position on that issue from G77 
side I would greatly appreciate.  
 
Guiyang Zhuang 

I don’t know the detail of the last minutes of 
negotiation but I think the Copenhagen Accord is 
not a good result for the world and for China. 
China hoped to have two binding agreement. One 
is the AWG-LCA and another is the AWG-KP 
decisions. I think maybe in the last stage of 
negotiation, the Danish presidency was not very 
good. So there was no good discussion on this 
proposal. So I think this is unusual. Maybe there 
has been some diagnostics and consultations as to 
how the Accord should have been agreed. I think 
this is lessons from the Copenhagen conference. 
 
Kuki Soejachmoen 

I think definitely G77 plus China group of 
countries would like to have a legally binding 
outcome. That’s for sure. I think all the way even 
until the Copenhagen, we still want to have a 
legally binding outcome. The question is not 
whether it’s legally binding or not, but definitely 
it’s not the Copenhagen Accord that needs to be 
translated or definitely not the Copenhagen accord 
itself that should become a new legally binding 
agreement. What we would like to see, and I think 
we still can work on both tracks, is translating the 
Copenhagen Accord into more detailed outcome 
including all day procedures and everything into a 
legally binding commitment or a document. We 
can have one under the KP because we already 
have the KP and it’s already a kind of agreement 

within the AWG-KP to continue with the second 
commitment period. So we can continue with that 
one. I think the biggest issue for the AWG-KP was 
basically to come up with the numbers. If you 
follow the AWG-KP report to the CMP, it was 
clearly stated that the AWG-KP agreed to discuss 
further on the technical issues but to forward a 
number of political issues to the higher level so 
that we can get an agreement on that number. So I 
think definitely we would like to have legally 
binding outcome. But what we would like to have 
is a strong one and not what you see under the 
Copenhagen Accord. 
 
Q3 

Is there anyone among the panel who felt 
that Japan displayed leadership during the 
negotiation process? If so, could you tell me? 
When the Japan Democratic Party (JDP) took 
control of the government last summer in Japan, 
they changed the emissions reduction target to 
25% by 2020 compared to 1990, which is a very 
strict target. The government said that this was to 
exercise leadership during global negotiations on 
climate change. So, I would like to know whether 
this leadership was actually achieved. 
 
Richard Morgenstern 

I can’t address that question directly, but I 
can say that the process that was set up, whereby 
countries are required to submit their plans by the 
end of this month, presents an opportunity for 
Japan to put its proposal down on paper and to 
elaborate the details. All nations have that 
opportunity. That’s really where the question that 
you asked will be addressed rather than at the COP 
per se, which was not organized around individual 
country commitments. 
 
Lidia Wojtal 

The Japanese proposal, we thought that it 
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indeed showed the leadership. It was matching the 
EU’s expectations. It was 25 percent with the base 
year of 1990. So it was very good according to us. 
It was just before the Copenhagen Conference. So 
it is actually giving the needed stimulus for the 
further negotiations and the further pledges by 
other countries. What I was personally interested 
about was the nature of the pledge. It was 
conditional. If you compare it for example to the 
EU pledge, it was 20% unconditionally and then 
30% would be dependent on other actors’ efforts. 
And here at 25% is conditional. My question 
would be whether there would be any action by 
Japan if the expected conditions for the 25% target 
would not be met. Summing up, we do think it’s 
very ambitious, however I would like to know 
what is going to happen if the condition is not met.  
 
Yulia Dobrolyubova 

I would like to add that, yes, this target was 
very ambitious for Japan, especially taking into 
account that previously the Japanese delegation 
liked to say that our economy is like a dry towel, it 
cannot push up a drop, anymore emission 
reductions. So minus 25% is really a very 
aspirational goal. Russia, in a way, also looks at 
targets of other countries within the Umbrella 
Group, and, I think, minus 25% of Japan also 
influenced in a way minus 20% of Russia. 
 
Guiyang Zhuang 

I think the target of the Japanese new 
government shows the political will toward 
addressing climate change. I think this 
commitment has some uses, but I think it was 
repressed. The first point is conditionality because 
this target is conditional to other countries’ 
commitment. The second one, the target includes 
credits from the carbon market, not totally from 
domestic actions. I think the Japanese government 
could go ahead to make such a commitment with 

no conditions. As other speakers have said, Japan 
can be a coordinator to move something ahead.  
 
Kuki Soejachmoen 

I don’t think I have anything else to add to 
this because everyone already said so. But I 
remember, I think it was in Barcelona when the 
Japanese government announced this 25% for the 
first time, and before that I remember it’s 8% or 
something. The previous government said about 
8%. As I remember, the 8% is more toward 
domestic action, while this 25% is basically 
combination of any options that you can have. So 
on the one hand putting the big number is showing 
the leadership or at least will entreat the other 
countries to also start to think of having a bigger 
number. But then, now it’s really up to basically 
Japan how this 25% be translated into let’s say the 
domestic action because if the domestic action is 
not significant or not the majority of it, then it will 
be difficult for us to achieve an ambitious global 
emission reduction target. So I think as what Lidia 
mentioned also, it’s now our question to the 
Japanese government how you’re going to 
translate the 25% into actions, whether domestic or 
offset or market.  
 
Q4 

I’m from the University of Tsukuba. I’m 
PhD candidate and doing my research on climate 
change and forest governance issues. I’m from 
Bangladesh. So you must know that we are one of 
the most vulnerable victims or sufferers of climate 
change. So it’s really an issue of our survival. I 
would like to note two issues or questions. One for 
Dr. Richard Morgenstern, just a general inquiry, 
and another I think anyone on this panel can 
answer. The first one is as we know, I mean, there 
are criticisms in regards of the US policies because 
they just signed the Kyoto Protocol and didn’t 
ratify. We know at least they have criticisms or 
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pressure from outside the country. But I would like 
to know, what is the domestic situation in the US, 
especially from the civil societies and think tanks 
in the US? Also, recently they have changed their 
position a bit, especially in the recent COP15. So, 
are there any changes also in the civil societies 
there? Second issue is in regards of – as we know 
that there are announcements of 100 billion dollars 
for adaptation and mitigation of climate change. 
My question is, is it really realistic or feasible to 
secure this fund or money?  
 
Richard Morgenstern 

There are a couple of points I would make. 
The first one regards the assertion, which is totally 
correct, that the U.S. signed but did not ratify 
Kyoto. Now, you have to recognize the way our 
political system works, and I’m neither supporting 
it nor attacking the system, just describing it. The 
President of the United States, even if he was 
elected by 100% of the population, is not legally 
able to make a commitment of the sort that’s 
involved in the protocol. This is purely the 
prerogative of the Senate, and that’s mandated by 
our constitution. It’s been that way since days of 
the founding fathers. Simply stated, the problem is 
that the United States Senate would not ratify the 
Kyoto Protocol. 

Our constitution is set up so that each state 
has two senators. What that means is that the State 
of California, which has about 35 million people 
has two senators. Similarly, the state of Wyoming, 
which has about 500 thousand people also has two 
senators. Not surprisingly, the majorities in those 
states have very different views of the world. One 
is a fossil energy and coal-orientated state, the 
other doesn’t have significant coal production and 
has a somewhat different cultural and political 
orientation. That’s the reality. 

When President Obama came into office, 
one of his campaign pledges was that he was going 

to treat the climate change issue quite differently 
than his immediate predecessor, President Bush. In 
fact he announced that he was going to support 
national cap on trade legislation, which in fact he 
has, and it is now working its way through our 
legislative process, as I mentioned in my earlier 
remarks. The House of Representatives has 
adopted a bill, but ultimately it depends on the 
Senate. The expectation is that there will a bill, and 
President Obama is working to get one through the 
Senate. 

Now, you asked a couple of questions about 
the role of civil society in setting policy in the U.S.   
In fact, we have a very strong NGO community, 
which has vigorously supported legislation to 
reduce emissions. So far, however, there is not 
sufficient support in the Senate to get the required 
60 votes. I expect that will change, but it remains 
to be seen. There is a concern that because of the 
slow economy in the United States now, public 
attitudes about climate change have softened, and 
that at least is going to have an impact on our 
legislators, as I imagine it would in any country. 

Your final question was about the financing. 
I believe Secretary Clinton’s statement about the 
funding can in fact be turned into reality. But a 
significant portion of the United States’ 
contribution is inevitably going to come through 
the private sector, both for adaptation and for 
mitigation. The U.S. government is simply not 
positioned to handle that kind of funding directly 
through an official budgetary matter. I hope that’s 
responsive to your question. 
 
Q5 

I’d like to ask the conditionality of the EU 
target. EU has been saying that they have a 20% 
target but they would raise it to 30 if other 
countries have comparable offers, and even Japan 
proposed 25% and Norway proposed 40%, they 
didn’t change the target to 30% and I’m wondering 
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what sort of conditions the EU are thinking about 
in raising it to 30%. I heard that there was a 
ministerial meeting last week in Seville and I’d 
like to know what was decided.  
 
Lidia Wojtal 

First of all, the ministerial meeting in Seville 
was not deciding, it was discussing. The official 
results will be embedded in the Council 
conclusions. So this is when the official position of 
the EU will be known. As far as the conditionality 
is concerned, what we are looking for is a 
sufficient level of pledges of emission reduction 
that would allow us to reach the 2 degrees target 
and what is needed is the action that would allow 
for the 25% to 40% reductions by the developed 
countries as well as the actions by the developing 
countries. So it’s the both sides conditionality. It is 
dependent both on developed and developing 
countries and fulfillment of the numbers set by 
IPCC. So this is what you expect, the ambition 
based on science. 
 
Q6 

I would like to ask Ms. Yulia about Russia, 
especially because she is from Russia. 

Russia also announced the goal to reduce 
emissions by 25% compared to those in 1990. 
However, you mentioned in your presentation that 
Russia has actually reduced emissions by 34%. My 
question is: what are your thoughts about this 
figure? How has the Russian government planned 
such a target; on what kind of basis of economic 
growth or environmental energy strategy? 

Another question is: a long time ago, when 
Russia was under ratification process of the Kyoto 
Protocol, their ratification was delayed 
substantially, so the situation was that the Kyoto 
Protocol’s effect was dependent on Russia’s 
ratification. I would like to know what kind of 
discussion was held at that time, and how about 

discussions in Russia now? As you mentioned, 
President Medvedev emphasizes green economic 
growth. Could you explain the specific policy or 
strategy for this growth? 

 
Yulia Dobrolyubova 

Considering the targets announced by the 
president, primarily the targets for were announced 
minus 10 or minus 15% and of course they were 
very very low, and minus 25% is a relatively more 
ambitious target, and I must say economically 
feasible. According to various economic analyses 
within Russia, 25% is feasible if, not only energy 
efficiency and energy savings or renewables, but 
also additional actions like carbon trading be done 
within our country. So this is really ambitious for 
us, especially taking into account that some of the 
budget must be used for further economic growth. 

Regarding the attitude of the government 
towards green growth and so on, I must say that 
with election of the new president, the situation has 
changed greatly in Russia, and more focus is now 
turned on energy efficiency, sustainable 
development, and green projects. I’m very 
optimistic on this because quite recently a few 
important decrees and laws were produced 
including federal law on energy efficiency and a 
lot more are awaited at the moment. Even 
participation of the President in COP15 is also a 
very important step, and I must say that, in contrast 
to a typical, not serious attitude towards the 
climate change problem within the general public 
in Russia, COP15 was among the top five news 
during two weeks of negotiations in Russia. So I’m 
really optimistic about the future.  
 
Q7 

My question is to Professor Morgenstern and 
Professor Zhuang. My question is about the 
two-track negotiation. I was attending the COP15 
last year, and to my impression the two-track, the 
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AWG-KP and the AWG-LCA, the two-track 
negotiation process was really problematic. It just 
seems like it was an extension of those confronting 
interests and it is just a product of the compromise. 
I don’t know if it should be continued and I don’t 
know how it would be continued for achieving a 
low, legally binding agreement in the coming 
future. So my question is to Professor Morgenstern, 
since you mentioned that the UNFCCC negotiation 
is a frustrating process. How do you evaluate this 
two-track negotiation process? The same question 
to Professor Zhuang. Besides, from your 
perspective, how does China evaluate this 
two-track negotiation process and is it possible to 
merge this two-track negotiation process into a 
single one? 
 
Guiyang Zhuang 

I think the two tracks will continue to exist 
in the next step according to Bali Roadmap. This 
was approved at the conference. In the 
Copenhagen Conference, also there was some 
discussion on the negotiations about the 
AWG-LCA text and AWG-KP text. So I think this 
process will continue to exist. The consensus of the 
Copenhagen Accord, some contents of the 
Copenhagen Accord may be used to add to 
chairman’s text of the two-tracks, I think. Even 
though with some difficulty, I think it will 
continue to exist for the time being.  
 
Richard Morgenstern 

Well, I cannot speak for my government. 
However, my own view is that, particularly since 
the United States is not a party to the Kyoto 
Protocol, the idea of a single track is more 
appealing. At the same time, we’ve signed the 
Copenhagen Accord, which recognizes the 
distinction between Annex I and non-Annex I 
nations and which certainly supports the notion of 
common but differentiated responsibilities. That’s 

not in dispute.  
 
Q8 

I have basically two questions. The first one 
is this 30 billion dollars by 2012 or 100 billion 
dollars per year by 2020. In both of these 
discussions, is there very clear signal coming out 
that this money is not deviated from other sources, 
from the ODA money or from the other existing 
source of financing that goes to the other sectors, 
and this money, whether this is, clearly this money 
is additional or not. What sort of discussion or 
clarity we have on this issue? My second question 
is on the relevance of the two degrees Celsius 
target in the Copenhagen accord. Because if you 
see the IPCC 2007 report, there is a very clear 
reference that in order to stay within the two 
degrees Celsius by the end of the century, we have 
to peak our CO2 emissions somewhere before 2015, 
and as we all can guess, it’s not going to happen. 
Clearly, the text of the Copenhagen Accord does 
not match, since the opening starts with the two 
degree Celsius and the rest of the actions that have 
been inferred do not really lead into the two-degree. 
In fact, some of the preliminary research saw that 
if we accumulate all the pleas of the countries, 
existing pleas, it will in fact lead into the 3.5 
degrees Celsius by the end of the century, and if 
not we have to improve and upscale the level the 
pleas that we have at hand. So what is the thinking 
going on there because our scope to manipulate the 
carbon space is very very limited for the future? 
 
Richard Morgenstern 

Well let me start with the first part of your 
question. If you look at Secretary Clinton’s 
statements, she indicated that the $30 billion and 
then the $100 billion per year would, in fact, be 
additional. So I think that’s the intention. Now, 
having said that, there’s clearly a lot of 
negotiations to take place and a lot of work to d to 
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make that happen. As for the two degrees, as has 
been discussed in some of the presentations by a 
number of us, there was an effort to add some teeth 
to the emissions goals, and to go beyond the 
concentration goal.. There was no consensus on 
that. Some nations, including my country, did push 
for an emissions target and some nations opposed 
it. So I think if you want a more detailed answer, 
you probably need to query the countries which 
opposed the emissions target. 
 
Kuki Soejachmoen 

On the two degrees, I think that the 
Copenhagen accord, of course, the first para is 
basically referring below two degree, but then 
talking about the peaking, it only says as soon as 
possible, and give some more time to developing 
countries to peak. But as you may recall on the last 
para, it’s already set a provision on the review, and 
on that I think it’s even talking about a stringent 
one, it’s below 1.5 degrees. I think that’s also the 
issue during the negotiations, why developing 
countries especially keep asking for, you know, a 
deeper cut on Annex I countries’ emissions 
because of the current pledges are still too far from 
what is at least being referred by the Bali Action 
Plan of this box of IPCC report. 

I think that if we refer to the box as well, it’s 
already mentioned that it’s not only Annex I that 
needs to reduce their emissions but there is also a 
sentence there that they are saying that developing 
countries need also, I don’t remember the exact 
wording, but it’s basically that developing 
countries need also to reduce their emissions 
compared to the business as usual. I think that 
we’ve seen that during the session all the way until 
Copenhagen, and I think it will be interesting to 
see what will be submitted by countries by the end 
of this month and then we might be able to base on 
that and then you know, assess and analyze further 
whether we’re going to move toward that direction. 

Again, at least under the AWG-KP, the agreement 
so far is to have one commitment period after 2012 
and of course we need to have a review after the 
commitment period. So we still have to work on 
that and we still have to work further, maybe not in 
this coming commitment period but in the 
commitment period after that, to even deepen the 
target of emission reduction at the global level.  
 
Q9 

I would like to know what has been 
discussed regarding the absolute cut and offset in 
trading, especially EU and US prospects. There is 
a carbon trading market, mostly based in London I 
think, and in New York. So what would have been 
the impact after this COP process – COP15 – on 
those carbon trading markets. Is there any 
regulatory body to regulate this market from the 
UN or some other international organization? This 
is one question. The other question is, in 
Copenhagen Accord, there is not much mentioned 
about REDD plus because all we know is 
deforestation is contributing about 20% of CO2 in 
the atmosphere, equivalent to all global 
transportation contribution. So how this 
deforestation issue has been addressed and is it 
considered as one offset from EU and US and for 
example the Japanese market?  
 
Lidia Wojtal 

As far as the offsets are concerned, we have, 
I believe it was in Barcelona that we were 
requested to actually show what the use of offsets 
is going to be with our 20% and 30% targets, and 
the EU has done the submission so I think that it 
can be found on the UNFCCC website. But with 
regard to the 20%, it’s embedded in the climate 
energy package. You can find it in there. There is a 
specific limit for the use of your use of ERUs and 
CERs for the companies under the EUETS. With 
30%, the number is going to increase. It provides 
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for more usage, but I cannot remember the exact 
percent, nonetheless, I’m sure you can find it. With 
the trading market regulation, right now in the 
period of 2008-2012, this market is not strictly 
regulated by any international body. We hope to 
have it in the future when the carbon trading 
market will develop hopefully, because this is one 
of the EU’s priorities. What is the impact of the 
COP15 on the market? I think you know better 
than me, to be honest. But, yes, I cannot really 
answer the question. As far as the REDD Plus is 
concerned, this is actually what I’ve said during 
my presentation, that since the Copenhagen 
Accord is general, we will need a lot more work to 
actually formulate what the provisions in the 
Copenhagen Accord will actually translate into. So 
your question is actually my question.  
 
Richard Morgenstern 

Right now there is no specific law or 
regulation in the United States governing 
emissions trading of greenhouse gases. There is an 
informal system at work, which is not regulated at 
all. Under the pending legislation, regulatory 
authority given to the President, which would 
subject to review and oversight by an independent 
regulatory body.  

As regards REDD plus, there’s a lot of 
interest in the United States in putting in REDD 
plus. In the Waxman-Markey legislation, there is a 
provision, I believe, I may not have this number 
exactly, but I believe it’s a billion tons, which is 
allowed for foreign offsets, most of which is 
believed to be forestry related. That’s a substantial 
amount. It would, of course be subject to fairly 
stringent monitoring and surveillance procedures 
as well as oversight by the independent regulatory 
body. 

 
Q10 

Although the theme is the assessment of 

COP15, some of the presenters referred to 
frameworks outside the UN, for example, the 
Major Economies Forum. In addition, in the COP 
venue, it seems very difficult to have about 200 
countries participating and to reach an agreement. 
My understanding is that some consider that if no 
agreement is reached this time, another framework 
should be considered. 

In my opinion, if we only think of mitigation 
with consideration of energy security, it would be 
effective for a small number of countries, for 
example, the G20 or around 20 countries, to 
participate in the conference and reach an 
agreement. However, it is also important that all 
countries participate in the conference and reach an 
agreement due to the impact or adaptation issues to 
reduce emissions. Therefore, hardly any agreement 
is reached. I would like to know what the 
presenters think about positions apart from the 
COP or UN frameworks. 

Another point is that the Russian presenter 
pointed out the influence of climate change in 
Russia, especially the actual influence on the 
permafrost regions. On the other hand, I watched a 
BBC program where underground resources were 
uncovered as a result of the ice melting in the 
Arctic Ocean. So your country can mine the 
resources, and there are ice-free lakes in Russia, 
which are useful for stimulating the economy. In 
the program, some people eagerly mentioned that 
such resources are very useful for stimulating the 
Russian economy. What does the Russian 
government think about these resources; that is, 
should you stop developing them, or should you 
stop going beyond nature? Or that they are useful 
for stimulating the Russian economy? Or that the 
government doesn’t have to take sufficient 
measures for global warning? I would like to know 
the stance of the Russian government. 
 
Q11 
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My question is almost the same as the one 
asked previously. I suppose it is almost impossible 
for 119 countries to reach an agreement. So how 
will EU members deal with this issue, or have they 
discussed any methods for reaching an agreement? 
And, I would like to ask a question to the 
Indonesian presenter. My understanding is that as 
26 countries submitted a draft agreement at the last 
stage in the Copenhagen conference, they were 
opposed by the developing countries due to its 
uncertain process. In order to reach an agreement 
at that time, was there any other method to lead to 
an agreement, or wasn’t it possible to cooperate 
together to reach an agreement?  
 
Q12 

As the phrase “common but differentiated 
responsibilities” shows, I think the issue of fairness 
is very important in the climate change debate. 
Among these fairness criteria are carbon intensity 
of production, emissions per capita, emissions per 
GDP, or as mentioned in the presentations by Dr. 
Guiyang of China, cumulative emissions, thus 
there are many. I would like to ask all of the 
presenters which criteria seem to be fair. I know 
that this is not an easy question to answer. If you 
can’t choose one, I would like to know your way 
of thinking about this fairness issue. For example, 
per energy after adding the cumulative amount, or 
if it is difficult to answer, it’s okay with me. I 
would like to know what each presenter thinks 
about this issue. 
 
Lidia Wojtal 

I believe that two questions or three have 
been submitted to me. The first one being on the 
forest. Actually the first two can be treated 
together. How can this actual system be 
reorganized to be more effective? It’s very short 
after Copenhagen, so it’s been not even a month 
and I think what we do need to do this year is 

actually work on how we can very quickly 
reformulate the formula we’ve been working with, 
we need to make it more effective, and this is 
actually the biggest challenge for this year for the 
EU and for everybody else. If we want to keep the 
UN as the main negotiating forum. In fact I believe 
that this should be our main negotiating forum 
because this is where everybody can actually voice 
their opinion and show what the problems are. But 
the thing is that if we just all stick to our positions, 
then we will not come to any viable solution this 
year. What the other fora can do is facilitate but we 
need to go back to the UN, which is the main 
forum for further negotiations. 

On the question for common but 
differentiated responsibilities and the fairness issue, 
we believe that there would be a combination of 
factors, which would still need to be precise and 
agreed on the global level. So we do need to have 
an agreement on that and it’s really hard to say 
what exactly everybody is expecting, to co-operate 
and choose these benchmarks that would be 
suitable for everybody else. It’s going to be tough. 
I think that this is what this negotiation is about. 
This is why it’s very hard to answer directly. 
 
Richard Morgenstern 

There is a trade-off between efficiency of 
decision-making and equity here. There are 
actually not 119 nations, I think the correct number 
is 193. So far, it has proven to be extremely 
difficult to get agreement. It is my understanding 
that the reason why the Copenhagen accord was 
not adopted officially was that five countries 
actually vetoed it. I don’t recall the names of the 
five countries. So if you have a situation where all 
but five out of 193 agree, and yet unanimity is a 
requirement for adopting something officially, that 
seems prima facie to be an unwieldy system.  

The suggestion that was implicit in Lidia’s 
comment makes a lot of sense, namely that you 
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could have different fora for different issues. The 
G20, as was mentioned, could meet to discuss 
certain issues, and then they could bring that 
discussion back to the UNFCCC. You could 
imagine that issues like adaptation might apply to a 
broader set of countries than, for example, 
mitigation. There are a number of ways of 
pursuing this that could plausibly lead to a more 
efficient decision making system. 

As for the question about what is fair, this is 
a very intriguing question. Various ideas have been 
advanced including emissions per capita, 
emissions per GDP, or cumulative emissions. In 
truth, scholars have written dozens, probably 
hundreds of articles involving different approaches 
and it seems very difficult to get any single, simple 
formula in place. If you just think about the 
transition that’s occurred from the day the Kyoto 
Protocol was agreed upon until the Copenhagen 
Accord, there has been quite a dramatic change 
already. In Kyoto you saw a system, which did not 
place any responsibility for mitigation on 
developing countries, and in Copenhagen, 
everybody was considered to be part of a mix. So 
right there you have a change over a period of time 
that’s about a decade. So I think that the perception 
of what’s fair is itself changing and is likely to 
change a great deal over time as this process 
moves forward. 
 
Yulia Dobrolyubova 

First of all, about different forum. From my 
perspective, as climate change is a global problem, 
it must be dealt globally. That’s why all countries 
should participate in its tackling and UNFCCC 
seems like a perfect forum for this. But it’s always 
hard to come to a consensus having so many 
parties, especially with polar views on the subject. 
As you know, after consensuses, everyone is a bit 
disappointed. But until now it worked somehow. 
So maybe in the future it will also work. But what 

I think is very important is to somehow facilitate 
the UN process by parallel force that can push up 
negotiations within some form of the Bali Action 
Plan. For instance on mitigation or on REDD 
issues and so on. So if there are major economies 
forum or BASIC and so on and whether within this 
form people or countries can come to any certain 
conclusions. This might for sure be positive for 
UN process itself. 

As for fairness, I have probably nothing to 
add. It’s a very tricky question. But from my point 
of view it combines historical responsibility with a 
certain capability of countries to tackle the 
problem. Regarding specific questions, aimed at 
Russia, about positive impacts of climate change in 
the Arctic, I must say that our country is probably 
one of the examples when climate change can have 
both positive and negative effects and revealing of 
new oil and gas resources or development of the 
Northern sea routes are such examples. Of course 
our government pays great attention to both 
negative and positive ones. But in order to gain 
profit out of positive effects of climatic changes, 
it’s very important to apply certain adaptation 
measures, because without them you cannot see 
these benefits. Last year, the Russian Regional 
Environmental Center together with UNDP Russia 
presented a report dedicated to climate change in 
the Arctic and possible adaptation strategies in 
order to gain maximum profit out of the positive 
and minimize losses from the negative effects. It’s 
a very interesting study and also it emphasizes that 
during time, positive effects may also turn into 
negative ones. So it’s not as simple as it seems.  
 
Guiyang Zhuang 

The climate change issue is totally different 
with other issues. So every country must have his 
voice in negotiation. So the UNFCCC framework 
is very important and all the discussions and the 
conclusions must be incorporated into the 
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UNFCCC framework, otherwise the agreement or 
accord cannot be well accepted by all parties. As 
for how to form an equitable climate change 
regime, you may know there are carbon budget 
proposal from China, also have a carbon budget 
proposal from Germany. You know, both 
developed countries like Germany and developing 
countries like China also have such kinds of 
proposals. Maybe we can find some good solutions 
to reach a common equitable and sustainable 
regime for post-2012. This kind of proposal is 
based on historical cumulative emissions that are 
covered here. But emissions in recent years in 
China is far more than what it was back in 1990, so 
China might have changed its proposal these days. 
But the solution is the same. I think maybe we can 
find such a record in the way I’ve said to learn 
something for further discussion. Thus we can feel 
fair to every country.  
 
Kuki Soejachmoen 

I think it’s already been said by the others as 
well. The lessons that we can learn from 
Copenhagen is in fact having an exclusive and 
transparent process, as what we had during the few 
last days in Copenhagen. Even within the 
UNFCCC process, it’s already proved that it 
cannot be accepted by most of the countries. So I 
think that the issue is not about you know, how 
many countries are to be seated in specific issues 
but I think the problem is how you get those 
countries selected because I think if, for example, 
the process or the selections of those countries let’s 
say will be given to each group to select the 
representative, then it might not be as bad as what 
we got as the result in Copenhagen because within 
the UNFCCC process we have all those either 
negotiating groups or regional groups or 
like-minded kind of things. 

So if for example, it’s a big issue of the 
representativeness, specifically, because there are a 

number of countries with specific interests were 
not at all represented in the sessions. So I think for 
getting the result on the climate change issue then 
the UNFCCC at the moment is the only place for 
us because again if we have to decide on the future 
of the whole planet, and then this to be done 
exclusively in another or in separated process, then 
I don’t think that you know, anyone will have the 
authority to control the world on this issue. We 
still need to work on the UNFCCC. But we might 
need to reform the process, maybe on the 
representativeness, on a very specific issue or 
different level of technical and political issues and 
all those things because I think those countries and 
group of countries already exist. So the process is 
already there. But then when you stop the whole 
process and decide to determine the future of 
everyone only by a group of people that are not 
representing everybody, then there you have the 
problem. 

On the issue of fairness for this emission 
reduction, I think it’s really a big issue. You have 
to consider all aspects of historical responsibility, 
capabilities, and others as well. It’s really depend 
on, how another big issue is also the availability of 
data and information I think. So it’s difficult to set 
or to say for example that the fairness will be 
based on per capita only because we might need to 
see the per capita at the moment and in cumulative 
term will be totally different for example.  
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The AWG KP and AWG LCA negotiating 
process needs to be revised but the UN   
should remain as the main negotiating forum

The Copenhagen Accord falls short of EU’s 
objectives – it can be used as a starting point     
but must become more comprehensive 

ConclusionsConclusions

AWG LCA/AWG KP vs. the Copenhagen Accord

-> further diversification of tracks

AWG LCA/AWG KP and the Copenhagen Accord 
-> no decision on the binding form of the outcomes 

AWG LCA/AWG KP and the Copenhagen Accord 
-> no work programmes for 2010

UN system 
-> no rules of procedure

COP15/CMP5 outcome assessmentCOP15/CMP5 outcome assessment

The Copenhagen Accord
assets

The Copenhagen Accord
assets

+ Anchors 2 degrees C target and provides for a review by 2015

+ Provides for economy-wide emission reduction/mitigation targets 
and actions for both developed and developing countries with 
MRV for the emissions and mechanism for REDD+

+ Provides basis for significant financing for climate actions: both 
mitigation and adaptation

+ Addresses action on adaptation esp. in LDCs, SIDS and Africa

The Copenhagen Accord
drawbacks

The Copenhagen Accord
drawbacks

- Does not set global mid-term or long-term targets

- The possible targets to be notified will not add up to          
the required level of reductions

- It is not legally binding and does not foresee the conclusion 
of a legally binding agreement in 2010

- Does not refer to the Kyoto architecture and acquis

- Does not provide for any further workprogramme

The Copenhagen outcomeThe Copenhagen outcome

Decision on further work of AWG LCA

Decision on further work of AWG KP

The Copenhagen Accord

European Union’s points European Union’s points 

The EU wants a global, single legally binding outcome from Copenhagen built upon
the KP architecture and acquis with a robust accounting and compliance system that 
ensures emission reductions necessary to achieve the 2 degree C objective

Comparable efforts 

Bindingness

Sustainability

Comprehensiveness

Ambition : 

developed countries: 25-40%  - 2020 /1990

80-95% - 2050 /1990

developing countries: 15-30% - 2020 /(BAU)

Position of Poland on the Bali RoadmapPosition of Poland on the Bali Roadmap

COP14 Presidency

Poland Party to the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol 
Annex I Party – EiT

6% - 2008-2012 /1988 

EU Member State
20% - 2020 /1990
30% conditional 

Eastern European Group                       

NIES‐Sophia University International Symposium

„After COP15: How Countries See Outcome of the Copenhagen Meeting”

Perspectives from
the European Union 

NIES‐Sophia University International Symposium

„After COP15: How Countries See Outcome of the Copenhagen Meeting”

Perspectives from
the European Union 

19.01.2010 Tokyo

Lidia Wojtal
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COP 15 Accomplishments (5)

• Predictable and adequate funding to developing countries 
for mitigation, reduction of deforestation, and adaptation

Goal is for funds ‘approaching $30 billion for period 
2010-2012’
Includes both public and private sector funds

• Developed countries commit to goal of jointly mobilizing 
$100 billion annually by 2020

Includes both public or private sector funds
Creates incentives for developing nations to adopt 
targets or sectoral offsets

COP 15 Accomplishments (4)

• Parties to establish incentives for monies 
from developed nations to help reduce 
deforestation and degradation

Significant change from Kyoto
May open way for major new resources to 
developing countries

• Market mechanisms to be pursued
Although details need to be worked out, this 
sets stage for linkage of different systems

COP 15 Accomplishments (3)

• Monitoring, reporting, verification is made more rigorous 
and transparent

MRV for Annex I based on new guidelines (to be 
established)
MRV for Non-Annex I subject to domestic standards 
‘subject to int’l consultation and analysis’

• Voluntary actions to be undertaken by least developed and 
island nations

If supported by developed nations, subject to more 
stringent MRV 
Technology transfer included in this context

COP 15 Accomplishments (2)

• Annex I Parties and Non-Annex I Parties 
commit to mitigation actions, specifics to be 
submitted to UNFCCC by January 31, 2010

Although the Annex I and Non-Annex I 
distinction is maintained, all nations commit to 
action: this is the heart of the issue
Absence of a numerical target or formula 
implies a ‘bottom up’ approach

COP 15 Accomplishments (1)

• Validation of will to urgently combat 
climate change

‘common but differentiated responsibilities’
noted
2 degree C goal noted but not tied to actions

• Importance of adaptation recognized, esp. in 
least developed and small island nations

Developed nations to provide funding 
Departure from Kyoto

Overview of Issues

• Transformation of system from top down to 
bottom up approach

• Some nations willing to act but not commit
• Climate grows in importance on international 

agenda, with heads of state negotiating specifics
• New political order, e.g., role of China, divisions 

within G77, etc
• Some progress on transparency, accountability
• UNFCCC  frustrating process; hard to reform, 

hard to replace

Issues

• COP 15 Accomplishments
• Issues
• The US Domestic Situation

US Perspectives After COP15: 
How Countries See Outcome of the 

Copenhagen Meeting

Richard Morgenstern
NIES-Sophia University Symposium

Tokyo, Japan
January 19, 2010
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Recent US Public Opinion Polling 

• Pew: respondents who see climate change as ‘very serious 
problem’ declines to 35% from 44%, 2009 vs 2008.   

• ABC News/Washington Post, Harris, CBS/NY Times 
show similar results

• Why? (per Karlyn Bowman, AEI)
The economy
Polarized politics
‘Mushy’ opinions
Media credibility/’climategate’

The US Domestic Situation
• House bill (HR 2454) adopted in June

17% reduction by 2020
Economy-wide cap and trade
Includes extensive offsets, competitiveness, and cost containment 
provisions
Allowance revenues used to address many issues

• President committed US to reduction goals in Copenhagen, although 
health care is currently the Administration’s number one priority

• Action pending in Senate, where different approaches are under 
consideration

• Strong UNFCCC submissions by other nations will strengthen case in 
Senate

• Window for legislative action is next 6-9 months, but Clean Air Act 
also possible approach  

Issues 
• Obtaining legally binding commitments
• Increasing transparency and accountability
• Absence of 2050 reduction targets: 80% by 

developed nations; 50% globally
• Sorting out specifics of proposed actions by 

Annex I, BASIC nations 
• Incomplete areas:  forestry, technology 

(intellectual property), adaptation 
• Securing $30 billion; $100 billion
• Efficiency/effectiveness of UNFCCC process; 

future of Major Economies Forum

COP 15 Accomplishments (6)

• Evaluation of the Accord’s implementation 
to be completed by 2015.

Is sufficiently broad to include assessment of 
the relative stringency of individual nation’s 
targets as well as the extent of compliance
Evaluation also to include consideration of 
strengthening the long term goal as the science 
indicates
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Late start in forming climate change policies comparing 
with other key countries because of:
– Significant climate change skepticism and undervaluation of the problem 
among general public and some policy-makers;
– Popular misunderstanding that global warming is favourable for a 
northern country like Russia (development of the Northern Sea Route, 
extension of arable land, increase in crop-yield, and reduction of heating 
costs, etc.); 
– More urgent challenges for the government like socio-economic 
development, poverty reduction, ensuring food security;
– More focus on general environmental problems than climate change; 
– Lack of long-term vision and robust practice of incorporation of 
environmental concerns into development programmes;
– Lack of stakeholder involvement, etc.

Russian climate change policy

1

Permafrost thawing and related risks
Chersky settlement, June 2002

Photo: V.Romanovsky

Deformation of railway 
Photo provided by O.Anisimov

Climate changes in Russia: primary concerns
The Arctic and Siberia

• infrastructure damages due 
to permafrost thawing, 

• coastal erosion,

• sea-level rise, 

• threats to traditional way 
of life of indigenous people

• risks for economy, as these 
regions are characterized by 
high concentration of 
strategically important, 
however, climate-reliant 
economic sectors                 
(maritime transport, fishery, 
tourism, etc.)

Infrastructure damages risks related to increased 
permafrost thawing

Green – Low risk           
Yellow – Middle risk
Red – High risk

Climate changes in Russia: primary concerns
Water shortages and significant crop-yield decrease in 

Southern Russia

Astrakhanskaya oblast, 
Kaspian region

Photo: A. Bezlepkin, 2007

Climate changes in Russia: primary concerns

Temperature had 
increased by 1,29ºC 
in Russia in 1900-
2004 in comparison 
with global 0,74ºC 
growth.

Surface air temperature 
changes in Russia, the 
Northern Hemisphere,
and the World in                   
1990-2004.

Source: Strategic Prediction, 
Roshydromet, 2006.

Outlines
Climate changes in Russia: 
primary concerns
Russian climate change 
policy
The role of Russia in the 
international climate process
Essential points of a new 
agreement from Russia’s 
perspective

“Snowless New Year’s Eve 
in Moscow”
Photo: Vadim Kantor, 
December 2008

Russian Regional Environmental Centre (RREC)                    
is a non-commercial organization founded in 2000                       

by the European Commission and Russian Government
Our mission

Promotion of the best international approaches, practices, experience in the field 
of environment protection and climate change in Russia to ensure its sustainable 
development

RREC Climate Change Programme
• expert assistance to the government;
• enhancement of the dialogue between Russian 
stakeholders on climate change;
• practical projects on mitigation                               
and adaptation in Russian regions;
• analytical studies;
• awareness-rising and                                                      
capacity-building, etc.

Outcomes of COP-15:
Perspectives from the Russian Federation
Julia Dobrolyubova
Expert on climate change and the Kyoto protocol,
Russian Regional Environmental Centre (RREC)

NIES-Sophia University 
International Symposium
Tokyo, 19 January 2010
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GHG emission curves of some Annex I Parties, % to 1990
Spain, 150%

Portugal, 140%

Australia, 129%

Canada, 122%
US, 114%

Italy, 110%

Japan, 105%
EU-15, 98%

France, 97%
UK, 85%

Germany, 82%

Russian Federation, 66%

Specific national circumstances
― One of the world major oil and gas exporters
― Cold climate and long distances (the territory of Russia is comparable 
with the territory of the whole South America continent) -> additional 
energy needs
― Forests (cover 70% of the territory, 20-25% of the world reserves)
― Country with economy in transition -> rapidly growing economy 
(similar with emerging economies)
― Relatively lower GDP/capita comparing with other developed nations 

Bridging role between developed and developing nations

G8 BRIC
R 
U
S
S 
I 
A

― Russia is an Annex I Party to the UNFCCC 

― Russia is an Annex B Party to the Kyoto protocol, thus 
having GHG emissions reduction commitments under the 
Protocol

― Russia is a member of Umbrella Group along with 
Australia, Canada, Japan, Iceland, New Zealand, Norway, 
Ukraine

― Russia is a member of G8, Major Economies Meeting 
forum, BRIC and other international fora that touch upon 
climate change issues

― Russia is the 4th largest GHG emitter (after China, US, and EU-27)  

Role of Russia in the international climate process
Government initiatives:  
• First Russian Assessment Report (December 2008)
• Decree of the President of 4 June 2008 that envisages 40% increase 

of energy efficiency of the national economy by 2020 comparing with 
2007

• Russian Federal Law on Energy Efficiency (November 2009)
• Climate Doctrine of the Russian Federation (first presented in April 

2009, adopted by President Medvedev in December 2009)
• Appointment of Alexander Bedritsky, former head of Roshydromet, as 

a special climate change counselor of the President (December 2009) 
• Participation of the Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in COP-15 
• Announced emission reduction targets for post-2012 period: -22-25% 

by 2020 compared with 1990 levels

First steps taken

12 

Energy efficiency measures bring almost 90% of economically 
feasible greenhouse gas emissions reduction potential in 2020

0.3

Agriculture

10.8

Energy 
efficiency 
measures

87.9

•Industrial
process
changes

100.0

Renewables

•0.9

Total abatement 
potential in 2020

Percent

SOURCE: McKinsey study, “Pathways to an energy and carbon efficiency Russia” (Dec. 2009)

Opportunities for mitigation efforts in Russia 

Incentives for further actions
• High energy-saving potential, especially in the energy, 
housing and municipal sectors;

• Political will towards energy efficiency enhancement     
(Decree of the President of 4 June 2008, Federal Law on Energy 
Efficiency of October 2009, etc.);

• High interest of business to emissions trading; 

• Priority of climate change on the international agenda and 
importance for Russia to be “on-track” as a member of G8;

• Increased climate changes impacts in Russia

Lack of stakeholders involvement:
– no consolidated governmental body responsible for 

climate change (10 or even more various ministries and 
agencies are in charge of different aspects of climate 
change problem);

– insufficient number of experts dealing with climate change 
issues within the government;

– weak “top-down” political signals -> lack of information in 
regions; 

– poor cooperation between scientists, decision-makers, 
business, mass-media, nongovernmental organisations;

– strong need for more public-awareness campaigns

Russian climate change policy
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Web-site: climatechange.ru

Conclusions
– Russia is just at the beginning of forming its climate change policy

– However, recent activities of the Government show that climate 
change and energy-efficiency issues are gaining importance

– “Russia will continue its work on energy efficiency 
improvement and climate change despite whether there is a 
new agreement or not” (Speech of the Russian President at 
COP-15)

– “Global climate deal, we are talking about,… is a real chance for a 
large-scale introduction of clean, energy efficient and low-emission 
technologies, a chance for new scientific findings, a chance for
“green” economic growth and “green” investments all over the 
world. A chance we must take. Thus, climate change tackling 
measures will contribute to global environmental and socio-
economic problems solving and achievement of sustainable 
development goals” (Speech of the Russian President at COP-15)

Essential points of a new agreement from 
Russia’s perspective

• single comprehensive agreement
• mitigation commitments for developed, actions for developing 

countries, both monitored, reported and verified
• no future for Kyoto Protocol without the US
• 1990 as a base-year
• more attention paid to boreal forests
• role of adaptation, especially in LDC

President Dmitry Medvedev 
announced that Russia is eager to 

take GHG emission reduction 
commitments of -25% by 2020 

comparing with 1990 levels
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Developed Countries
2℃+450ppm

By 2050, 50% reduction globally and 80% 
cut by developed countries

AOSIS/least Developed Countries:
1.5℃+350ppm

By 2050, 95% cut by developed countries

BASIC： 2℃

Outcome: 2℃

LongLong--term Goalterm Goal

Bali Roadmap: two-tracks. Why?
US not KP but UNFCCC party

KP entered into force (2008-2012)

Bangkok Conference (Oct. 2009)
US proposed

EU supported

DC objected

Outcome: Specious
LCA-WG and KP-WG negotiation texts：two 
tracks

Copenhagen Accord: one track?

TwoTwo--tracks or Onetracks or One--track?track?

In favor of a 2 degrees Celsius consistent 
with science and on the basis of equity

Climate Finance Commitments 
“fast start” funds of approximately $10-$12 

billions to developing countries from 2010 to 
2012

commit to a goal of mobilizing jointly USD 100 
billions a year by 2020 to address the needs of 
developing countries

Accountability for Commitments
Measurable, Reportable and Verifiable (MRV) 

national commitments and actions agreed  

Contents of Copenhagen AccordContents of Copenhagen AccordFinal OutputFinal Output

Tow-tracks negotiation: COP/MOP adopted 
the decisions that two working groups 
continue to conclude the negotiations 
mandated by the Bali Roadmap

LCA-WG：Chairman’s text (infinite 
points at issue）

KP-WG：Chairman’s text (infinite 
deficiencies are matters）

Copenhagen Accord：COP/MOP take notice 
of it, non-binding agreement

Danish Text

Conference Chairman's Text, Denmark 
proposed, EU supported

BASIC Countries Beijing Proposal

Negotiation Text for Small-scale 
Consultations

US+BASIC Proposal/Copenhagen Accord

IntermediateIntermediate Products of Products of 
NegotiationNegotiation

An Unprecedented Scale
194 Parties

119 head of States and Governments

UN Secretary-General

43000 participants

Chaotic Organization
Long queue in the cold/number control 

Side events cancelled

Shabby Results
Non-binding Copenhagen Accord

General ImpressionGeneral Impression

OutlineOutline

General Comments on the Conference 
and Final Outcome

Negotiation Focus and Reasons of 
Failure

Re-understanding the Role of China

The way to Mexico City 

Perspective from China on 
Copenhagen Outcome

Zhuang Guiyang
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS)

January 19, 2010, Tokyo
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ReRe--considering the Role of Chinaconsidering the Role of China

The best oneself is not necessarily good in 
the eyes of others

40-45% reduction target of carbon 
intensity per GDP: difficulties

No. 1 carbon emitter in the world

UNFCCC Framework and Equitable Regime

Transition to a Low-carbon Economy 

Historical Cumulative Emission Per Historical Cumulative Emission Per 
CapitaCapita

Annex IAnnex I NonNon--Annex IAnnex I World AverageWorld Average

18501850--20052005 940 tons940 tons 223 tons223 tons 417 tons417 tons

20052005--20502050 266 tons266 tons 107 tons107 tons 137 tons137 tons

18501850--20502050 1206 tons1206 tons 330 tons330 tons 560 tons560 tons

Note：
a. For 50/50 long-term target, global emission peaks at 2025;
b. Global population in 2050: 1.5 billion for developed; 7.5 billion for 

developing country
c. Developed Countries reduce 80% than 1990 by 2050
d. Current HCEPC of developed (940t) has seriously exceeded its 2050 

PCCE allowed (560 tons)
e. Even if developed countries cut 80%, its 2005-2050 HCEPC (266 tons) 

are still well above that of developing countries (107 tons)
f. From 1850-2050, the HCEPC from developing countries (330 tons) is 

only ¼ of that of developed countries (1206 tons)

Features of Commitments of Features of Commitments of 
Developed CountriesDeveloped Countries

Only pledge to cut 11-19 percent of greenhouse 
gases by the year 2020 on the basis of 1990 levels, 
far less than the 25-40 percent cut demanded by 
IPCC report 
Commitments are conditional to other countries, in 
particular to commitments of large developing 
countries  
Leave space for itself such as US’s med-term target 
includes 100 MtCO2eq from offset, 100 MtCO2eq 
from market
Up to now, no credible plans let alone 
commitments for financial and technology 
transfers to help developing countries shift to a low 
emissions development path

Pledges of Developed Countries: Pledges of Developed Countries: 
medmed--term goalterm goal

Source: Fabian Wagner and Markus Amann (2009)

““Denmark, not China should be blamedDenmark, not China should be blamed””

China are being used as a scapegoat to cover the 
real reasons for the failure of the Copenhagen 
conference (Martin,  Guardian website)Martin,  Guardian website)
As China vetoed an "agreement" on a 50 percent 
reduction of global GHGs by 2050 and an 80 
percent reduction by developed countries
The so-called "Danish text“ and the unwise attempt 
by the Danish presidency to impose a non-
legitimate meeting to override the multilateral 
treaty-based democratic process of negotiation at 
the conference were matters
The proposed target implies that developing 
countries would have to cut their emissions overall 
by about 20 percent in absolute terms and at least 
60 percent in per capita terms

MRVMRV
Source：Bali Roadmap

Developed Countries require NAMAs of 
Developing Countries be MRV
Developing Countries require finance and 
technology from Developed Countries MRV

Copenhagen negotiation
International check; Check by third party; 
Check by expert team
Check by oneself, transparency

Results
For developing countries: international 
consultation and analysis
National Communications: once each 5 
years for developed countries; once each 2 
years for developing countries

Finance Finance 
Amount:

Large gap between developed and 
developing countries
Annual USD 400 billions demand for 
Developing Country’s actions on mitigation 
and adaptation

Source:
Developing Countries require：major role 
played by government
Developed Countries：through market, also 
from large developing countries

Target: Poor countries
Use: Adaptation or mitigation?

MedMed--term Goalterm Goal
For Developed Countries

Bali Roadmap: cut 25%-40%, provide capital and 
technology
Developing Countries: cut at least 40%, provide 
capital and technology
Developed Countries commit: cut 0-30%，no finance 
commitment

For Developing Countries
Bali Roadmap: NAMAs
Developed Countries: MRV on mitigation actions
Developing Countries commitment: carbon intensity 
reduction targets, reduce deforest; no MRV for 
voluntary actions; Actions with finance support may 
MRV

Outcome：
For Developed Countries：not mentioned
For Developing Countries：Mitigation actions decided 
by oneself, but with MRV
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谢 谢！
Thank You！

The UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol as the Basis 
and the Mandate of the Bali Roadmap as the Focus

The Principle of Common but Differentiated 
Responsibilities

Follow and strengthen the principle of 
“Transparency, Democracy, Participation, 
Consulting and Consensus”

Insist in returning to multilateral negotiations in 
the climate convention's two working groups

Carbon intensity target can not be negotiated 

Possible Positions of ChinaPossible Positions of China

Two-tracks or one-track?

Med-term targets of developed countries

Relationship between long-term target and 
2℃ limit

Arrangement on MRV

Arrangement on finance

Technology transfer

The Way to Mexico CityThe Way to Mexico City

2 trillions foreign exchange reserve is to 
avoid international financial crisis as 
China’s financial system is not completed

High saving rate is due to china’s imperfect 
social security system

Education cost

Employment pressure

House price

Health care

Pension insurance 

China also Needs MoneyChina also Needs MoneyChinaChina’’s GDP Share in the Worlds GDP Share in the World

19711971 19901990 20072007

World totalWorld total 12.9112.91 24.2024.20 39.4939.49

USUS 29.82%29.82% 29.15%29.15% 29.03%29.03%

EUEU ---- 28.13%28.13% 24.88%24.88%

ChinaChina 0.83%0.83% 1.84%1.84% 6.10%6.10%

Note: Calculate by exchange rate, using 2000 year priceNote: Calculate by exchange rate, using 2000 year price

Difficulties and Opportunities for Difficulties and Opportunities for 
ChinaChina

Rapid process of industrialization and urbanization 

1% increase of urbanization rate per year, China 
will reach 75% in 2040, huge industrial system is 
needed

Lower CO2  and GDP per capita

Huge population base

Coal dominated energy mix

Economic cost: USD 78 billions annually, 
additional investment cost: 1.2% of GDP in 2020

15 millions poor people remains

Transition to a low-carbon economy

Voluntary Action by ChinaVoluntary Action by China
To reduce the intensity of carbon dioxide 
emissions per unit of GDP in 2020 by 40-45% 
compared with the level of 2005

The index of carbon dioxide emissions cuts would 
be "a binding goal" to be incorporated into China's 
medium and long-term national social and 
economic development plans

“A voluntary action" based on own national 
conditions, without any conditions, not with any 
country's emission reduction targets linked to

“We stands by its word, line must be fruit, 
regardless of the outcome reached in this meeting, 
will steadfastly to achieve, even exceed this goal”
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PELANGI INDONESIA

US … where are you?

Kyoto Protocol – 1997 → how to achieve the ultimate 
goal of UNFCCC:
– Responsibility – Annex B
– Target of emission reduction – 5% below 1990
– Commitment period – 2008‐2012 (1st)

• USA
– Signed but not ratified
– Avoiding the responsibility!!!

• How to address it beyond 2012?
– COP‐11/CMP‐1 in Montreal – AWG‐KP & 

Dialog
– COP‐13/CMP‐3 in Bali – Dialog → AWG‐LCA

PELANGI INDONESIA

G77+China's view on the outcome?

In general no disagreement on the content under COP 
& CMP:
– Continuation of AWG‐LCA
– Continuation of AWG‐KP

• Disagreement on Copenhagen Accord:
– Process – exclusive by invitation only
– UNFCCC is a multilateral consensus based process
– Some points can be strengthened 

PELANGI INDONESIA

What happened in Copenhagen?
Negotiation was moving well (with all the dynamics)
• Changed mode to 'high level' (Ministerial) then to 

'head of states' 
– no negotiation process at technical level
– 26 countries were invited by COP President →

Copenhagen Accord

• Outcome of Copenhagen:
– COP decisions – implementation of UNFCCC 

including result from SBSTA & SBI as well as AWG‐
LCA

– CMP decisions – implementation of KP including 
result from SBSTA & SBI as well as AWG‐KP

• Copenhagen Accord is only taken note by COP
PELANGI INDONESIA

What happened in Copenhagen?

Six parallel processes:
– COP to the UNFCCC
– CMP to the Kyoto Protocol
– SBSTA to both COP/CMP
– SBI to both COP/CMP
– AWG‐KP under CMP
– AWG‐LCA under COP

• Head of States Meeting – more than 130 (??)
– To push the negotiation process to reach 

agreement???

PELANGI INDONESIA

How to reach position?

Consensus based process – general platform
• On specific position or issue:

– Countries are free to have specific position
– Countries are free to associate to any position
– Smaller groups may play significant role

• Basic principles
– Article 2 of UNFCCC
– Common but differentiated responsibilities
– Respective capabilities
– Equity 
– Enhanced implementation of UNFCCC and KP

PELANGI INDONESIA

How is the dynamics?

Rotating Chair position → regional based
• Influential countries:

– Depending on the issues
– No single dominating country

• Issue based coordination
– Mitigation related
– LULUCF related
– Adaptation related
– Financial issue related
– Technology related
– AWG‐LCA & AWG‐KP

PELANGI INDONESIA

Who are the G77+China?

One of the negotiating group in the UNFCCC system
• Groups within:

– Regional groups – Asia, Africa, Central America, Latin 
America, ALBA

– Like minded groups – AOSIS, CRFN, OPEC, BASIC
– Economic group – Least Develop Countries

• Complexities:
– Some members of those groups may not part of 

G77+China → Tuvalu, Cook Islands
– Conflict of interests within the group → AOSIS & 

OPEC

PELANGI INDONESIA

International Dynamics of 
Climate Change Process 

Understanding the G77+China

Kuki Soejachmoen
19 January 2010
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PELANGI INDONESIA

THANK YOU
pelangi@pelangi.or.id

PELANGI INDONESIA

Beyond 2012 …

Outcome Bali:
– Bali Road Map (all relevant decisions)
– Bali Action Plan (Dec.1/CMP‐13)

• Bali Action Plan:
– 1.b.i – NAMACs for Annex I non‐KP parties
– 1.b.ii – NAMAs for developing countries

• NAMACs:
– Actions and commitments;
– Commitments → obligations → responsibilities
– Part of Annex I emission reduction commitment

• Annex I non‐KP – USA …
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Follow-up negotiation?Bali action Plan Agreement?

20102009 2011 2012

COP15 COP16 COP17

Studies on international negotiation

U.S. EU China

Politics/ Economy/Foreign Policy

Energy Resources, Policy and Technology

Emissions Trading and Carbon Markets

Forestry and Land Use

India Russia

Figure: Image of the research project (at the time of start, April 2009)

Abstract of the research project (at the time of starting, April 2009)
A series of international negotiations on the post-2012 international framework to address climate change have 

been conducted since 2007, aiming at reaching an agreement at COP15 in 2009. Any international agreement need 

to be accepted by major economies, Countries’ positions for climate negotiation is a�ected by their domestic 

interplay among stakeholders. Thus, it is indispensable to analyze all major countries’ national circumstances in 

order to propose a draft that can be accepted by these countries at an international level. 

The purpose of this research project is to make a comparative analysis of national climate change policies and 

policy making processes of major countries and economies, namely the United States, the European Union, Russia, 

and emerging economies (China and India). Simultaneously, based on the studies on domestic politics in those 

countries, studies on international negotiation will also be conducted to propose the �nal architecture of 

international climate regime, as well as the forum in which those agreements could be reached. 
(Project member institutions: University of Tokyo, Hokkaido University, Tokyo Institute of Technology, University of Hyogo, Ryukoku University, Waseda University, Seinan 

Gakuin University, Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES))

This symposium is a part of a research project, “E-0901 Study on major countries’ decision 
making concerning international negotiation on future institution on climate change beyond 
2012”, funded by Environmental Research Fund, Ministry of the Environment, Japan.
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Date: Tuesday 19 January, 2010

Venue: KKR Hotel Tokyo, Tokyo, Japan

Co-organized by:
Center for Global Environmental Research, National Institute for Environmental Studies (CGER/NIES) and 
Center for the Environment & Trade Research, Sophia University

Proceedings

After COP15: How Countries See Outcome of the Copenhagen Meeting 
NIES-Sophia University International Symposium

After COP15: 
How Countries See Outcome of 
the Copenhagen Meeting

International Symposium

Information concerning this symposium and other related activities of 
the research project can be observed by:

http://www-iam.nies.go.jp/climatepolicy/English/

For any inquires 

Dr. Yasuko Kameyama 
Senior Researcher 
National Institute for Environmental Studies 
16-2 Onogawa, Tsukuba, 305-8506 Japan

Tel. 029-850-2430     Fax. 029-850-2960     e-mail: ykame@nies.go.jp


