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1. At its resumed sixth session, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex |
Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) invited Parties to submit, by 15 February 2009, their views
and proposals for further elaboration of the options, elements and issues contained in annex III to the
report of the AWG-KP at the first part of its sixth session' and annex IV to the report of the AWG-KP at
its resumed fifth session,” including views on how and which proposals could address cross-cutting
issues. It requested the secretariat to compile these submissions into a miscellaneous document for
consideration at its seventh session (FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/8, paragraph 52 (b)).

2. The secretariat has received 12 such submissions.” In accordance with the procedure for
miscellaneous documents, these submissions are attached and reproduced”in the language in which they
were received and without formal editing.

' FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/5.

> FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/3.

3 Submissions were received from the Democratic Republic of Congo, Madagascar, the Republic of Moldova and
Panama on behalf of Costa Rica and Colombia addressing modalities for land use, land-use change and forestry
activities under the clean development mechanism. These submissions are contained in document
FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/MISC.3.

" These submissions have been electronically imported in order to make them available on electronic systems,

including the World Wide Web. The secretariat has made every effort to ensure the correct reproduction of the
texts a submitted.

FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/MISC.5
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PAPER NO. 1: AUSTRALIA

AUSTRALIA

Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF)

Submission to the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA
March 2009

Australia welcomes the opportunity to submit our views and proposals for further elaboration of
the options, elements and issues contained in annex Il to the report of the AWG-KP at its sixth
session and annex |V to the report of the AWG-KP at its resumed fifth session, including views
on how and which proposals could address cross-cutting issues. Australia will be providing
additional views and proposals as the negotiations progress.

The full mitigation potential of the land sector has not been realised under the land use, land-
use change and forestry (LULUCF) rules for the first commitment period. The Parties have an
important opportunity when negotiating a post-2012 outcome to improve upon the current
LULUCEF rules to provide a stronger, long-term basis for an international climate change
response.

Australia's aim in the negotiations is to improve the treatment of the land sector in the long-
term, rather than develop short-term solutions to problems generated by the current rules. Our
proposals build on the core considerations outlined in Australia's November 2008 LULUCF
submission.

This submission is relevant to both the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA negotiating streams. A post-
2012 outcome should treat the land sector in a comprehensive and integrated way that is
comparable for all Parties taking on economy-wide mitigation targets.

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS

In the negotiations on LULUCF post-2012, the Parties need to decide:

« How land-based emissions and removals are included towards Parties' mitigation
commitments and associated baselines. This is closely linked to the broader
negotiations on the contribution of Annex | Parties, individually or jointly, to the scale of
emission reductions to be achieved by Annex | Parties in aggregate; and

« Which land-based anthropogenic emissions and removals are covered in the post-2012
outcome, and which parts of the land sector are mandatory or elective.

There is a strong preference for the coverage of the land sector to be known prior to final
agreement on mitigation commitments, that is, 'rules' need to be agreed before 'targets'. This
reduces the uncertainties that Parties take and gives them greater confidence when setting the
level of national ambition for the next commitment period.

Note that in this submission, 'the Parties' refers to the Parties collectively. 'Parties' refers to the
sub-set of these Parties that take on economy-wide mitigation targets.
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MITIGATION COMMITMENTS AND BASELINES

In the first commitment period, LULUCEF is included towards Parties' mitigation commitments as
an addition (net removals) or subtraction (net emissions) from their initial assigned amount.
This is illustrated in Figure 1. Figure 2 illustrates how the amount by which LULUCF adjusts the
initial assigned amount is derived'.

This approach was a consequence of the manner in which the rules for LULUCF were
negotiated in the first commitment period, and matched the Parties' knowledge and capabilities
at the time. However, it lacks appropriate transparency. Parties' first commitment period
mitigation commitments (targets) alone do not express the comparable efforts taken by Parties
to mitigate climate change. Comparable effort is also made up of the LULUCF rules and
Parties' differentiated forest management caps.

The Parties need to decide whether the same approach should apply to a second commitment
period. A decision on this issue should be made under the AWG-KP agenda item on the
‘contribution of Annex | Parties, individually or jointly, to the scale of emission reductions to be
achieved by Annex | Parties in aggregate', in consultation with the LULUCF negotiators.

This decision needs to be made in conjunction with a decision on baselines for LULUCF
(including gross-net versus net-net accounting). This is because the decision on how and to
what extent LULUCEF is incorporated into Parties' mitigation commitments will greatly affect the
choices that the Parties need to make on LULUCF baselines. The forest management cap
should also be considered in this context.

To illustrate this point, the effect of three different approaches for expressing mitigation
commitments on LULUCF baseline options is outlined in Table 1.

Table 1.  Effect on LULUCF baselines of different expressions of mitigation commitments

Possible How mitigation Options for LULUCF baselines
approach commitment is
expressed
Absolute amount An absolute amount No baselines needed. Parties would include LULUCEF in this

(megatonnes COz-e) absolute amount.
to be emitted in the
second commitment

period.
First commitment Percentage change Lands subject to Article 3.3 and elected Article 3.4 activities
period initial relative to a Party's contribute to a Party's compliance in the first commitment
Assigned Amount first commitment period. They may require a different treatment to activities
period initial Assigned | that a Party elects for the first time post-2012.
Amount
Other base year Percentage change All LULUCF activities would need to be considered to
relative to a Party's net | determine an appropriate baseline treatment. It may be
emissions in a base appropriate for LULUCF to have a comparable but different
year baseline, for example, a base period rather than a base

year.

"The examples in Figures 1 and 2 use hypothetical values for illustrative purposes, however LULUCF
amounts can equate to either net emissions/debits or removals/credits.
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Current provisions for how LULUCF emissions/removals adjust Parties’ assigned

amount after the mitigation commitment (target) is applied
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The result is the initial assigned amount.

After the commitment period:

3. Calculate the ‘LULUCF adjustment amount’ as
per the Marrakesh Accords (refer Figure 2).

4. Adjust the initial assigned amount by the
LULUCF adjustment amount (‘2" minus ‘3”).
The result is the adjusted assigned amount.

5. Take commitment period emissions for Annex
A sectors only, plus units transferred or
acquired under flexibility mechanisms.

6. Calculate the difference between ‘4’ and 5’ to
assess whether the target is met.

Figure 2. Current provisions for deriving the LULUCF adjustment amount
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Cropland Management (CM), Grazing Land
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time fives for the number of years in the
commitment period.

After the commitment period:

b. Take commitment period net
emissions/removals for CM, GM and/or RV.

c. Calculate the difference between ‘a’ and ‘b’
(without multiplying by the percentage
mitigation target). The result is the ‘net-net’
accounting quantity for CM,GM and RV.

d. Add to ‘¢’ the following amounts from the
commitment period:

+ the accounting quantity for lands subject to
afforestation and reforestation (AR) with
application of the credit/debit rule, and
lands subject to deforestation (D); and

+» the accounting quantity for lands subject to
forest management (FM), with application
of the FM cap provisions.

The result is the LULUCF adjustment amount
(which equates to ‘3’ in Figure 1).
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COVERAGE

The UNFCCC pursues its objective of mitigating climate change by addressing all
anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks of greenhouse gases. However,
the current accounting rules and modalities for LULUCF do not provide for complete and
consistent coverage of anthropogenic emissions and removals, as outlined in Australia's

statement on LULUCF at the fifth meeting of the AWG-KP?.

There are several components to determining the coverage of anthropogenic land-based
emissions and removals in the post-2012 outcome:

i) To ensure that only anthropogenic emissions and removals are included towards
mitigation commitments, a solution is required for each of the cross-cutting issues of
natural disturbance and inter-annual variability. In addition, a solution is needed to
adequately manage the legacy effects of the age class structure of forests established
prior to 1990.

ii) A structure for including land sector anthropogenic emissions and removals is required.
This could be based on lands subject to the activities under Article 3.3 and Article 3.4 of
the Protocol, or it could be based on Convention land-use categories. Coverage under the
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) also needs to be decided.

iii) Once the structure is decided, the Parties can consider a number of other specific issues,
including the treatment of Harvested Wood Products (HWP).

iv) Finally, the Parties should decide which activities, or categories, are mandatory and which
are elective.

Kyoto Protocol first commitment period provisions

For the first commitment period, the land sector covers emissions and removals from lands
where a defined activity has taken place.

These activities are described in Articles 3.3 for compulsory activities (afforestation,
reforestation and deforestation) and in Article 3.4 for elective activities (forest management,
cropland management, grazing land management and revegetation).

Once a unit of land enters a Party's account, all emissions and removals on that land must be
accounted for. No distinction is made as to whether these emissions and removals are
anthropogenic or natural.

AUSTRALIA'S VIEWS AND PROPOSALS

We are pleased to provide our views and proposals on:

1. Cross-cutting issues (natural disturbance, inter-annual variability, the legacy effects of age-
class structure of forests prior to 1990);

The structure for covering the land-sector, including the CDM; and

Specific issues of HWP; the forest management cap; and the afforestation/reforestation
harvest sub-rule.

2 Available on the UNFCCC website at http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/items/4373.php.
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To facilitate all Parties' understanding of the proposals, we note in each section where these
issues appear in decision 16/CMP.1 and suggest changes that would be required.

1. Cross-cutting issues

Regardless of the structure used for accounting for the land sector (i.e. Convention land-use
categories or lands subject to activities under Articles 3.3 and 3.4), appropriate treatment of
major natural disturbances and inter-annual variability is essential. In the absence of this
treatment Australia would have no possibility of managing land sector emissions and removals
to meet our mitigation commitment. For example, in 2003 wildfires in south-eastern Australia
resulted in emissions of 190 Mt CO,-e® from existing forest lands. In addition, in 2002 inter-
annual climate variability led to a spike in emissions of around 70 MtCO,-e from croplands®.
This is compared to 591.5 Mt CO.-e annual allowable emissions during the first commitment
period.

1.1 Natural disturbance

In our November 2008 LULUCF submission, Australia put forward a proposal to allow Parties to
choose to either symmetrically include or exclude non-anthropogenic emissions and
subsequent removals from major natural disturbances from their mitigation commitments. This
proposal remains our position on major natural disturbances. We have appended Attachment A
from Australia's November 2008 LULUCF submission for reference. A key issue not covered in
our earlier submission is discriminating major natural disturbance from other disturbance
events. We are currently developing an approach to the definition of major natural disturbance
that we will be happy to share with all Parties in the coming weeks.

We are pleased to note that since our November 2008 submission other Parties have also
come forward with proposals for dealing with natural disturbance. We welcome further
discussion on options for addressing this important issue and offer the following observations
on the application of some of these proposals to Australia’s national circumstances.

A number of the proposals either fully or partially include emissions and removals from major
natural disturbances in Parties' accounts. Australia is concerned that these proposals are not
consistent with Parties' commitments under the UNFCCC to mitigate anthropogenic emissions
and removals.

Caps and discount factors

Caps and discount factors do not provide a solution to major natural disturbance. This is
because Parties would be liable for non-anthropogenic emissions and removals. Incentives to
mitigate emissions and enhance removals would be greatly limited by a low cap or high
discount factor. However, a cap would need to be very low, or a discount factor very high, to
allow Parties to be able to manage major natural disturbances within the accounting framework
(see example in Appendix A).

Carry-over provisions

Carry-over provisions have been suggested, whereby emissions and removals from natural
disturbance would remain in Parties' accounts, but Parties would have provisions for carrying
over these emissions and removals over several years or commitment periods.

3 Source of data: 2005 National Greenhouse Gas Inventory, Department of Climate Change. These figures are reported in greater
detail in Australia's November 2008 LULUCF submission, available from the UNFCCC website at
http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/items/3878.php.

* Source of data: ibid.
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In addition to being inconsistent with the Convention's focus on anthropogenic emissions, these
provisions would remove comparability between Parties' mitigation commitments. It would result
in the inclusion of non-anthropogenic emissions, from major natural disturbances, in some
Parties' commitments but not others'.

This approach could impact Parties' capacity to take on more ambitious commitments in future
periods. Parties would be required to take into account the impacts of major natural disturbance
in the negotiation of the mitigation commitment for the commitment period following the one in
which the disturbance occurred, as the magnitude of the emissions could only be determined
after the event.

Using the 2003 wildfires as an example, Australia could be required to carry-over around a third
(190 Mt CO,-e) of its annual whole-of-economy emissions under this provision, as there would
be no opportunity for managing this magnitude of emissions as part of an existing mitigation
commitment.

Global insurance mechanisms

A global insurance mechanism has been proposed, whereby Parties would set aside a part of
their removals from forest management to a global pool available to all Parties to compensate
for major natural disturbance events. While this seeks to remove liability for natural
disturbances from individual Parties, we have concerns with this type of mechanism to manage
the impacts of major natural disturbance.

This approach would internalise non-anthropogenic emissions and removals in an accounting
system, thereby creating a carbon cost for non-anthropogenic emissions and removals that is
commensurate with anthropogenic emissions and removals.

There will also be challenges in how such a mechanism may work in practice. For example,
Parties that are not subject to major natural disturbances, and whose existing forests are a
sink, may effectively pay the cost (through anthropogenic removals) for compensating the
non-anthropogenic emissions in those Parties where natural disturbances occur. This uneven
sharing of costs could limit incentives for mitigation action. Broad participation in the
mechanism would be needed to ensure the amount of removals necessary to compensate
major natural disturbances were available.

Suggested changes to 16/CMP.1

E. General: - revise to allow Parties to choose whether to symmetrically include or exclude
from their accounts emissions and subsequent removals on lands subject to a major natural
disturbance event.

(Refer to Australia's November 2008 LULUCF submission for further details)

1.2 Inter-annual variability

In our November 2008 LULUCF submission, Australia outlined a proposal for managing the
impacts of inter-annual variability. Our position on this issue remains unchanged. We consider
our proposal provides an effective means of addressing inter-annual variability as it requires
Parties to account for all anthropogenic emissions and removals and provides a meaningful
trend line (see example in Appendix B).

Discount factors and caps have also been proposed as an approach to manage inter-annual
variability.
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Discount factor

Discount factors only change the amplitude of emissions and removals, not the distribution, and
thus a very high discount rate is needed to manage inter-annual variability. See Appendix B for
an example based on the 70 Mt CO,-e emissions from croplands due to variation in rainfall in
2002 in Australia.

Caps

We do not consider that caps provide a solution for inter-annual variability. Once the cap is
exceeded, emissions and removals from anthropogenic actions are treated in the same way as
non-anthropogenic emissions and removals and not accounted. In addition, if caps were to be
considered, then any cap would have to be Party and activity specific for it to provide an
incentive to mitigate. For example, croplands are a net sink in Australia (see Appendix B), so an
asymmetric cap (i.e. the cap would be larger for removals than for emissions) would need to be
applied.

Suggested changes to 16/CMP.1

E. General: - revise to allow Parties that estimate emissions and removals using annual
climate data to account for these emissions and removals using a rolling average.
(Refer to Australia's November 2008 LULUCF submission for further details)

1.3 Legacy effects of age-class structure

Australia considers that the legacy effects of the age class structure of forests established
before 1990 is a cross-cutting issue that requires a solution in the land sector accounting rules.
We are open to considering all Parties solutions to this problem that are rigorous, robust and
policy relevant.

2. Structure for the land-sector

2.1 Accounting for relevant lands

Parties should only account for anthropogenic emissions and removals from lands where there
are, or have been since 1990, anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions and removals. This
will ensure a post-2012 accounting framework aligns with the commitment of the Convention to
account for anthropogenic emissions and removals alone. Lands where there have not been
anthropogenic emissions and removals should not be part of the accounting framework.

To realign the post-2012 accounting framework with this approach, there is a need for the
Parties to provide additional rules and guidance. There is a need to address the construct of
'managed lands' as it appears in the 2003 IPCC Good Practice Guidance (GPG) for LULUCF
and is reiterated in the 2006 IPCC Guidelines, which is not consistent with this approach.

'Managed lands' is an artificial trigger for the inclusion of lands for the purposes of carbon
accounting. While the trigger may be appropriate for Parties that are dominated by intensive
land uses (many European countries), it is not likely to be appropriate for Parties with extensive
land uses (for example Australia, Canada, Russia) where 'management’ (for example, for
ecological or social reasons) may not always equate to management which leads to a change
in emissions and removals.

2.2 Moving to a Convention-style framework

There are a number of options for improving the current structure for land sector accounting.
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Our preferred long-term option is to move to accounting for the land sector using Convention
land-use reporting categories, with appropriate rules. This approach was considered in Option 4
of the Annex to the AWG-KP5.2 conclusions®. Another option is to improve upon the Article 3.3
and Article 3.4 activity-triggered framework, which was considered in Options 1-3 of the Annex
to the AWG-KP5.2 conclusions® (see section 2.3 of this submission).

Coverage of anthropogenic emissions and removals from the land sector would be best
achieved through inclusion of the sector using Convention land-use categories. This is a
comprehensive framework that all Parties use to report emissions and removals under the
Convention. In addition, the activities under Article 3.3 and Article 3.4 are a sub-set of
Convention land-use categories, which would allow continuity of reporting between the first and
subsequent commitment periods. Further, it would increase the comparability of land use
accounts for all Parties taking on mitigation commitments in a future climate change outcome.

Although it may not be possible to make the transition to Convention land-use category
reporting for a post-2012 outcome, we have considered how such a transition might be made.
Moving to accounting using Convention land-use categories should create an enabling
environment, whereby Parties are able to move to more complete coverage of anthropogenic
emissions and removals over subsequent commitment periods. Parties should remain
accountable for the lands covered by Article 3.3 activities and elected Article 3.4 activities.
Beyond this, we consider that other land-use categories could be elective while Parties gain
experience with this approach. Further, not all land-use categories will be relevant to individual
Parties for accounting for anthropogenic emissions and removals.

In addition, we consider that Parties should use robust estimation methods (higher Tier 2 and
Tier 3) to ensure confidence in the emissions and removals from the land-use categories. There
would be no gain to the global climate from poorly estimated emissions and removals entering
Parties' accounts, especially when considering land-use categories not covered by the Article
3.3 and Article 3.4 activity-triggers.

2.3 Retaining an activity-triggered structure

A number of Parties are exploring options to revise the current activity-triggered structure.
Given the short negotiating timeframe available for agreeing a post-2012 outcome, we consider
that a revised Article 3.3 and Article 3.4 activity-triggered structure may be more feasible for a
post-2012 outcome than moving to accounting using Convention land-use categories. However,
any changes should allow the possibility of moving to more complete accounting of the land
sector, as described in section 2.2, in some future commitment period.

There would need to be appropriate treatment of natural disturbances and inter-annual
variability before Australia could accept increasing the activities for which Parties must account
(see section 1).

Parties should consider whether:
- the activities currently defined in Article 3.3 and Article 3.4 are sufficient; and

- the need for greater clarification and comparability around the inclusion of lands under
the Article 3.4 activities.

Australia is open to the consideration of new activities, such as wetland/peatland management,
which seeks to include lands where there are anthropogenic emissions and removals which are
not covered by existing activities.

® FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.11
5 ibid.
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There is also a need for the Parties to provide additional guidance with respect to which lands
are covered by Article 3.4 activities. Covered lands, for the purposes of accounting, should be
lands where anthropogenic activities since 1990 have led to greenhouse gas emissions or
removals. This can differ from the 2003 IPCC GPG for LULUCF concept of 'managed lands', as
noted under section 2.1 of this submission. There may also be differences in the way individual
Parties have applied the concept of managed lands. Additional guidance will help harmonise
treatment across Parties' inventories.

Suggested changes to 16/CMP. 1

A. Definitions: possible additions of new Article 3.4 activities;
B. possible guidance on how fto interpret definitions.
C. Article 3.4: possible additions of new activities.

2.5 Clean Development Mechanism
Australia is open to considering changes to the treatment of the land sector in the CDM.
These changes should align with the core considerations outlined in Australia's November 2008
LULUCF submission. That is, the response must be rigorous and robust, account for

anthropogenic emissions and removals at the time they occur, and be policy relevant.

Australia's views on emissions trading and the project-based mechanisms more broadly are
provided in a separate submission.

Suggested changes to 16/CMP.1

D. Article 12: revise to extend eligible activities or land-use categories.

3. Specific issues

3.1 Harvested Wood Products

The current approach to accounting for the carbon stored in HWP under the Kyoto Protocol is
to assume that the carbon is instantly oxidised in the year of harvest. The problem with this
approach is that it is not an accurate reflection of the anthropogenic emissions at the time they
occur. It does not recognise that a proportion of the carbon in the forest at harvest is not
released into the atmosphere until the wood product decays or is burnt. It also deviates from
how accounting is done for all other emissions and removals under the Kyoto Protocol. The
accounting rules for HWP should be changed and provide incentives for maximising the time in
which carbon is stored in HWP.

New Zealand’s ‘Emissions to Atmosphere’ proposal provides a practical approach which
accounts for emissions when they occur and where liability for emissions remains with the
producing country. This proposal has potential as a viable accounting treatment for HWP for
the post-2012 outcome. We would need to ensure it can be instituted in a manner that does not
create a perverse incentive for deforestation in countries not subject to emissions limitations, or
reduce incentives for reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in
developing countries (REDD).

Australia supports New Zealand’s proposal that the approach only be applied to wood products
harvested from 1 January 2013 from lands that are covered by a given Party in a post-2012
outcome.
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Using an approach such as ‘Emissions to Atmosphere’ is likely to create an incentive to
produce longer lived wood products. It will be necessary to ensure that this does not at the
same time create leakage for production of short lived wood products to countries not subject to
emissions limitations.

The IPCC should be tasked with developing an appropriate methodology for the Emissions to
Atmosphere approach which could be incorporated into IPCC guidelines. Tier 2 country specific
data should be used as the input when data is available.

The Parties will need to consider whether HWP should apply to all lands covered by individual
Parties after 2012, or an alternative approach.

Suggested changes to 16/CMP. 1

E. General: revise paragraph 21 to include HWP as an additional carbon pool
which must be accounted for if appropriate data is available.

3.2 Afforestation/reforestation harvest sub-rule

The afforestation/reforestation harvest sub-rule has allowed Parties to manage the risk of
higher net emissions resulting from units of land afforested or reforested since 1990 and
harvested during the commitment period.

The need for and application of the sub-rule post-2012 will be influenced by decisions on other
issues, such as natural disturbance and HWP. The application of the rule post-2012 will need to
be reviewed in light of these decisions. We are supportive of the sub-rule continuing, but
consider it should not be applied to a unit of A/R land more than once. We consider that Parties
who are able to discriminate which lands the sub-rule has applied to should have provision to
continue the use of the sub rule in this manner.

If the sub-rule does not continue, then countries who intend to harvest in the second
commitment period will be at a disadvantage compared to those who harvest during the first
commitment period. At a national scale, this could create a perverse incentive to harvest before
the end of the first commitment period.

3.3 Soil carbon

There is broad interest internationally to better explore the role that soil carbon might play in a
post-2012 outcome on LULUCF. The current rules provide for accounting for changes in soil
organic carbon for all lands subject to Article 3.3 activities and elected Article 3.4 activities.

There remain significant information gaps about the potential to achieve and sustain increases
in soil carbon in Australian agricultural systems.

Management strategies such as conservation tillage in cropping systems and establishing
perennial pastures in grazing systems could offer soil carbon sequestration benefits under
certain circumstances.

Australia’s experience shows there is evidence that gradual soil carbon increases could be
achieved in high rainfall regions. Research to date indicates that in low rainfall grazing regions
and cropping systems, sustained increases are unlikely. There are also risks that gains in any
land systems could be rapidly lost through change in land use and management (e.g. a change
from pasture to crop) and due to drought.

Australia has committed to improving our understanding soil carbon fluxes, particularly
measuring carbon levels in agricultural systems, understanding the impacts of management
practices in soil carbon, and the role Australian soils could play in sequestering carbon dioxide
from the atmosphere.
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Appendix A — Example application of caps and discount factors (referred to
in Section 1.1 Natural disturbance)

Figure 3. The effect of discount factors on fire disturbances from forest lands in Australia (uses
same data as figure 1 as Australia's November 2008 LULUCF submission). This is
presented for illustrative purposes only.
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Table 2: Emissions 2001-2005 from forest fires with an arbitrary cap applied annually and at
end of commitment period. This table is for illustrative purposes only.

Year No cap Annual cap Commitment period cap
Actual MtCO, +/- 20 Mt CO, +/- 100 Mt CO,

2001 14 14 -

2002 40 20 -

2003 190 20 -

2004 -54 -20 -

2005 -46 -20 -

Total 144 14 100




ADVANCE VERSION -14 -

Appendix B — Example of applying discount factors to address inter-annual

variability (referred to in Section 1.2 Inter-annual variability)

Figure 4. Carbon stock changes in cropland (1990-2005), showing both annual estimates and

rolling averages (mid-point averages of 3-, 5- and 7-year periods)
(This is a repeat of figure 4 in Australia's November 2008 LULUCF submission)
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Figure 5. The effect of discount factors on inter-annual variability in croplands in Australia
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Attached for reference

AUSTRALIA
Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) Sector
Submission to the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA

November 2008

Extract from Australia's November 2008 LULUCF submission.

A. Major natural disturbance: symmetrical exclusion of emissions and removals from national
accounts

Parties that report using robust, spatially-explicit estimation methodologies are able to clearly identify units
of land subject to major natural disturbance events and the changes in carbon-stocks associated with
such an event.

Given this capability, Australia submits that Parties using appropriate estimation methods should be able
to choose whether to symmetrically include or exclude from their national accounts carbon dioxide
emissions and removals from major natural disturbance on all Article 3.4 lands within their accounts. It
may also be appropriate for Parties to be able to choose to symmetrically include or exclude emissions
and removals from major natural disturbance on Article 3.3 lands, especially if the
afforestation/reforestation credit/debit sub-rule is not continued post-2012. A similar approach is currently
agreed for UNFCCC inventory reporting in the 2003 GPG for LULUCF".

Clarification would need to be provided around when Parties could appropriately exclude emissions and
removals from national accounts. The following issues could be considered in developing an approach:

1. Parties using estimation methodologies with the capability to identify major natural disturbances on
units of land could choose to access this provision.

2. Carbon stock changes on the unit of land could continue to be reported to enable transparent
monitoring.

3. Credits for removals on a unit of land prior to a loss due to major natural disturbance could be

maintained in the Party’s national accounts.

4, The unit of land could re-enter a Party’s national accounts once the carbon dioxide removals
equalled the carbon stock losses from the disturbance event.

5. The provision may apply only to units of land which do not undergo a land-use change from a forest
to a non-forest land use. Where a forest to non-forest land-use change occurs as a result of major
natural disturbance or following major natural disturbance, the Party could account for the full
amount of emissions and removals associated with the disturbance event.

6. The trigger for a reduction in carbon stocks due to a major natural disturbance could be the sum of
all carbon pools for that unit of land, specifically:

« If carbon moved from the above-ground biomass pool to the dead wood pool without a change
in total carbon stocks (e.g. due to a windthrow event in a forest) the temporary removal of the
unit of land may not be triggered.

« If subsequent decay in the dead wood pool reduced the total carbon stock on that unit of land,
and this change was attributed to a major disturbance event, then a Party could exclude the
carbon dioxide emissions and subsequent removals.

7. The provision could continue across commitment periods. Parties would need to agree on a year of
disturbance before which these provisions would not apply.

"ipcc (2003) Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry, Chapter 3 LUCF Sector Good Practice
Guidance, Section 3.2.1.4.2
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PAPER NO. 2: BELARUS

MuHHCTEPCTBO MPUPOIHBIX PECYPCOB U OXPAaHbl OKPYKAIOIIEH Cpe/Ibl
Pecny6imuku benapych

CooO0urenue mo BOpocam onpeaeseHus: yCJI0BUM, IPaBUJI
U PYKOBOASINIUX NPUHLIMIIOB JISl PeKUMA OCYIIeCTBJIECHUS
NeSITeIbHOCTH B CEKTOpe «3eMJIenoJib30BaHne, U3MEHEeHUe
3eMJIeN0JIb30BAHUSA U JIECHOE X0351iiCTBO)
BO BTOPOM IlepHo/Ie 00513aTeJIbCTB

B cootBercTBUHU ¢ AokyMeHToM FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.19 para 8 (b)
CrnennansHOM paboyeil rpymIsl M0 AalbHEHIIINM 00513aTeIbCTBaM coryiacHo Knotckomy
nporokoiy st CTopoH, BKIIOUeHHBIX B [Ipuinoxenue [

BBegeHue

Pecniybnuka bBemapych mnpuBercTByer mnpemioxkenue CrnenuanbHOM paboueit
TPYIIIHI IO AaIbHEHITNM 00s3aTeNbcTBaM corsiacHo Kuotckomy nporokouny asist CTOpOH,
BkitoueHHbIX B [lpunoxenue [ (CPI-KII) npemocraButh cBOM COOOpa)keHHUs IO
BoIlpocaMm, NOAHATHIM CTOpOHAMH B OTHOLIEHHWU PEXKHUMA JEITENIbHOCTH B paMKax
CEeKTOpa «3eMJIENOb30BaHUE, W3MEHEHUE 3€MJICNIONBb30BAHMS U JIECHOE XO34MCTBO»
(3U3JIX) BO BTOpOM TepHO/Ie 005S3aTENBCTB.

OcylilecTBiIeHNE palMOHAIBHON YEJIOBEUECKOM JEeATEIbHOCTH, CBSI3aHHOW C
3U3JIX, cmnocoOCTBYeT CHUIKEHUIO  BO3JICHCTBUS HA  KIUMAaT, COXpPaHEHUIO
Oropa3zHo0Opa3usl U YCTOMYMBOMY MCIIOJIB30BAHUIO IPUPOJIHBIX pecypcoB. HecmoTps Ha
HEKOTOPbIE BCE €LIE€ HMMEIOLIMECS HEONPEACIICHHOCTH U TEXHHUYECKYI0 CJIOKHOCTh B
OIICHKaX BHIOPOCOB M MOTJIONIEHUI MapHUKOBBIX ra3oB B cekrope 3U3JIX, coBpemeHHbIE
Hay4yHbIE MPEJICTABICHUS O MPOXOIAUINX Mpolieccax AOCTaTOYHO MPOJBUHYIHNCH BOEPEI,
MIO3TOMY BOIIPOC O BKJIFOUEHUH MAaKCUMaJIbHO BO3MOXHOT'O KOJIMYECTBA 3JIEMEHTOB 3TOTO
CEKTOpa B OYIYIIHI PEXKUM SIBISICTCS] BAXKHBIM U CBOCBPEMEHHBIM.

CooOpaxenust 1 uH(POpMAIMS TO ATOMY BOIPOCY IMPEACTABICHBI HIKE B TOU
IIOCJIEOBATEIBHOCTH, B KOTOPOW OHU MU3J10KEHBI B TpuioxeHusax I u IV k nokymentam
FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/5 u FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/3, cOOTBETCTBEHHO.

Bo3MoXHble BapuaHTbl ANSA PaCCMOTPEHUS, OTHOCSALLUNECH K CEKTOPY
3n3nXx
A. OnpedeneHus

PecnyOnuka benapych cunTaer HEOOXOIMMBIM BKJIIOYMTH B 00U Habop
ompenenenuid mo cekropy 3U3JIX HOBBIE ompeAeneHHs C TeM, 4YTOOBI HUMETh
BO3MO>KHOCTh YUUTHIBATH JIOMOJHUTEIBHYIO JIESITEIIBHOCTh B paMKax MyHKTa 4 cTaThu 3
Kuorckoro mportokoia. B uwactHoctn, PecnyOnmka benapych oTmewaer, 4TO
JEATETbHOCTh 10 BOCCTAaHOBJICHUIO M COXPAaHCHHUIO TOP(SIHUKOB MOXET M JOJDKHA
paccMaTpuBaThCS B paMKax MyHKTa 4 CTaThbU 3 U MpeajaracT BHECTU COOTBETCTBYIOIIHE
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nonpaBku Kk pemeHuto  16/CMP.1  oTHOCUTENbHO  BKJIIOYEHHS  CIEIHUATBHBIX
ONpENENCHN, KacalIIUXCsd BOCCTAHOBJIEHUS M COXPAHEHHUs JAeTrpaJupOBaHHBIX
TOPp(SIHUKOB (aHATIOTUYHO OMPENEICHUIO «BOCCTAHOBJICHHE PACTUTEILHOTO MOKPOBAY).
Pecniybnuka bemapych ocobeHHO akieHTHpyeT BHUMaHue CTOpPOH Ha HEOOXOIMMOCTH
pa3paboOTKU OTNpeeIeHUd U METOJI0JIOTHiA, KACAIOIUXCSI BOCCTAHOBIICHUSI U COXPAHECHHUS
TOp(SIHUKOB, ISl BKJIIOYEHHS] STOM JEATEIbHOCTH BO BTOPOWM TEpUOA JEHCTBUS
oOs3atenbeTB. [IpudeM BKIIIOYEHHE AESITENBHOCTH 1O BOCCTAHOBICHUIO U COXPAHEHUIO
TOp(STHUKOB BO BTOPOM MEPHOJ NEHCTBUS 005S3aTEIbCTB HE JTOJDKHO TOBIIEYh 32 COOOMU
npoOsieM C YK€ YYUTHIBAEMOW JEATEeNbHOCThIO B paMKaxX MyHKTOB 3 u 4 cratbu 3
Kuotckoro nporoko:na.

B o0ocHoBaHue mpHBEACHHBIX BbIIE cooOpaxeHuit PecnyOnuka benapych
yKa3bIBaeT Ha 3HAYCHHE JCSITEIbHOCTH MO BOCCTAHOBIICHUIO U COXPAHEHUIO TOPPSHUKOB
B CMSTYEHUW Bo3leWcTBUA Ha kiauMmar. [erpagamus TopdsHUKOB BO BCEM MHpE
OPUBOJIUT K BBIOpOCAM YIJIEKHCIOTO Trasa, JKBUBaJIEHTHbIM Oonee uyem 10% ot
rio6ansHeIX BhIOpocoB CO2, BBIIENISEMBIX MPH COKUTAaHUU HCKOMAEMOro TOIUIMBa. B
TOXXE BpeMs, AEATEIbHOCTh MO HMX BOCCTAHOBICHHUIO B JOJITOCPOYHON MEpPCIEKTUBE
MPUBOJUT K 3aMETHOMY TOTJIOIICHUIO U HAKOTUICHHIO yriiepoaa. BriOpochl MapHUKOBBIX
ra3oB OT OCYIIEHHBIX TOP(PSHUKOB BO MHOTUX CTpaHaX HE YYMUTHIBAIOTCA B
HAI[MOHAJILHBIX CHCTEMaX WHBEHTApU3allMM BHIOPOCOB COTJIACHO IMYHKTY 4 cTartbu 3
Kuorckoro mporokomna. PecnyOnuka benapych cuntaeT HEOOXOIUMBIM BKIIOYUTH B
HanmonanbHble WHBEHTApHU3allMK OIICHKU BBHIOPOCOB M MOTJIOMICHHW MAPHUKOBBIX Ta30B
Ha OCYIICHHBIX, JETrpaJUpOBAaHHBIX TOP(MSIHUKAX U  E€CTECTBEHHBIX OOJOTHBIX
IKOCUCTEMaX, OCOOEHHO B Te€X CTpaHaX, HAa TEPPUTOPHUH KOTOPBIX HUMEIOTCS
3HAQUYUTENIbHBIC MIJIOIIAIA TAKUX 3EMEb.

B nmnocnenHue ronbl Hay4HO-METOJOJIOTMYECKass ©0a3a OICHKHM BBIOPOCOB U
MOTJIONIEHUH  BBOJHO-OOJIOTHBIMU ~ DKOCHCTEMaMH, BKJIIOYas  JeTrpajupOBaHHbBIC,
CYLIECTBEHHO yJIydllWjach. benopycckue, HEMELUKUWE U AaHTJUHUCKUE YYEeHble U
CHEIUAINCTH COBMECTHO OCYIIECTBHIIN PSJI UCCIIEIOBAaHUI U TIPOEKTOB B 3TOM 00JACTH.
B xone mapamienbHbIX MEpONpUATHA B TeueHue AByX cieayromux ceccuit CPT-KII
PecniyGnmka benapych mpenctaBuT BClo HEOOXOAUMYIO MHGOPMAIIHIO IO BO3ZMOKHOCTSIM
UCIIOJIb30BAHMS UMEIOIIEHCS U aKTUBHO Pa3BUBAEMON HAyYHO-METOJ/IOJIOTHUECKON 0asbl,
a TaKXe MPEJICTABUT PE3YJIbTAThl MPAKTUYECKOIO OMbITA MO OCYLIECTBIECHUIO MPOEKTOB
BTOPUYHOTO 3a00JauMBaHUs ACTPAJAUPOBAHHBIX TOP(MSIHUKOB Ha CBOEH TEPPUTOPHH.

C. llyHkm 4 Cmambu 3 Kuomcko20 npomokousa

Pecnyonuka benapych npu3biBaeT BCECTOPOHHE PACCMOTPETh U CKOPPEKTUPOBATh
IpaBWJIa yyeTa eATeIbHOCTH, OCYIIECTBIISIEMO COrNIaCHO MyHKTY 4 cTtathu 3.

O6pairaem BHUMaHUE HA TO OOCTOSATEIHCTBO, YTO JIJISl IEPBOTO MEepUOa ACHCTBUS
0053aTeNbCTB y4€T JESATENBHOCTH, OCYLIECTBISIEMOM B paMKax IyHKTa 4 CTaTbu 3
Kuotrckoro mnpoTokosa, BBIMOJHAETCS COTJIACHO MPUHIMIY YHUCTOTO-HETTO Yy4eTa
(comocTtaBieHne BBIOPOCOB U abOCOpOLMM TAPHUKOBBIX Ta30B, CBS3aHHBIX C
OTPENICTICHHON JCSATEIBHOCTHI0O B TEUEHHUE IMepuoAa JECUCTBUSL 00s3aTEIbCTB C
BbIOpOocamMu u abcopOiuedt B 0a30BOM Troy). B KOHEUYHOM wuUTOTe, COKpalleHue
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HaAKOIUNICHUA YIJICpOAa B JICCAaX BCIICACTBHUC U3MECHECHUH B B03paCTHOﬁ CTPYKTYpPC JieCa U
3arOTOBUTEJIBHOM JIEATEILHOCTH MOXKET IMPUBCCTU K YBCIMUCHHUIO YHNCTBIX BBIGpOCOB,
HCCMOTpA Ha YMCHBIICHUC BAJIOBBLIX BBI6p0COB (I/I3MCHCHI/I$I B HAKOIUICHMUAX YIJICpOda B
nepuon JICUCTBUS 00513aTeNILCTB 0€3 COMOCTABJICHUS C YPOBHEM 0azoBoro FOILa). Takum
o6pa30M, ACATCIIBHOCTL, OCYHICCTBJISICMAA 110 YCTOI\/’I‘{I/IBOMy JICCOYIIPABJIICHUIO, MOKCT
HOCUTH HETaTUBHbIN XapakTep.

D. Cmambsi 12 Kuomcko20o npomokona

PecniyOnuka benapyce cunrtaer neiaecooOpa3HbIM BKIIFOUEHHE MTPOEKTOB B 00JIaCTH
OopbOBI ¢ Aerpamanueld JIeCOB B MEXaHU3Mbl TMOKOCTH, BKJIIOYAsh MEXAHU3M YHCTOTO
pasButust 1o ctarbe 12 Kwuorckoro mporokona. B Toxke BpeMs, HEoOX0auMO
YCOBEPIICHCTBOBATH IMPaBWIa U MPOLIEAYPHI, CBA3aHHbIE ¢ 000OCHOBAHHEM, MOATOTOBKON
U pealu3alieil Takux MPOEKTOB. DTO IMPEANojaraeT BO3MOXHOCTb HCIOJIb30BaHUS
VIPOIIIEHHBIX METOJOJOTUH U PpacyeToB, MEPEeCMOTP CYHIECTBYIOIIUX TMOIXOJI0B K
NPUHIIMIIAM JOTIOJHUTENFHOCTH U ONPEJCIICHUIO TPAaHMI[ MPOeKTa. AHanM3 phIHKA
TOOPOBOJIBHBIX COKpAIllEHUH MOKa3bIBaeT, 4YTo 0KoyIo 30% BceX MPOEKTOB 3TOTO PHIHKA
oTHOcuTCs MMeHHO K cekropy 3U3XJI, u, ciemoBarenbHO, HCIIOJNb30BaHUE Oolee
rOKOT0 MOAX0/1a MO3BOJIUT AKTUBU3UPOBATH IEATEILHOCTD B IAHHOM CeKTope. B 3Ty ke
NESITENIBHOCTh MBI TIpeJIaraéM BKJIIOUUTH TaK)Ke KaTerOpUU IMPOEKTOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C
BOCCTAaHOBJICHHEM U COXpaHeHHeM OO0JIOT, YCTOWYMBHIM JIECONOJB30BAHUEM U
3eMJICTIOJIb30BAHHEM.

Opyrve Bonpocsbl

JIoOpoBOJbHASA / 0093ATEJIHLHAT OTYETHOCTDH

Pecny0Onuka benapych oTMedaer, 4to, ¢ 0AHON CTOPOHBI, T0OPOBOJIBHOE MPUHATHE
pemiennii  Croponoii, BkiatoueHHOW B Ilpunoxenue [, o0 ydere neATENbHOCTH B
COOTBETCTBUU C MYHKTOM 4 cratbu 3 KHMOTCKOro ImpOTOKOJa MMEET IOJOKUTEIIbHBIN
XapakTtep, T.K. NPUHMMAeT BO BHUMaHUE OOJIbIIME HEOIPENEIEHHOCTH B OILIEHKaX
BBIOPOCOB M MOTJIOUIEHUI NapHUKOBBIX T'a30B U HAJIUYHME METOAOJOTHYECKUX MpodiieM, a
C Jpyroil CTOpOHBI, Takas HeoOs3aTeiabHash OTYETHOCTh OrPAaHWYMBACT NPHUMEHEHHE
HEKOTOPBIX IPOEKTOB IO CMITYEHUIO BO3CHCTBHS Ha KIMMAT.

HeoOxonuMo HalTH KOMIIPOMHUCC MEXKAY TEOPETHYECKHM BO3MOXKHOU U
TEXHUYECKH OCYUIECTBUMOW IIyOMHON MHBEHTapHU3alMd MapHUKOBBIX ra30B B CEKTOPE
3U3JIX u ycTaHOBUTH MPUEMIIEMYIO CTEMEHb HEOMPEIEIEHHOCTH C TeM, YTOObI BBECTHU
y4eT MaKCUMaJIbHOTO KOJIMYECTBA BUJIOB JAEATEIBHOCTH B PAMKAX ITOTO CEKTOPA.

3aroToBJIeHHbIE JIECOMATEPHAJIBI M BLIOPOCHI 0T M3bIMAEMOM JipeBEeCHHbI HA
JICCHBIX ILIOINAAAX

N3BecTHO, 4TO Jeca HE MOryT OECKOHEYHO JOJr0 HaKallJuBaTh YIJIEpOJ
BCJIEJICTBHE H3MEHEHHUs BO3PACTHOM CTPYKTYpbl JepeBbeB. I[IpuMeHeHue mnpaBuia
YUCTOTO HETTO ydeTa JUIsl AEATEIbHOCTH 110 yCTOMYMBOMY JIECOYNPABICHHUIO, B KOHEYHOM
UTOTEe, MOXET MPUBECTU K CHHKEHUIO MPOEKTHOW aKTUBHOCTH U HE HCIOJb30BAHUIO
UMEIOLIEerocss MoTeHnuana cexkropa. PecnybOnuka benapych cumrtaer, 4ro HEOOXOAMMO
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pa3paboTaTh ¥ HCIOIB30BaTh B MOCIEAYIOIIEM MEPUOJIe TaKue MpaBuiia y4eTa, KOTOphIe
NO3BOJIMIM OBl  CTUMYIIMPOBAaTh JESATENBHOCTh, HAIPABICHHYID Ha yCTOHYMBOE
JecCOymnpaBieHue, U B JOJATOCPOYHOU MepcrnekTuBe A(H(PEKTUBHO CHHMKATH BBHIOPOCHI
MAapHUKOBBIX Ta30B U YBEJIMYMBATh HAKOIUICHHE YTIIepoJa JECHBIMU dKocucTeMaMu. B
yacTHOCTH, PecnyOnuka benapych nognepkuBaeT MHEHHE O HEOOXOAMMOCTH BKIIFOUCHUS
MPOEKTOB MO 3arOTOBKE JIECOMATEPUAJIOB B MEPEYCHb YUUTHIBAEMOU JEATEIHHOCTH.

EcTecTBeHHBbI€ BO3MYIIIEHHS

Pecnybnuka benapych oTMeuaeT, 4To yCTOMYUBOE JIECOYNPABICHUE AOJIKHO OBIThH
HaIPaBJICHO HA CHIKEHHE BHIOPOCOB OT €CTECTBEHHBIX BO3MYIIICHUM, TAKUX KaK JIECHBIC
MoXKapbl, BETPOBAJbl, HAIECTBHE HACEKOMBIX M Jp. [ CTUMynIHpOBaHHS DJTOU
NEATeTbHOCTH HEOOXOIMMO PACCMOTPETh BAPUAHTHI yU€Ta €CTECTBEHHBIX BO3MYIIEHUN U
UX BJIMSHUE Ha OallaHC BHIOPOCOB MAapHUKOBBIX Ta30B. MHOTHE CTPaHBI YK€ peaau3yoT
CTpaTeruy U MPOrpPaMMBbI 10 YCTOMYMBOMY Pa3BUTHIO JIECHOTO XO035MUCTBA, BKIIOYAIOIINE
MEPONPUSITUS O CHUIXKEHUIO PUCKOB BO3HHMKHOBEHHUS E€CTECTBEHHBIX BO3MYILCHHM U
JUKBUAAIUHU TTOCJIEICTBUH, CBA3aHHBIX C TAKUMHU BO3MYIIICHUSIMH.

3akntoyeHue
Pecnyonuka benapyce mnpumaer ocoboe 3Hauenwe cekropy 3U3JIX wu

3aMHTEpEcOBaHa B COBEPILEHCTBOBAHUHU YCJIOBMM, MPABWI U PYKOBOJSAUIMX HMPUHIIUIIOB
JUISL OCYLIECTBIICHHUSI JieiTenbHOCTU B cektope 313JIX Bo BTOpOM nepuoje 00s83aTenbCTB.
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[Translation as provided]
Unofficial translation

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
of the Republic of Belarus

Submission on definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for the
treatment of land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) in the
second commitment period

in accordance with document FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.19 para 8 (b)
of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments
for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol

Introduction

The Republic of Belarus welcomes the proposal of Ad Hoc Working Group on
Further Commitments to provide its views on the issues raised by the Parties regarding
implementation of activities in the framework of LULUCF sector in the second
commitment period.

The Republic of Belarus considers that implementation of rational anthropogenic
activities connected to LULUCF promotes reduction of climate impact, conservation of
biodiversity and sustainable utilization of natural resources. Despite of still existing
uncertainty and technical complexity in assessment of GHG emissions and absorptions in
LULUCF sector modern scientific concepts about processes involved have been
considerably advanced, therefore the issue of inclusion of maximum possible elements of
this sector in future commitment period is important and timely.

Ideas and proposals on this issue are presented below in the order as they are given
in annexes III and IV to documents FCCC/AWG/2008/5 and FCCC/AWG/2008/3
accordingly.

Possible options for review regarding LULUCF sector

A. Definitions

The Republic of Belarus considers it to be necessary to include in general set of
definitions regarding LULUCF new definitions to have possibility to take into account
additional activities in the framework of para 4 Article 3 the Kyoto Protocol. In
particular, the Republic of Belarus admits that peatland restoration and conservation
activities can and should be considered in para 4 Article 3 and suggests amend decision
16/CMP.1 regarding inclusion of special definitions concerning restoration and
conservation of degraded peatlands (identical to determination of “revegetation”). The
Republic of Belarus turns attention of the Parties to necessity of elaboration of definitions
and methodologies concerning restoration and conservation of peatlands for inclusion of
these activities in second commitment period. At the same time, the inclusion of the
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restoration and conservation activities in second commitment period should not result in
problems of reporting on already considered activities in the framework of para 3 and 4
Article 3 the Kyoto Protocol.

Underpinning the views suggested above, the Republic of Belarus admits influence
of peatland restoration and conservation activities on climate change mitigation. Global
degradation of peatlands leads to carbon dioxide emission equivalent to 10 per cent of
global CO2 emitted during fossil fuel burning. At the same time, restoration activities in
long-term perspective lead to considerable absorption of carbon and its accumulation.
Greenhouse gas emissions from degraded peatlands in many countries are not considered
in national emission inventory systems pursuant to para 4 Article 3 of the Kyoto Protocol.
The Republic of Belarus considers it to be necessary to include assessment of emission
and absorption of GHG at the degraded peatlands and natural wetland ecosystems in
National inventories particularly in countries in which large territories of such lands exist.

In the later decade, the scientific and methodological ground for evaluation of the
rate of emission and absorption by wetland ecosystems, including degraded ones, has
been improved substantially. The Belarusian, German and English scientists and
specialists have jointly conducted a range of studies and projects in this field. During the
side events at the two subsequent sessions of AWG-KP, the Republic of Belarus will
present all needed information concerning the applicability of existing and actively
developed scientific and methodological framework, as well as the results of the practical
experience on implementation of the rewetting of degraded peatlands in its territory.

C. Para 4 Article 3 of the Kyoto Protocol

The Republic of Belarus calls upon to review and revise the rules of accounting of
the activities implemented in accordance with para 4 Article 3.

We turns attention to the circumstance that for the first commitment period the
accounting of the activities implemented in the framework of para 4 Article 3 of the
Kyoto Protocol is conducted in accordance with net accounting (comparison of emission
and absorption of greenhouse gases resulted from certain activities within commitment
period with emission and absorption in a base year). Finally, reduction of carbon
accumulation in forests in consequence of changes in forest age-specific structure and
logging activities can lead to increase of net emissions despite of reduction of gross
emissions (changes in carbon accumulation within commitment period without
comparison with a base year level). Thereby the activities in sustainable forest
management can be of negative nature.

D. Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol

The Republic of Belarus considers it to be expedient to include projects in the field
of combating forest degradation in the flexible mechanisms, including clean development
mechanism under Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol. At the same time, it is necessary to
pay attention to necessity to improve rules and procedures, connected to rationale,
development and implementation of such projects. This supposes utilization of simplified
methodologies and calculations, review of existing approaches to the additionality
principle and determination of project boundaries. Analysis of voluntary emission
reduction market shows that approximately 30 per cent of all projects are from LULUCF
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sector and consequently utilization of more flexible approach will let making activities in
this sector more active. We suggest including in this activity project categories connected
to restoration and conservation of wetlands, sustainable forest-use and land-use.

2. Other issues

Voluntary/ obligatory reporting

The Republic of Belarus admits that from one side, the voluntary adoption by
Annex I Party of decision on consideration of activities in accordance with para 4 Article
3 of the Kyoto Protocol is positive as it takes into consideration high uncertainties in
assessment of GHG emission and absorption and existing methodological problems.
From another side, such non-obligatory reporting limits utilization of project-based
mechanisms for enhancement climate change mitigation potential.

It is necessary to find compromise between theoretically possible and technically
achievable inventory of GHG in LULUCEF and establish acceptable for Parties degree mia
uncertainty to enable implementing of obligatory consideration of entire activity in the
framework of this sector.

Blanked timber and emissions from retrieved timber in forests

Forests can not endless-long accumulate carbon due to change in forest age-
specific structure and lumbering. Application of net-accounting rule for sustainable
forest management activities finally can lead to reduction of climate change mitigation
activities. The Republic of Belarus considers that it is necessary to develop and suggest in
subsequent commitment period such rules of accounting, which would allow stimulating
sustainable forest management activities and in long-term perspective effectively reduce
GHG emissions and enhance carbon by forest ecosystems. Particularly the Republic of
Belarus supports opinion on necessity to include timber harvest and lumbering in the list
of considered activities.

Natural perturbance

The Republic of Belarus admits that sustainable forest management should be
directed to reduction of emissions from natural perturbance, such as forest fires, wind-
falls, insect invasion etc. For stimulation of this activity, it is necessary to consider
options for accounting of natural perturbances and their impact on GHG emission
balance. Many countries are elaborating strategies of sustainable forest management,
including measures on reduction of risks of natural perturbance emergence and
elimination of consequences resulting from such perturbances.

Conclusion

The Republic of Belarus attaches a particular importance to LULUCEF sector and is
interested in improvement of conditions, rules and guiding principles for implementation
of activities in LULUCEF sector in the second commitment period.
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PAPER NO. 3: CANADA
CANADA

VIEWS AND PROPOSALS
ON LAND USE, LAND-USE CHANGE AND FORESTRY

27 February 2009
1. Introduction

At its resumed sixth session, the Ad-hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex |
Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) invited Parties to submit their views and proposals
for elaboration of the options, elements and issues related to treatment of land use, land-use
change and forestry (LULUCF), as contained in annex lll to the report of AWG-KP6.1 and
annex |V to the report of the AWG-KP5.2. Canada welcomes the opportunity to provide its
views on these important issues and is committed to working to develop an effective system for
the treatment of LULUCF within a UNFCCC agreement. Canada reiterates its position on the
importance of agreement on the rules for accounting in all sectors and mechanisms, prior to
agreement on commitments. This approach will ensure that commitments are based on clear
and common understanding by all Parties of rules and procedures, and that the commitments
will not be negotiated through the development of the rules themselves.

2. Objectives for LULUCF Rules

Enhanced effectiveness of means within the LULUCF sector to achieve mitigation objectives
can be achieved if rules aim to achieve three objectives'.

1. Provide substantially improved incentives for mitigation benefits through sustainable
land management.

2. Ensure an accurate reflection of what happens to LULUCF carbon (for example, in the
harvested wood products pool).

3. Implement accounting that focuses on anthropogenic emissions and removals in the
LULUCEF sector.

Rules will need to make sense for all developed countries and consistency is needed between
rules applied to developed countries and those applied to developing countries. Rules should
be robust and broadly applicable across countries, taking into account the substantial
differences that exist in terms of the characteristics of their land, how it is used and managed,
and the institutional and policy settings. Finally, revised treatment of LULUCF should allow use
of current measuring and monitoring systems.

In Canada’s view, these overarching objectives and criteria should guide Parties in their
consideration of any future LULUCF rules, rather than the set of principles in decision
16/CMP.1 that guided the rules elaborated for the purpose of the first commitment period.

3. Definitions

Changes to definitions can have significant implications for Annex | Parties, which have already
invested significantly in national monitoring and reporting systems based on definitions

! See the discussion in Canada’s submission at http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto protocol/application/pdf/canada.pdf.




ADVANCE VERSION -24 -

established for the first commitment period. Changes to definitions therefore should be minimal.
However, Canada believes that the term “revegetation” and its definition should be replaced by
the term “vegetation management”, defined as “a system of practices for stewardship and use
of land not classified as forest land, cropland, grazing land or wetland”.

4. Land-Use Change Activities

Canada believes all Annex | Parties should fully account for deforestation in the same way.
Moreover, there is no need to link forest management accounting with deforestation accounting
because limits and caps on forest management should not be used in post-2012 accounting.
With respect to afforestation/reforestation, Canada supports the rule under which debits from
harvesting on a unit of land cannot exceed previous credits earned on that land, and believes
that the situation in which natural disturbances affect a unit of land also needs to be addressed
in the accounting.

5. Forest Management

Canada’s overall goals for LULUCF were listed above. With respect to forest management,
more specific criteria for judging the effectiveness and fairness of an accounting system include
how it focuses accounting on the impact of direct human activities and addresses the following
influences:

i. Regional climate variability (e.g. inter-annual variability in precipitation and
temperature);
ii. Global change (e.g. CO, fertilization and nitrogen deposition);
iii. Age class structure of the forest (as a legacy effect); and
iv. Natural disturbances (e.g. wildfires, insects, wind storms, floods).

Below we provide views on three options identified in Annex Il to the report of AWG-KP6
(FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/5), starting with the Canadian proposal, Option 3.

Option 3 — Accounting using a forward-looking baseline

It is of critical importance to Canada that accounting focus on anthropogenic emissions and
removals in the LULUCF sector so as to provide strong incentives for real mitigation activity and
ensure environmental integrity. Previous submissions described Canada’s forward-looking
baseline proposal to achieve this goal>. Canada’s proposal is designed to satisfy all of the
above criteria, thereby ensuring that accounting enables comparability of effort among Parties”.
The approach uses “net-net” accounting: net anthropogenic GHG emissions in the commitment
period are compared to net anthropogenic GHG emissions in a “forward-looking” or projected
baseline for the period. Net GHG emissions are the sum of emissions and removals during the
period. The impacts of regional climate variability, global change and age-class effects are
removed from the accounting through comparison to the projected baseline. Natural
disturbance impacts (both emissions and removals) are explicitly removed from the accounting,
with environmental integrity ensured by reporting and international review of a Parties’
accounting estimates. Canada is aware that natural disturbances are not as significant for other

2 Seein particular http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto protocol/application/pdf/canadaluluctkp271108.pdf

3 Analysis of alternative accounting approaches to address various influences on forest management carbon stock
changes, and focus accounting on providing incentives for human activity, can be found in H. Bottcher, W.A Kurz
and A. Freibauer (2008), Accounting of forest carbon sinks and sources under a future climate protocol — factoring
out past disturbances and management effects on age-class structure. Environmental Science & Policy 11: 669-
686.
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countries’ forests as they are for Canada — thus, excluding impacts of natural disturbances
would be optional.

Canada’s proposal would require agreement on rules that do the following:
i. Establish the net-net method for calculating anthropogenic GHG emissions and removals
from forest management that will enter the accounting.

ii. Specify that a Party wishing or required to account for forest management must report the
projected anthropogenic GHG emissions and removals baseline.

iii. Specify that the information regarding the projected baseline shall be subject to review
and adjustment in accordance with established procedures and that Parties must include
a description of the process and information used to establish the projection, including
current forest inventory information, regional or national forest management plans, actual
historical forest management activities and their relationship to the management plans.

iv. Specify that a Party has the option of excluding from the accounting the emissions and
any subsequent removals resulting from natural disturbances.

v. Specify that if a Party chooses to exclude GHG impacts of natural disturbances, then
information regarding the exclusion shall be subject to review and adjustment and must a)
include transparent and verifiable information that the disturbances are non-
anthropogenic, b) identify the areas of land subject to these events and c) explain how the
emissions and removals were excluded from the accounting.

Option 1 — Accounting using caps or discount factors

Continued application of negotiated caps to forest management will not satisfy the criteria or
general goals described above. In particular, experience has shown they are ineffective at
focussing the accounting on anthropogenic GHG emissions and removals or providing
incentives for mitigation in most cases. While discount factors are better than caps, they suffer
from similar failings. To improve their relevance, it would be necessary to negotiate country-
specific discounts that could vary for emissions and removals because natural and indirect
human effects - the rationale for the discounts - can vary considerably in importance and
magnitude across Parties.

Option 2 — Accounting relative to a base year or period

A simple base year approach in a net-net formulation fails to take into account the significant
variation that can occur in forest emissions and removals due to natural factors, though it does
help remove global change impacts from the accounting. Thus the choice of the base year will
create winners and losers depending solely on sinks or sources in that year compared to the
commitment period, instead of accounting for real mitigation activity. A base period approach is
an improvement but it still does not adequately address the issue of inter-annual variation given
the scale of variability (in both frequency and GHG impact) of natural disturbances in Canada’s
forests. Canada would welcome proposals addressing how these net-net approaches could be
used in a way that removes the impacts of natural disturbances from the accounting.

6. Agriculture

The current net-net with base year approach to cropland management, grazing land
management and revegetation can result in perverse effects because of eventual carbon
saturation. This is expected to be the case for Canada in the next few decades as our
croplands near their maximum carbon storage capacity and will no longer be able to remove
carbon at the same rate as in the base year (Canada’s croplands were a net sink of about 2 Mt
CO.eq in1990). If current rules are maintained then Canada would be debited because
sequestration will be lower than in the base year although there are no emissions from these
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lands and management practices have not changed. This saturation issue will need to be
addressed in new rules for agriculture.

7. Other Issues
Treatment of Harvested Wood Products

Improved rules for LULUCF should add harvested wood products (HWPs) as an additional
carbon pool to be included in the accounting related to forests. It is well understood that the
approach taken in the Kyoto Protocol—assuming that the carbon in HWPs is emitted at the
point of harvest—is not accurate. The current rules provide no incentive to capture the
mitigation potential that may exist around the production, use and disposal of carbon in HWPs.
Adding HWP as another pool in the accounting will help create that incentive. Treating forest
management and HWP in an integrated way in the accounting could dramatically reduce the
implications of alternative HWP estimation approaches. Canada believes Parties should focus
on the key issues and objectives for HWP accounting such as what set of incentives around
production, use and disposal are most important in realizing HWP mitigation potential.

Land-based accounting of all managed lands

Annex Il to the report of AWG-KP6 (FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/5) identified comprehensive land-
based accounting an option to replace the current LULUCF accounting structure. The report of
the upcoming May 2009 IPCC meeting “Revisiting the Use of Managed Land as a Proxy for
Estimating National Anthropogenic Emissions and Removals” may be relevant to further
consideration of this option. However, Canada would judge this approach on how well it
addresses the criteria noted above, including age-class legacy and factoring out indirect and
natural effects. An approach that does not meet these criteria would not likely be acceptable for
Canada. If a land-based accounting approach were to meet the criteria above in a way
acceptable to Canada and other Parties, we anticipate that estimation methods and estimates
for some categories of managed lands would need to be improved.

Ottawa
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CANADA

POINTS DE VUE ET PROPOSITIONS SUR L’UTILISATION DES TERRES, DE
CHANGEMENTS D’AFFECTATION DES TERRES ET FORESTERIE

27 février 2009

1. Introduction

A la reprise de 6e session, le Groupe de travail spécial des nouveaux engagements des Parties
visées a I'annexe | au titre du Protocole de Kyoto (AWG-KP) a invité les Parties a présenter
leurs points de vue et propositions pour I'élaboration d’options, d’éléments et d’enjeux liés au
traitement de I'utilisation des terres, de changements d’affectation des terres et foresterie
(UTCATF), comme il est indiqué a I'annexe Il du rapport du AWG-KP6.1 et a 'annexe IV du
rapport du AWG-KP5.2. Le Canada est heureux de présenter ses points de vue sur ces
questions importantes et s’engage a établir un systéme efficace pour le traitement du secteur
UTCATF dans le cadre de la Convention-cadre des Nations Unies sur les Changements
Climatiques (CCNUCC). Le Canada réitére sa position sur I'importance de la Convention
régissant les régles de comptabilisation dans tous les secteurs et mécanismes avant I'accord
sur les engagements. Cette approche permettra d’assurer que les engagements sont fondés
sur une compréhension des regles et des procédures claire et commune par toutes les Parties
et que les engagements ne sont pas négociés au moyen de I'élaboration des régles comme
telles.

2. Objectifs pour les régles de 'UTCATF

Une plus grande efficacité des moyens dans le secteur de TUTCATF afin de réaliser les
objectifs d’atténuation lorsque les régles tentent d’atteindre les trois objectifs suivants .

4. Fournir des incitatifs grandement améliorés pour tirer profit des avantages liés a
I'atténuation au moyen de la gestion durable des terres;

5. Assurer une évaluation exacte de la situation entourant le carbone dans le cadres de
FTUTCATF (par exemple dans le réservoir de produits de bois récoltés); et

6. Mettre en ceuvre un systéme de comptabilisation axé sur les émissions et les
absorptions anthropiques dans le secteur de TUTCATF.

Les régles devront étre logiques pour tous les pays développés et la cohérence s'impose entre
les régles qui s’appliquent aux pays développés et celles qui s’appliquent aux pays en
développement. Les regles seront robustes et applicables dans tous les pays, en tenant
compte des différences importantes qui existent sur le plan des caractéristiques de leurs terres,
de la fagon dont ils sont utilisés et gérés ainsi que des contextes institutionnels et des
politiques. Enfin, le traitement révisé de 'UTCATF doit permettre I'utilisation des systémes
actuels de mesure et de surveillance.

Selon le Canada, ces objectifs généraux et critéres devraient guider les Parties dans leur étude
des nouvelles régles de TUTCATF, au lieu de I'ensemble de principes dans la décision
16/CMP.1 qui ont guidé les regles élaborées en fonction de la premiére période d’engagement.

' Voir la discussion dans la présentation du Canada a I'adresse :

http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto protocol/application/pdf/canada.pdf (Disponible en anglais seulement)
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3. Définitions

Les modifications apportées aux définitions peuvent avoir des conséquences importantes pour
les Parties visées a I'annexe |, lesquelles ont déja beaucoup investi dans des systémes
nationaux de surveillance et de déclaration fondés sur les définitions établies pour la premiére
période d’engagement. Par conséquent, les modifications apportées aux définitions doivent
étre réduites au minimum. Cependant, le Canada croit que le terme «restauration du couvert
végétal» et sa définition doivent étre remplacés par I'expression «gestion de la couvert
végeétal», définie comme un «systéme de pratiques pour la bonne intendance des terres non
classifiées comme terres forestieres, terres cultivées, terres de paturage ou terres humides».

4. Activités liées aux changements d’affectation des terres

Le Canada croit que toutes les Parties visées a I'annexe | doivent strictement représenter le
déboisement dans leur comptabilisation de la méme maniére. De plus, il n’est plus nécessaire
de lier la comptabilisation de la gestion des foréts a la comptabilisation du déboisement, car les
limites et les plafonds sur la gestion des foréts ne doivent pas étre utilisés dans la
comptabilisation aprés 2012. En ce qui concerne le reboisement et le déboisement, le Canada
appuie la régle selon laquelle les débits de I'exploitation forestiére sur une parcelle de terre ne
doivent pas dépasser les crédits précédents acquis sur cette terre et croit que la situation ou
les perturbations naturelles touchent une parcelle de terre doit étre réexaminée dans la
comptabilisation.

5. Gestion des foréts

Les buts générals du Canada pour TUTCATF ont été énumérés ci-dessus. En ce qui concerne
la gestion des foréts, des critéres plus précis pour juger de I'efficacité et de I'impartialité d’un
systéme de comptabilisation portent sur la fagon dont ce systéme rend compte I'impact des
activités humaines directes et traite des influences suivantes :

i. Variation climatique régionale (p. ex. variation interannuelle des précipitations et de la
température);
i. Changement mondial (p. ex. fertilisation par le dioxyde de carbone (CO,) et dépot
d’azote);
iii. Structure de classe d’age de la forét (comme effet dont nous hériterons);
iv. Perturbations naturelles (p. ex. feux de friches, insectes, tempétes de vent,
inondations).

Ci-apreés, nous offrons les points de vue sur trois options établies a I'annexe Il du rapport de
'AWG-KP6 (FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/5), en commengant par la proposition canadienne, option 3.

Option 3 — Comptabilisation avec une approche de référence projetée

Il est d’'une importance essentiel pour le Canada que la comptabilisation se concentre sur les
émissions et les absorptions anthropiques dans le secteur de 'UTCATF afin de fournir des
incitatifs fortes et d’assurer l'intégrité environnementale en récompensant des activités
d’atténuation réelles. Les soumissions précédentes du Canada indiquent que la proposition
d’'une approche de référence projetée atteint ce but’. Cette proposition est congue en vue de
satisfaire a tous les critéres susmentionnés, assurant ainsi que la comptabilisation permet la

2 Voir en particulier http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto protocol/application/pdf/canadaluluctkp271108.pdf
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comparabilité d’effort parmi les Parties®. L’approche utilise un systéme de comptabilisation
«net-net» : les estimations d’émissions et d’absorptions de gaz a effet de serre (GES)
anthropiques durant la période d’engagement sont comparées aux données de référence
projetées. Les émissions de GES nettes égalent la somme des émissions et des absorptions
pendant la période. Les effets de la variation climatique régionale, le changement mondial et le
structure de classe d’age de la forét sont éliminés de la comptabilisation en effectuant la
comparaison avec une approche de référence projetée. Les effets des perturbations naturelles
(a la fois les émissions et les absorptions) sont explicitement éliminés de la comptabilisation, en
assurant 'intégrité environnementale a l'aide de la déclaration et de I'examen international des
prévisions de comptabilisation d’'une Partie. Le Canada est conscient que les perturbations
naturelles ne sont pas aussi importantes pour les foréts des autres pays qu’elles sont pour le
Canada — alors I'exclusion des effets des perturbations naturelles serait facultative.

La proposition du Canada nécessiterait un accord sur les régles qui ferait en sorte :

vi. d’établir la méthode net-net de calcul des émissions et des absorptions de GES
anthropiques découlant de la gestion des foréts qui entreront dans la comptabilisation;

vii. de préciser qu’une Partie souhaitant ou obligé d’effectuer une comptabilisation pour la
gestion des foréts doit déclarer les données des émissions et des absorptions des GES
anthropiques projetées;

viii. de préciser que I'information concernant les données projetées seront assujetties a un
examen et a un rajustement conformément aux procédures établies et que les Parties
doivent inclure une description du processus et I'information utilisée pour établir la
projection, y compris I'information sur l'inventaire forestier actuel, les plans régionaux et
nationaux de la gestion des foréts, les activités historiques réelles de la gestion des foréts
et leurs liens avec les plans de gestion;

ix. de préciser qu'une Partie a I'option d’exclure de la comptabilisation les émissions et
toutes les absorptions subséquentes découlant des perturbations naturelles;

X. de préciser que si une Partie choisit d’exclure les effets des GES des perturbations
naturelles, alors I'information concernant I'exclusion sera assujettie a un examen et a un
rajustement et doit a) inclure des renseignements transparents et vérifiables que les
perturbations ne sont pas anthropiques, b) identifier les terres affectés par ces
événements et c) expliquer la fagon dont les émissions et les absorptions ont été exclues
de la comptabilisation.

Option 1 — Comptabilisation avec des plafonds ou les taux d’abattement

L’utilisation continue des plafonds négociés pour la gestion des foréts ne permettra pas de
satisfaire aux critéres ou aux objectifs généraux décrits ci-dessus. Notamment, I'expérience a
démontré qu'ils sont inefficaces dans la plupart des cas pour axer la comptabilisation sur les
émissions et les absorptions de GES anthropiques ou pour fournir des incitatifs d’atténuation.
Méme si les taux d’abattement sont plus préférables que les plafonds, ils comportent les
mémes faiblesses. Pour améliorer leur pertinence, il est nécessaire de négocier des taux
d’abattement propres aux pays qui varieraient pour les émissions et les absorptions, puisque
les effets naturels et indirects sur les humains — la justification pour I'utilisation /es faux
d’abattement — peuvent varier considérablement en importance et en magnitude entre les
Parties.

® Une analyse des autres approches de comptabilisation afin de traiter des diverses influences sur les modifications

des stocks de carbone découlant de la gestion des foréts et d’axer la comptabilisation sur le fait d’offrir des
incitatifs pour 'activité humaine se trouve dans H. Bottcher, W.A Kurz and A. Freibauer (2008), Accounting of
forest carbon sinks and sources under a future climate protocol — factoring out past disturbances and management
effects on age-class structure. Environmental Science & Policy 11: 669-686.
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Option 2 — Comptabilisation relative a une année de base ou une période de base

Une approche fondée sur une simple année de base dans un systéme de comptabilisation
«net-net» ne tient pas compte de la variation importante qui peut survenir dans les émissions et
les absorptions forestiéres causées par les facteurs naturels, bien qu’elle contribue a éliminer
les effets du changement mondial de la comptabilisation. Par conséquent, le choix de 'année
de base engendrera des gagnants et des perdants en s’appuyant uniquement sur les puits ou
les sources dans I'année en question comparativement a la période d’engagement, au lieu de
la comptabilisation de 'activité réelle d’atténuation. Une approche fondée sur une période de
base constitue une amélioration, mais on ne régle pas de fagon adéquate la question de la
variation interannuelle étant donné I'ampleur de la variation (a la fois en fréquence et en effets
des GES) des perturbations naturelles dans les foréts canadiennes. Le Canada serait heureux
d’accueillir des propositions qui traiteraient de la fagon dont ces approches «net-net» peuvent
étre utilisées afin d’éliminer les effets des perturbations naturelles de la comptabilisation.

6. Agriculture

L’approche actuelle (un systéme net-net fondée sur I'année de base face a la gestion des
terres cultivées, des terres de paturage et de la restauration du couvert végétal) peut
occasionner des effets pervers en raison de la saturation éventuelle de carbone. On s’attend a
ce que ce soit le cas pour le Canada au cours des prochaines décennies puisque nos terres
cultivées ont presque atteint leur capacité maximale de stockage de carbone et que nous ne
sommes plus en mesure d’éliminer le carbone au méme rythme que pendant I'année de base
(les terres cultivées du Canada se situaient a un puits net d’environ 2 Mt d’équivalent-CO,
en1990). Si I'on conserve les régles actuelles, alors le Canada serait débité, car la
séquestration sera inférieure a 'année de base bien qu’il n’y ait aucune émission provenant de
ces terres et que les pratiques de gestion n’aient pas changé. Cette question de saturation
devra étre abordée dans les nouvelles regles pour I'agriculture.

7. Autres questions
Traitement des produits ligneux récoltés

L’amélioration des regles de TUTCATF devrait ajouter les produits ligneux récoltés comme
réservoir de carbone additionnel a inclure dans la comptabilisation liée aux foréts. Il est bien
connu que I'approche adoptée dans le Protocole de Kyoto—en supposant que le carbone dans
les produits ligneux récoltés est émis au point de récolte—n’est pas exacte. Les régles
actuelles n’offrent aucun incitatif pour saisir le potentiel d’atténuation qui peut exister dans la
production, I'utilisation et I'élimination du carbone dans les produits ligneux récoltés. L’ajout des
produits ligneux récoltés comme réservoir dans la comptabilisation permettra d’engendrer cet
incitatif. En traitant la gestion des foréts et les produits ligneux récoltés de fagon intégrée dans
la comptabilisation, cela pourrait réduire de fagon spectaculaire les répercussions des autres
approches d’estimation des produits ligneux récoltés. Le Canada croit que les Parties doivent
se concentrer sur les questions et les objectifs principaux de la comptabilisation des produits
ligneux récoltés, y compris sur I'ensemble des incitatifs touchant la production, I'utilisation et
I'élimination qui sont les plus importants pour réaliser le potentiel d’atténuation des produits
ligneux récoltés.



-31- ADVANCE VERSION

Comptabilisation fondée sur toutes les terres aménagées

L’annexe Il du rapport de TAWG-KP6 (FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/5) présente la comptabilisation
détaillée fondée sur les terres comme une option de remplacement de la structure de
comptabilisation actuelle de TUTCATF. Le rapport de la prochaine réunion du Groupe d’experts
intergouvernemental sur I'évolution du climat (Revisiting the Use of Managed Land as a Proxy
for Estimating National Anthropogenic Emissions and Removals) qui aura lieu en mai 2009 et
qui portera sur 'examen de ['utilisation des terres aménagées comme moyen de calculer par
approximation les émissions et les absorptions anthropiques nationales peut étre pertinent pour
approfondir davantage cette option. Cependant, le Canada jugera cette approche sur la fagon
dont elle permet de satisfaire aux critéres susmentionnés, y compris la structure de classe
d’'age existante et I'exclusion des effets indirects et naturels. Une approche qui ne permet pas
de satisfaire a ces critéres ne serait probablement pas acceptable pour le Canada. Si une
approche de comptabilisation fondée sur les terres devait permettre de satisfaire aux critéres
susmentionnés de maniére acceptable pour le Canada et les autres Parties, nous prévoyons
que les méthodes d’estimation et les prévisions pour certaines catégories de terres aménagées
devront étre améliorées.

Ottawa
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PAPER NO. 4: CHILE

CHILE’S SUBMISSION TO AWG-KP ON
LAND USE, LAND USE CHANGE, AND FORESTRY

The basic mechanisms available for reducing Greenhouse Gases (GHG) ire energy savings via cfficiency
and replacement of fossil fuels by non.confaminating renewable ones.| Snstainable forest management
(SFM) and its associated indusiry currently generate significant mitigation contributions against climate
change on both counts. Chile’s forestry sector -forest and forest ind1Estry— effectively contributes to
mitigate the environmentaily negative effects of GHG, therchy provifling a valuable service that is
relevant both at the national and the international level.

Global warﬁing and fhe role of forests

The UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has koncluded that CO, emissions
generated by abiotic activities, in addition to other GHG, are the main culprits of global warming. The
- Kyoto Protocol (KP) is committed to an important. reduction of GHG, pnd has recognized the role of
forests in carbon sequestration. Forests, in effect, play a fundamental fole in coatrolling GHIG, since
throughout their existence they store carbon in the form of biomass,

In fact, the IPCC’s “Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report™ mentions typical forestry activities like
afforestation, reforestation, reduction of deforestation, forest management, wood product handling,

" biofuels to replace fossil fiels, and tree improvement to increase biomgss, as specific mechanists to
enhance carbon sequestration. Moreover, to stimulate these activities i regommends the use of economic
incentives -national and internatiopal- to increase the areas under forest cover, reduce deforestatjon, and

“improve sustainable forest management. . ’ - o

Planted forests with high growth rates, sustainably managed, and planted jon non-forested soils, increase
the area under cover and the total carbon sequestration capacity. This is particularly relevant considering
that, -by contrast, deforestation in several undeveloped countries explai approximately 20% of the
world’s annual CO, emissions in recent years, due io the relentless advance of the agricultural fo icr into
former natural forests. Therefore, Chile considers that the definitions, modplities, rules and guidelines for -
_the treatment of land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCKF} should be addressed order to ..
enbance the implementation of afforestation and reforestation CDM projects. i —

Forest industry and the forest products

But forests not only contribute to carbon sequestration, Forest products continue to hold this sequestered
cdrbon 'in the form of Iumber and paper products for extended periods,| as recognized by the . IPCC.
Lumber, a3 a construction materiel, originates from biomass generated with a negative carbon footprint; a
unique situation in the industrial world. Subsequently when transported anfl processed it dlso ‘demands a
relatively small energy input compared to competing materials like stee] and cement. A recent study

. illustrates this situation with eloquent figures: comparable four-storey buildings (1 190'my’) using lumber -

- strpctirres, siding and panels have a negative footprint of -150 tons of L diotide while using concrete =

* havé a positive carbon footprint of 96 tons of carben dioxide, considering a | 00-year period (**erlliﬁ;;usc =5

Gas Benefits of Wood Substitition: Comparing Concrete- and Wood-Framed Buildings in Finland and
Sweden™). . . - o - P

Moreover, many forest products ean be recycled, and in effect they are in a iigh proportion in the ase of
paper and boards. A growing proportion of the fiber currenily vsed for papgr and paperboard production
comes from recycled material, representing 50 to 60% of the total fiber input in industrialized _pounti&;.
Other sub-products find their way into energy generation with law carbon footprint, since they mostly
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-emit the CO, that was previously ahsorbed from the atmosphere to ganerate this biomass. I fact, the
byproducts of the mechanical transformation of wood -e.g., sawmilling, wood panels, and lumber
remanufacturing- are normally utitized either as a fiber for paper produdts, or as carbon nevtral fuels for
energy generation. It should also be noted that Chile’s chemical pulp production, a significant industry in
the Eountry, not only is self-sufficient in energy, but is able to generate a substantial surpius of lectricity
that is provided to the national electrical power grid.

In parallel with the conventional uses of the forest biomass for energy generation, néw techinol Dgles are
being mvestigated with good expectations for transforming wood into biofuels capable of substifuting
traditional, contaminating fossil firels. .

The environmental contribntion of Chile’s forest plantations

Chile has nearly 2.2 million hectares of fast growing forest plautations. Estimates of the CO; stock already
captured by these planted forests amounts to 223 millien tons. Currently, an afforestation pro, of
approximately 45.000 hectares per annum increases the carbon stock by |more than 8 million tcﬁsu:n

sustainable basis given that the vast majority of the plantations are reforested afier harvesting,

_However, (hese estimates assume, incorrectly, that when forests are harvested. the whoie of the carbg
~ containgd in the aerial biomass is emitted back to the atmosphere.. Thus, the figures shown above greatly’
" imder¢stimate the effective CO, sequestration performed by planted forests [in Chile’s case. - < | .-x

In 2007, some parties proposed that sustainable forest management be copsidered in-the cliniate changs”
negotiations for Kyoto's subsequent commitment periods, recognizing thaf only = fraction of the|earbon
‘stored in biomass is emitted back to the atmosphere at the time of harvestigg. To this end, these countries
héve-proposed changes in the existing rules for LULUCF in order to i the sciertific i
. the CO; accounting methodologies as they stand today, Naturally, the oxidati
takmﬁmeanditvaﬁasaccordjngtathcpmductmixgmemtedaﬁér IaTvesti
- the ongoing -effoits to improve the precision of the assumptions and the form

‘ Closing remarks

Chile’s forests add a significant confribution to the world’s effort to cogtrol climate change via CO, -
sequestration, although we have a relatively smal] territory. Supported by this premise, and in view of the
coming debate on climate change leading to CMP 5 in Copenhagen, which is expected to generate
ambitious commitments for the subsequent periods of the Kyoto Protocol, Chi & submmits this document to-
Sxpress its views on the principles that should frame the firture of this infernational protocol vis-2-vis
forestry and forest industry. : o N B

Soowlnae
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PAPER NO. 5: CHINA
SUBMISSION BY CHINA ON LULUCF UNDER AWG-KP

In paragraph 8 of document FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.19, AWG-KP invited Parties to submit, by
15 February 2009, their views and proposals for further elaboration of the options, elements and
issues contained in annex III to the report of the AWG-KP at its sixth session and annex IV to the
report of the AWG-KP at its resumed fifth session, including views on how and which proposals
could address cross-cutting issues for its deliberations on how to address, where applicable, the
definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for the treatment of LULUCF. China welcomes this

opportunity and would like to submit the following views.

1. The mandate of the AWG-KP, as clearly defined in decision 1/CMP.1, is to consider further
commitments for Parties included in Annex I for the period beyond 2012 in accordance with
Article 3, paragraph 9, of the Protocol. This is a focused mandate which shall be completed by

the adoption of an amendment to Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol.

2. For completion of this mandate, the AWG-KP decided that its work shall include three tasks
as set out in paragraph 17 of FCCC/KP/AWG/2006/4, namely (a) analysis of mitigation
potentials and ranges of emission reduction objectives of Annex I Parties, (b) analysis of possible
means to achieve mitigation objectives and (c) consideration of further commitments by Annex I
Parties. The purpose of work on (a) and (b) is to inform work on (¢), the focus of AWG-KP is
work on (c) which does not depend on the outcome of work on (a) and (b). The AWG-KP had
already spent almost three year discussing (a) and (b), which is helpful to the consideration of (c).

In 2009 the AWG-KP should focus without delay its work on (c¢).

3. The treatment of LULUCF should not lead to the creation of loopholes for Annex I Parties to
achieve their emissions reduction commitments by simply doing "magic" paper work. Also
complex and lengthy technical discussions on LULUCF should not be used by Annex I Parties as
an excuse for delaying tactics. Nor does discussion on this issue have to be completed before the

completion of the work of AWG-KP.

4. The definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for the treatment of LULUCEF as contained in
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Decision 16/CMP.1 should be maintained, considering the uncertainties caused by natural

disturbance, inter-annual variation, CO,-fertilisation and nitrogen deposition.

5. To ensure the continuity of activities and environmental integrity, the activity-based
accounting approach and the base year of 1990 should be kept unchanged. The accounting of
source and removal of LULUCF should follow the principle of conservativeness and symmetric.
The contribution of LULUCEF activities should not result in reduction of the mitigation efforts in

other sectors.

6. The options, elements, and issues contained in annex III to the report of AWG-KP at its sixth
session and annex IV to the report of AWG-KP at its resumed fifth session should be narrowed
down. With specific attention on the accountable anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions by
sources and removals by sinks resulting from forest management under Article 3, paragraph 4 of
Kyoto Protocol, it could be voluntarily or compulsorily accounted and reported, but the net-net

method with certain discount factors or limitation could be a better option.

7. The CDM A/R activity should be continued in the second commitment period of the Kyoto
Protocol. Due to difficulties in relevant data and methodologies, the new elements under
LULUCF such as carbon storage in harvested wood product, the wetland restoration and

management, and other additional activities should not be taken into consideration at this stage.
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PAPER NO. 6: CZECH REPUBLIC ON BEHALF OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY AND ITS
MEMBER STATES

SUBMISSION BY THE CZECH REPUBLIC ON BEHALF OF THE
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY AND ITS MEMBER STATES

This submission is supported by Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey

Prague, 12 February 2009

Subject: Definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for the treatment of land use, land-use
change and forestry (LULUCEF) in the second commitment period (AWG-KP).
Views and proposals for further elaboration of the options, elements and issues
contained in annex III to the report of the first part of the sixth session, and annex
IV to the report at the resumed fifth session, including views on how and which
proposals could address cross-cutting issues

The EU submits the following in response to the paragraph 8(b) of the conclusions on Land use, land-use
change and forestry (LULUCF) of the sixth session of the AWG-KP held in Poznan, which invites
Parties to submit views and proposals for further elaboration of the options, elements and issues
contained in annex III to the report of the AWG-KP at its 6" session and annex IV to the report of the
AWG-KP at its resumed fifth session, including views on how and which proposals could address cross-
cutting issues.

This submission is in addition to the views expressed previously by the EU and contained in the
submissions prior to the meetings in Bangkok (AWG-KP 5.1)', Bonn (AWG-KP 5.2), Accra (AWG-KP
6.1)* and Poznan (AWG-KP 6.2)’. The EU believes that the following considerations should also guide
us in further elaborating options, elements and issues identified in Accra.

1 - Estimation of anthropogenic emissions and removals: It is the EU's view that given the current
level of scientific knowledge complete separation of anthropogenic from non-anthropogenic effect is
currently not possible. The EU therefore supports the concept of “managed land” applied within the
Convention reporting as a first proxy for estimating national anthropogenic emissions and removals. In
this context the EU looks forward to the IPCC meeting held in May this year in Brazil on this special
issue. Definition of managed land for all land use classes should be described in a transparent manner
and applied consistently over time.

2 - Permanence: as a general principle, the EU believes that any credits generated under the LULUCF
accounting rules need to be backed by the assurance that if a reversal occurs, it should be accounted for
as an emission.

3 - Link between Kyoto Protocol and Convention reporting: the EU notes that Annex I Parties have
to report according to land-used categories under the Convention. Activity based reporting for the
purpose of the accounting of Article 3.3 and 3.4 activities under the Kyoto Protocol is supplementary to

http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2008/awg5/eng/misc01.pdf

http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto protocol/application/pdf/lulucf eu.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto protocol/application/pdf/france on_behalf of the european
community and its_ member_states.pdf
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the Convention reporting and is often obtained by deriving activity based information from other land-
based data. This translates into an increased reporting burden that will increase over time as lands subject
to 3.3 and 3.4 activities must be identifiable, adequately reported and tracked into the future. With a long
term perspective in mind, the EU is of the view that convergence in the reporting systems should be
promoted.

4 - Incentives for mitigation in the LULUCEF sector: the EU recalls that the ultimate aim of the
accounting regime is to incentivize actions to mitigate climate change. The EU is of the view that the
accounting regime should provide a basis for further incentives to promote emissions reduction, the use
of sustainable biomass for energy, the use of wood products and the sustainable use and management of
agricultural and forest land. In this regard, the EU observes that the signal delivered by net-net or
unconstrained gross-net accounting rules is the same in principle and that the choice does not impact the
LULUCEF incentives as such. It does however influence the contribution of the LULUCEF sector to, and
its implication on, the overall target of a country.

Since the base year is not taken into account under gross-net, there is a need to constrain the amount of
emissions and removals that are accounted for.

The intention of the cap, introduced by 16/CMP.1, on forest management was to limit the overall
contribution of the activity and as a pragmatic proxy for direct human-induced effect. However, capping
creditable emissions/removals also removed the incentive for additional carbon stock increment in the
forestry sector as long as the overall balance of the Party was beyond the range of the cap. It is the EU's
understanding that a discount factor, if used, may provide a more effective solution than a cap since the
incentive for action will always exist. The EU believes that the methodology used to derive a cap or a
discount factor should be applied consistently to all Parties. A single discount factor should apply to all
Parties.

Another possibility could be to replace the cap with a "bar". Under the bar approach, only removals
beyond a certain, pre-determined level (i.e. bar) would be creditable. The absolute level of crediting
would therefore be adjusted without removing the incentive to improve performance. Efforts leading to
higher removals would result in higher credits, while lower removals would reduce credits.

5 - Compliance risk: the EU recognizes that changes within the LULUCF accounting system will
require consideration of an approach to address compliance risk resulting from potentially large, sudden
and uncontrollable emissions related to natural disturbances. For example, fires, storms and pest
outbreaks can lead to significant emission from forests and recovery to the previous carbon stocks levels
may take a long time. The EU is open to explore ways to address the compliance risk resulting from such
events. However, the integrity of the accounting system needs to be preserved.

This compliance risk depends, to a large extent, on the overall accounting rules for LULUCF. The
following is a brief assessment of the various accounting approaches that have been identified in earlier
submissions by Parties from the perspective of compliance risk resulting from extreme events:

- Gross-net accounting: In case of gross-net accounting, EU believes that there is a need to constrain
the amount of emissions and removals that are accounted for. Such limitation can also reduce the
compliance risk.

e Cap: By capping the amount of emissions and subsequent removals that a party can account
for, the emissions and subsequent removals resulting from natural disturbances would not be
accounted for if they are outside the range of the cap.

e Discount factor: By applying a discount factor the result is similar to that of the cap, but a
party would account for a proportion related directly to the emissions and subsequent
removals resulting from natural disturbances.

- Forward-looking baseline: In this proposal an ex-ante baseline of forest carbon stocks is
established, considering the age structure of the forest under the current and foreseen management
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practices, species, etc. Forest carbon stocks are monitored during the commitment period. At the end
of the commitment period, the emissions resulting from natural disturbances are deducted from the
monitored carbon stocks and the Party accounts for the difference between the monitored carbon
stocks and the baseline adjusted by the emissions/removals from natural disturbances. The
sequestration effect, if any, reflects only the additional sequestration, resulting from changes in
management practices, compared to business-as-usual.

- Net-net accounting: In the case of net-net accounting, the impact of extreme events on the
accounting system would be unmitigated. Net-net accounting could be applied with a moving base
year/base period, taking the previous commitment period (CP,, ) as reference period for the ongoing
commitment period (CP,). For the upcoming commitment period (CP,.;) the new reference period
would be CP,. If emissions from natural disturbances happen during CP,, the party would have to
account for increased emissions in CP,, but would benefit from the use of a lower baseline in CP,;,.

There are several options that could be applied to reduce compliance risk where it is of significant
concern to Parties. However, the EU believes that only events that can be categorized as “extreme”
should qualify for such treatment. The EU considers that criteria and guidance should be established to
define classification of extreme event. Once the magnitude of a particular event would qualify as
extreme, specific accounting options could be applied to the emissions resulting from such an event.

The EU believes that it is important to separate between 1) options where the emissions from extreme
events are accounted for, but the compliance risk is mitigated through specific accounting devices and, 2)
options where extreme emissions are reported but not accounted for.

1) Options where the emissions from extreme events are accounted for:

- Carry-over system. Under this system, emissions from natural disturbances would not be taken out
of accounting, but parties would have the option to divide the emissions over several accounting
years and/or commitment periods (carry-over).

- Global insurance mechanism. Under such a system, Parties would set aside part of their removals
from forest management, which would be deposited into a global pool available for all Parties.
Parties that suffer from an extreme event would, upon demonstration of the exceptional nature of the
event, be eligible for partial or total compensation of the exceptional emissions. Any unused credits
in the deposit at the end of the commitment period would be returned to Parties or carried over to the
next commitment period. Participation in the system could be mandatory for all Parties selecting
forest management in article 3.4.

2) Option where the emissions from extreme events are not accounted for:

- Ex-post adjustment. The ex-post adjustment only considers the correction of emissions resulting
from extreme events at the end of the commitment period. The corrections would apply to the
accounted amount, generated in areas that suffered from extreme natural disturbances during the
commitment period. Areas subject to ex post adjustment would be geographically indentified. Any
subsequent net removals on those areas would be accounted for only when the adjustment is fully
compensated.

The assessment of the above mentioned options should take into account inter alia how they address the
issues raised in paragraph 2 of this submission, how incentives for efficient prevention policies are given
and what the implications on reporting and monitoring are. Without prejudice to the eventual treatment
of the compliance risk in the accounting regime, the EU believes that all emissions and removals on
managed land, including those resulting from extreme events, should be reported.

6- Harvested wood products: The EU is willing to consider moving from the current default
accounting method for harvested wood products which assumes no net change in the pool or,
equivalently, instant oxidation. Accounting for the storage of carbon in wood products and the
subsequent emissions from these products should better reflect the point in time when emissions are
released and would provide incentives for the management of the forest products pool.
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In seeking a way to move beyond the current system the EU is open to consider stock change or
production approaches.

The EU also believes that the following features should be used as a basis for future accounting of HWP:

e Accounting would be confined to wood originating from forests for which emissions and
removals are accounted for

e The existing wood product pool would be included in the estimations of net emissions over
the accounting period.
The EU’s view is that many Annex 1 Parties have sufficient data to account for harvested wood on the
basis indicated. Such accounting would be optional. The current instant oxidation approach would apply
to Parties choosing not to account for HWP.

7- Cropland management, grazing land management and revegetation: the EU is of the view
that, in the context of an activity based accounting, current net-net accounting rules for cropland
management; grazing land management and revegetation are satisfactory.
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PAPER NO. 7: ICELAND

Proposal for a Decision XX/CP.15
Submission of Iceland to the AWG-KP, 15 February 2009

The Conference of the Parties

Recalling its decision 1/CP.3, paragraph 5 (d) and its decision 14/CP.7 on Impact of single projects on
emissions in the commitment period,

Recognizing the importance of renewable energy in meeting the objective of the Convention,

1. Decides that, the provisions of decision 14/CP.7, adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its
seventh session, shall continue to apply for the second commitment period with the conditions detailed
therein.
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A proposal
for an amendment to
decision 16/CMP.1 on Land use, land-use change and forestry
adopted by decision 11/CP.7

Definition of wetland restoration and degradation
to be included in the Annex to the decision 16/CMP.1 on Land use, land-use change and forestry adopted
by the decision 11/CP.7

The following additions and amendments are suggested:

Section A, Definitions

Article 1, paragraph (i) (j)

(i) “Wetland restoration” is a direct human-induced activity to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases
and increase carbon stocks by restoring previously degraded wetlands. This requires accounting for both
wetland degradation and restoration.

(j) "Wetland degradation" is human-induced drainage of wetland resulting in increased emissions of
greenhouse gases and reduction of carbon stocks.

Section C, Article 3, paragraph 4

Article 6
In the last line, add the wording “and wetland restoration” after the wording “grazing land management.
Delete “and” before “grazing”.
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PAPER NO. 8: JAPAN
February, 2009

Japan's view on the treatment of land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF)

Japan has already submitted its view on the treatment of LULUCEF as part of its views and information on
the means to achieve mitigation objectives in March, 2008 (FCCC/KP/AWG/MISC.1/Add.1), and its
more detailed views on a voluntary and informal basis in August and November, 2008
(http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto_protocol/application/pdf/japan.pdf,
http://unfccc.int/files/kyoto_protocol/application/pdf/japanluluct281108.pdf). Japan welcomes the
opportunity to further present our view and submits it as follows.

1. Basic ideas

As far as carbon dioxide is concerned, LULUCEF activities contribute to the stabilization of GHG
concentration in the atmosphere through both carbon removals through photosynthesis and its storage in
vegetation, soils and others, and emission reductions from such carbon pools, whereas fossil-fuel-related
sectors contribute to climate change mitigation through emission reductions.

Since the amount of organic matters produced and stored through photosynthesis has limitation under
limited environment, increase of carbon stocks in organic matters will inevitably become slower in the
long term in any countries or regions (Fig.1).

Estimates of Future Emissions and Removals by Forests
based on the World Forest Products Model, FFPRI

Contribution toward Carbon Flow
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Fig.1

* Emissions and removals by above- and
belowground biomass pools
* Removals by HWP not included

Taking into account the above-mentioned characteristics of the LULUCF sector, Japan believes that rules
applicable to the LULUCEF sector in the framework beyond 2012 should be established based on the
following principles:

e As clearly described in the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (AR4), the LULUCF sector has a
significant mitigation potential for GHG emission reductions, most of which could be materialized
with currently available technologies. Given the paramount necessity of deep and urgent cut of
GHG emissions, the mitigation potential of the LULUCEF sector should be fully exploited;

e Carbon removals and storage into vegetation, soils and others is a long-term process and the
LULUCEF sector should optimize such process in the long run. Therefore, long-term and continued
incentives should be provided for activities contributing to the enhancement of sinks and emission
reductions of GHGs including sustainable forest and cropland management, revegetation and
extended and cascade use of wood and wood products; and

e To secure environmental integrity, IPCC’s scientific works delivered after setting the LULUCF
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rules for the first commitment period should be reflected in treatments of LULUCF. In addition, it
is necessary to identify lands strictly subject to human-induced activities and to account only for
such lands.

With a view to enhancing transparency and comparability of each country’s national reduction
commitment, Parties should decide on the rules of LULUCF and make clear the mitigation potential of
LULUCEF of each country prior to deciding on its national commitment.

2. Accounting method in each land-use category of LULUCF

(1) Forest land

(Concept)

As referred to in the [IPCC AR4, in the long term, a sustainable forest management strategy aimed at
maintaining or increasing forest carbon stocks, while producing a sustained yield of timber, fibre or
energy from the forest, will generate the largest sustained mitigation benefit. Therefore, the rules related
to forest sinks should be designed to promote sustainable forest management.

(Accounting options)

For forest-related activities, namely afforestation, reforestation and deforestation under Article 3.3 and
forest management under Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol, the gross-net accounting should be adopted
in order to provide incentives for sustainable forest management regardless of the stage of forest
maturity.

The decrease of removals would be accounted for as "emissions" in the net-net accounting, even if
forests keep removing carbon from the atmosphere. Since the decrease of removals is unavoidable, it
could create a negative impact on sustainable forest management and thus would hamper efforts for
climate change mitigation in forest-related activities from a long-term perspective.

The baseline accounting, under which the difference of the amount of removals between projected
removals in case where human-induced activities will not take place and actual removals is to be
accounted for, has still many technical problems in setting baselines without arbitrariness in the prospect
of future forestry practices. Furthermore, forest/forestry policy, which should be based on a long-term
perspective, might be distorted when securing removals exceeding the baseline.

(Harvested Wood Products)

The accounting of harvested wood products (HWP, including the concept of emissions from wood
removed from an area of forest mentioned at the first part of the sixth session of the AWG-KP) should be
treated as a part of the forest-related activities and contribute to the mitigation of climate change as a
whole. In this sense, the objective of introducing the accounting of HWP should be clearly defined and
shared among Parties, and the most appropriate accounting option to achieve the objective should be
chosen.

The main objective of introducing the accounting of HWP should be to provide incentives for the
promotion of effective use of wood in order to maximize their mitigation functions of emission reduction
through substituting more energy-intensive materials and fossil fuels as well as of carbon reservoir. The
objective should not be limited to monitoring carbon dynamics accurately.

Based on the ideas above, it is necessary that the accounting method should meet the following
requirements:
e Conform with the accounting rules on emissions and removals by forest-related activities under
Articles 3.3 and 3.4;
¢ Not affect negatively but rather promote sustainable forest management domestically and
internationally;
e Promote extended and cascade use of wood and wood products; and
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e Not create an excessive amount of credits merely by new application or modification of an
accounting method.

In light of the points above, it is unlikely that the atmospheric flow approach (these approaches are
shown in the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories) could provide an incentive
for the promotion of use of wood since this approach accounts only for removals in case of exported
HWP and only emissions in case of imported HWP and it will have a message of promoting exports of
HWP and curb their imports, in other words, it discourages the use of wood and wood products within
the national territory.

In contrast, the production approach encourages the use of HWP of domestic origin and is consistent
with the objective of the accounting of HWP, i.e. promotion of use of wood. On the other hand, an
incentive for more and longer use of imported HWP would not be created through this approach since
stock changes of removals and emissions from HWP are counted in the country where the HWP are
produced.

The stock-change approach will have a message of increasing carbon stocks of wood and wood products
within the country. However, it is necessary to address the treatment of HWP originated from forests of
non-Annex | Parties as well as forests of Annex I Parties other than those covered under Articles 3.3 and
3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol.

In addition to the issues to be solved above, the following perspectives should be taken into account for
the consideration of accounting rules:

e Indirect effects of HWP to the mitigation of climate change such as substitution for energy-
intensive materials and fossil fuels which will not be accounted for in this accounting should be
fully recognized. The rules should have a message to promote the functions of HWP for such
indirect effects, since they may have greater impacts than the direct effects to be accounted for as
carbon storage within HWP. In this regard, it would be questionable to include HWP in Solid
Waste Disposal Sites (SWDS) into the accounting, since HWP should contribute to emission
reductions from fossil fuels through utilization of wood and wood products as recycling materials
and/or bio-fuels, rather than reserving carbon as HWP in SWDS, which does not produce any
indirect contribution;

e Data availability: Carbon stocks should be measurable in the manner accurate enough to be
comparable among Parties; and

e Cost-effectiveness: Merits (additional effects) of introducing the accounting of HWP should have
sufficient impacts compared with additional costs of such introduction (costs including
measurement, report and verification). The projected margin of error should be much smaller than
the credits/debits derived from HWP accounting.

(2) Croplands and grasslands
The IPCC AR4 has revealed that agricultural activities would perform a large mitigation potential and
most of it would be able to be brought out through using currently available technologies.

In particular, carbon sequestration into the agricultural soil offers a large mitigation potential and it is
essential to take full advantage of the mitigation potential in terms of efficient and effective prevention of
climate change. Therefore, cropland management and grazing land management should continue to be
included in the Article 3.4 activities as one of the means available to Annex I Parties to reach their
national commitments as in the first commitment period.

As for carbon sequestration through cropland management and grazing land management, there are
various management practices across countries and regions, such as application of compost in Japan.
Therefore, it is crucial not only to promote such practices, but also to offer such treatment adoptable by
as many countries as possible.
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Furthermore, incentives for such cropland management and grazing land management activities which
contribute to facilitating carbon removals and emission reductions should be equal to all countries.

(3) Wetlands

Japan fully recognizes the important role of wetland management, including wetland restoration and
degradation, to mitigate climate change. However, it is difficult for many countries to measure, report
and verify removals and emissions through wetland management accurate enough to be used for the
achievement of national commitments in light of current scientific knowledge, including ours, and the
IPCC’s Good Practice Guidance for LULUCF (LULUCF-GPG).

However, provided that the choice of wetland management is voluntary, it is possible to establish a rule
where a country, equipped with enough data and information enabling the accurate accounting, could
account for removals and emissions through wetland management to achieve its national commitment. In
such a case, it is necessary to establish the definition of wetland distinct from other activities such as
forest-related ones in order to avoid arbitral classification of land.

(4) Settlements

Japan selects revegetaion for its accounting during the first commitment period and interprets the

definition of “revegetation”, based on the LULUCF-GPG, as follows:
Practices for creation of “park and green space”, “public green space”, and “private green space
guaranteed by administration” which have been carried out in settlements since 1990. Activities
which cover less than an area of 0.05 hectares or meet the definitions of afforestation and

reforestation are not included in “revegetation”.

Japan is enhancing effectiveness of removals through planting in urban areas by promoting such
activities. Continuity of the current rule is very important in the second commitment period for a longer-
lasting effect.

There is a view that emissions from devegetation should be accounted for from the viewpoint of the
symmetrical accounting of revegetation. However, Japan’s current view on this issue is as follows:

e [t is easy to account for emissions from devegetation in the area where revegetation activities
were conducted before. However, it is technically very difficult to account comprehensively in all
the areas due to very little information and data available at the current moment;

o Therefore, it is necessary first to discuss such issues as the definition of devegetation, a way of
application which will ensure symmetry with revegetation under specific national circumstances
of each country, an actual possibility of the accounting and cost effectiveness in order to decide
on emission accountings from revegetation; and

e [tis also necessary to consider management and conservation of vegetation before the base year if
the scope of the current accounting rule is to be changed.

(5) Land-based accounting

Mandatory accounting by all Annex I Parties under the land-based accounting which covers emissions
and removals from all managed lands to be reflected in the achievement of national commitments with
due accuracy would be extremely difficult at the current moment, as shown in the reporting practices
under the current UNFCCC.

The land-based accounting would be more complicated and enhance uncertainties by incorporating many
land-use categories such as “wetlands”, “settlements” and “other lands”. In addition, when the net-net
accounting is employed together with this accounting, it would have the same shortcomings inherent to

the net-net accounting as described in other parts of this submission.

Therefore, the land-based accounting is not appropriate for the achievement of national commitments in
the second commitment period.
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3. Cross-cutting issues

Japan's views on the cross-cutting issues identified at the resumed fifth session of the AWG-KP,
including the implication of each option compiled at the first part of the sixth session of the AWG-KP,
are as follows.

(1) Consistency and continuity with the current rules

Japan is conducting forest management practices based on the rules of the first commitment period and
the current rules provide incentives for sustainable forest management. There should be a continuity of
the rules for the treatment of forest-related activities because the growth of forest will take several
decades and forest/forestry policy needs continuity. For a country which has already been implementing
forest/forestry policy in accordance with the rules of the first commitment period, significant changes of
the rules could damage continuity of the policy.

From this viewpoint, the gross-net accounting, which is the current accounting, is the most appropriate
rule for the accounting of forest-related activities. There would be no consistency of the net-net
accounting for countries whose forests are in their maturing stage with slower growth, since this growth
would come to be entitled as “emissions”. In the baseline accounting, there would be a risk to discourage
incentives for continuing forest management practices currently conducted, depending on the baseline
setting, and continuity would not be maintained.

If discontinuity in the rules of the first commitment period brings negative impacts on the
implementation of the long-term forest/forestry policy, the accounting of removals and emissions in
LULUCEF should continue to be voluntary even for a Party which has selected forest management under
Article 3.4 during the first commitment period.

Japan also selects revegetaion under Article 3.4 during the first commitment period. If continuity of the
accounting rule for revegetation is not maintained, the accounting of removals and emissions from
revegetation should continue to be voluntary as well as in the case of forest management.

(2) Factoring out, including age structure and indirect climate change effects

Application of a discount factor(s) to forest management of Article 3.4 as a suboption under the gross-net
accounting listed at the first part of the sixth session of the AWG-KP is assumed to be a response to
factoring out. However, it should be noted that the IPCC has reported that "The scientific community
cannot currently provide a practicable methodology for factoring out" (Expert Meeting Report of "IPCC
Meeting on Current Scientific Understanding of the Processes Affecting Terrestrial Carbon Stocks and
Human Influences upon Them", July, 2003).

Therefore, the most appropriate approach to deal with the issue of factoring out is the strict application of
the activity-based approach which allows accounting for removals only from forests where human-
induced activities since the base year are clearly identified.

There is an argument that the net-net accounting could exclude natural and indirect human-induced
effects such as those of age structure. However, in countries where the forest growth hits its peak after
the base year, the effect of age structure itself would generate substantial removals in the short term. It is
therefore not appropriate to conclude that the net-net accounting actually factors out natural effects.

The baseline accounting with proper baselines might be able to deal with factoring out. However, it has
many technical problems in setting baselines without arbitrariness as discussed above.

(3) Inter-annual variability, natural disturbances

Emissions from natural disturbances such as fire and pest/insect outbreaks should be prevented through
the management practices in the areas where human-induced activities since the base year have been
identified.
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Extraction of the effect of natural disturbances is not easy. If the effect of emissions from natural
disturbances is to be excluded, proper methods for proper extraction of the effects of natural disturbances
and emissions to be excluded need to be duly explored in order that such methods and emissions would
be based on accurate measurement, report and verification.

Under the baseline accounting, it is proposed to revise baselines in response to natural disturbances. If it
is possible to extract the effect of natural disturbances technically, this method would be applicable not
only to the baseline accounting but also to the gross-net and the net-net accounting. Therefore, the
exclusion of natural disturbances should be considered as a common issue among all the accounting
methods.

Inter-annual variability of removals and emissions in activities under the net-net accounting will vary in
countries and activities. A base period approach instead of the base year approach might be considered if
such period can properly be set from the viewpoint of equity and objectivity.

(4) Symmetry in the accounting of emissions and removals

As for the proposal of including emissions from forest degradation mentioned in the resumed fifth
session of the AWG-KP, there is no need to add "forest degradation" to the Article 3.4 activities since
both emissions and removals from forest management are accounted for under the current Article 3.4
rules and thus emissions from forest degradation are already calculated under the category of forest
management.

Regarding the proposal made in the resumed fifth session of the AWG-KP to account for emissions due
to devegetation, please see Section 2. (4) above.

(5) Sustainable forest management
(Please see Section 2. (1) above.)

Setting caps well below the removal potential of forest management would undermine incentives for
enhancement of removals and emission reductions through forest management practices. Indeed, during
the first commitment period, the overall cap of Annex I Parties is only a part of the actual removal
volumes or removal potentials indicated in the IPCC AR4 due to the imposition of excessively limited
caps for many Annex I Parties. This might be one of the main reasons why some Parties have pointed
out that the current rules do not provide incentives for sustainable forest management.

(6) Co-benefits, including biodiversity

In forest-related activities, accounting methods which require fast-growing forestry practices or tree
species for acquiring credits would contradict the objective of sustainable forest management and
negatively affect co-benefits other than climate change mitigation, such as biodiversity conservation,
water resources reservation, mountain disaster prevention, and maintenance of rural community
livelihood. From the viewpoint of biodiversity conservation in particular, emphasis on tree growth speed
may sometimes conflict with securing ecological services. The gross-net accounting would generate
some credits in accordance with the growth volume brought in through forest management practices
suitable for each of the local ecosystems while providing many benefits and thus climate change
mitigation and other benefits are compatible in this accounting.

Enhancing carbon sequestration into the agricultural soil not only contributes to mitigation of climate
change, but also ensures crop productivity and bio-diversity conservation and promotes organic waste
recycling.

Conservation of green spaces and promotion of greening in urban areas provide not only climate change
mitigation, but also create environmental benefits such as biodiversity conservation and various social
and economic benefits, including ecological services, to citizens in urban areas.
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PAPER NO. 9: NEW ZEALAND
New Zealand

A Submission to the Ad-Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex | Parties
under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP)

Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry
15 February 2009
Mandate

At its resumed sixth Session the AWG-KP concluded, noting the iterative nature of its work programme,
that in 2009 it will focus on agreeing on further commitments for Annex | Parties under the Kyoto
Protocol. In this context, it recognized the need for work to be conducted on other issues arising from
the implementation of the work programme, with due attention to improving the environmental
integrity of the Kyoto Protocol, including the definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for the
treatment of land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) in the second commitment period.

The AWG KP also agreed to continue, including through in-depth consultations at its seventh session, its
deliberations on how to address, where applicable, the definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for
the treatment of LULUCF.

Parties were invited to submit, by 15 February 2009, their views and proposals for further elaboration
of the options, elements and issues contained in annex lll to the report of the AWG-KP at its sixth
session and annex IV to the report of the AWG-KP at its resumed fifth session, including views on how
and which proposals could address cross-cutting issues, for compilation by the secretariat into a
miscellaneous document. New Zealand hopes this miscellaneous document can form the basis of a
negotiating text.

New Zealand considers that Decision 16/CMP.1 provides a good basis for the LULUCF rules for post-
2012. Conscious of the need to progress in our work, all of our proposed improvements are designed
to fit within the existing rules framework. To assist the Chair of the Kyoto Protocol in elaborating a
straight forward text, where appropriate we have provided short description of our proposals, their
rationale and suggested legal text.

Introduction

1. The Fourth Assessment Report of the IPCC notes that in the long term, a sustainable forest
management strategy aimed at maintaining or increasing forest carbon stocks, while producing
an annual sustained yield of timber, fibre or energy from the forest, will generate the largest
sustained mitigation benefit.

2. Rules for LULUCF should optimise the contribution forests and land use activities can make to
addressing climate change, while maintaining environmental integrity and leading to other
environmental co-benefits that will contribute to sustainable development and food security.

3. The LULUCF rules have an important bearing on resource allocation in countries dependant on
land-based sectors.
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In this regard, the treatment of LULUCF in the first commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol has
resulted in a number of complexities and major challenges for domestic policy implementation
for New Zealand.

In the course of negotiations Parties should be conscious of the need to maintain confidence
within the investment community — to address climate change the private sector needs to make
major shifts in investment and management decisions. This is enhanced if decision-makers have
confidence in the durability of the economic signals established under the rules of an
international framework.

New Zealand recognises that LULUCF rules are complex and interlinked and that there may be
differing approaches to achieve the same outcomes. We propose some solutions to key issues in
this submission. New Zealand remains open to discussing any alternative approaches with
Parties to achieve improvements, while ensuring environmental integrity.

New Zealand believes it is necessary to agree LULUCF rules before agreeing to further
commitments. Knowing the rules prior to setting commitments allows those commitments to be
established in an informed environment, for national circumstances to be taken into account,
and to ensure the rules contribute to achieving the objective of the UNFCCC.
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Views on the LULUCF Rules for Post-2012

Article 3.3 Activities

Afforestation/Reforestation (A/R) Debit-Credit Rule
Description

8. New Zealand considers that the Afforestation/Reforestation (A/R) Debit-Credit rule must
continue for the post-2012 period, with a slight modification to paragraph 4 of the Annex to
Decision 16/CMP.1 to clarify that the rule applies to any disturbance to the forest.

Rationale

9. The current Afforestation/Reforestation (A/R) Debit-Credit rule acts to limit liabilities that a Party
faces as a result of harvesting activities in forests established since 1990. The rule limits liabilities
to only the amount of carbon that was removed by the trees since the start of the first
commitment period (2008), in other words the carbon sequestration that has been credited.

10.  Without this rule, liabilities from these post-1990 forests could be greater than the amount of
credits that are received for carbon stored in these forests.

11.  This would retrospectively penalise Parties for having taken early action by establishing forests
prior to the start of the commitment period — a perverse and inequitable outcome.

12.  We consider the rules must be retained for future commitment periods, at least until most
forests established after 1990 but before 2008 have been harvested once, this effectively means
that this rule would phase out over time. New Zealand also believes it should be clarified to
make clear that it covers all disturbances to new forests whether the disturbance is as a result of
a human induced activity such as harvesting or is due to natural events like pests and fire. This
would provide for a more comprehensive coverage of events or activities that affect these
forests.

Proposed legal text

Modified paragraph 4 of Annex to Decision 16/CMP.1

Debits arising from a unit of land, that was subject to afforestation and reforestation since 1990 and
has not since been harvested, shall not be greater than credits accounted for in total on that unit of
land.

Land Use Flexibility for Planted Production Forests
Description
13.  The current rules of the Kyoto Protocol unnecessarily limit the flexibility of land use for planted

production forests that were established prior to 1990. This is an issue of critical importance to a
country with a land-based economy, such as New Zealand.




14.

15.

16.
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19.

20.

-51- ADVANCE VERSION

We propose an addition to the Annex to Decision 16/CMP.1. The effect of this addition would
allow planted production forests (i.e. forest plantations) that were established prior to 1990 to
be able to be harvested and replanted on another area of land thus establishing an an
“equivalent forest” without incurring liabilities for deforestation. The new afforested area would
not generate credits under Article 3.3, but rather would be deemed to be part of the pre-1990
forest estate and be treated exactly in accordance with the country’s Article 3.4 accounting
obligations, if any.

Rationale

The Kyoto Protocol creates economic imperatives (cost and benefits). The current LULUCF rules
for deforestation impose unnecessary restrictions on the flexibility of production lands. The rules
create significant opportunity costs and unnecessarily waste high quality food producing land by
locking that land into existing uses for planted production forests even though there may be a
higher value use for that land. Moreover in New Zealand’s case some areas of pre-1990 forest
are in areas with climates that are expected to change in such a way to make them unsuitable for
forestry, e.g. prolonged drought and increased fire risk.

The rules impose significant costs on countries and their economic actors, with no environmental
benefit, due to the current definition of what constitutes deforestation. Our proposal would
produce exactly the same outcome for the atmosphere as would have happened if the forest was
replanted on the same piece of land (which under the current rules is not defined as
deforestation and therefore does not attract an emissions liability).

The current situation where Parties have to deviate significantly from the international LULUCF
framework created by the Kyoto Protocol in order to develop sensible domestic policy is
inefficient, creates considerable ongoing costs and can be highly controversial. This has been the
experience in New Zealand. It is therefore vital to create a more dynamically efficient and
functional regime for land use, rather than expect countries to meet the considerable costs of
providing flexibility as a domestic issue.

We consider that limiting the proposal for land use flexibility to planted production forests, and
not to natural forests, removes risks to biodiversity and restricts the rule to only apply where
'moving forests' is appropriate. It is therefore reasonable, and pragmatic for the rules to reflect
the realities of a production landscape.

The benefit of the proposal is that it would allow countries to meet sustainable development
objectives by allowing land use to change to its most economically and environmentally
sustainable, including by increasing the options available for adaptation to climate change, e.g.
the planting of erosion-prone land. This can be done with no reduction in environmental
outcomes as long as the harvested forest is replaced with an equivalent forest elsewhere (which
is not credited under Article 3.3).

The rules as they stand would presumably repeat this "loss of flexibility for no benefit" in other
countries. This may be an impediment to countries taking on commitments under the Kyoto
Protocol, especially countries with land-based economies.
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Proposed Legal Text

Proposed new definitions and rules

1. (d) “Deforestation” is the direct human-induced conversion of forested land to non-forested land
(unchanged from Decision 16/CMP.1)

1. (d bis) In the case of “planted production forests” established before 1 January 1990 only,
conversion of forested land to non-forest land shall be considered harvesting, and shall not be
considered deforestation, where an “equivalent forest” is established elsewhere on non-forest land
that would have qualified for [as] afforestation or reforestation. For the purposes of paragraph (d
bis):

(i) “Planted production forests'” are forest stands established by planting or/and seeding. They are
either of introduced species, or intensively managed stands of indigenous species, which meet all the
following criteria: one or two species at planting, even age class, regular spacing, and the extraction
of forest products (usually wood and fibre) is the predominant management objective.

(ii) “Equivalent forest” is an area of forest that replaces a harvested planted production forest on a
different area of land, and will achieve at least the same carbon stock over the same period as would
have occurred had the harvested planted production forest been re-established on the original area;

iii) “Equivalent forest” shall not be included in a Party’s assessment of emissions and removals from
afforestation and reforestation activities and must be included in a Party’s accounting of Forest
Management under Article 3.4, if elected.

Each Party included in Annex | shall report, in accordance with Article 7, on how harvesting or forest
disturbance that is followed by the re-establishment of a forest is distinguished from deforestation,
including where an equivalent forest is established in accordance with provisions for planted
production forests set out in paragraph X (consequential addition once text is finalised). This
information will be subject to review in accordance with Article 8.

Article 3.4 Activities
Description

21. New Zealand supports the continuation of voluntary Article 3.4 activities for post-2012.

" This definition has been derived from the FAO definition for ‘plantation forest’ as used in the Forest Resource
Assessment 2000, and an FAO definition for ‘production forests’ to reflect the management intent of the forest.
Reference: Forest Resources Assessment WP 79, Definitions Related to Planted Forests, Jim Carle and Peter
Holmgren, October, 2003
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Rationale

It is clear that there are many issues associated with Article 3.4 activities that make accounting
for these activities as part of meeting national obligations very difficult. These issues vary
according to the characteristics and accounting approach of each specific activity but include:
data limitations and uncertainty, the high cost of measurement and monitoring, factoring out
non-anthropogenic effects of climate change such as drought and inter-annual variability and
managing the effects of historic management practices (legacy effects).

Clearly, accounting for Article 3.4 activities is not appropriate in every Party’s circumstances.
This is evidenced by the small number of Parties electing 3.4 Activities in the first commitment
period of the Kyoto Protocol.

Grazing land, Cropland Management and Revegetation

As stated above, significant technical barriers exist for realising the technical potential for soil
carbon sequestration. An additional barrier is the net-net method of accounting for Grazing land,
Cropland and Revegetation. Net-net accounting creates some important and non-intuitive
consequences. There are data problems (having to know the net emissions in 1990). There can
also be problems with “saturation” and ongoing liabilities even though emissions may not be
occurring. For example, if a country that was losing carbon in 1990, is still losing carbon in the
commitment period but at a lower rate — then they would get credits. On the other hand if a
country that was gaining carbon in 1990, is still gaining carbon in commitment period but at a
lower rates - then they would get liabilities.

Also, accounting for carbon loss due to erosion is problematic where it is difficult to distinguish
between anthropogenic and natural erosion in a volcanic and tectonically active landscape.

Finally, we need to consider whether accounting for these activities makes a material difference.
The Fourth Assessment Report of the IPCC notes the large global technical potential for
increasing storage of soil carbon in agricultural lands soils. However, it also notes that while
agricultural lands generate very large CO, fluxes both to and from the atmosphere, the net flux is
small (estimated at 40 MtCO,-eq, less than 1% of global anthropogenic CO, emissions).

With the above challenges in mind, and given that agricultural soils are not a significant net
source of emissions, New Zealand considers that it is unnecessary and unrealistic to expect
compulsory accounting by Parties at this point in time.

Forest Management

Forest Management should remain a voluntary activity post-2012.

New Zealand has specific issues in relation to Forest Management that would make accounting
for this activity practically impossible, at least with the current framework. New Zealand’s
planted production forest estate that was established prior to 1990 is expected to become a net
source from around 2011 due to business as usual harvesting of these forests. It is then
expected to returning to a net sink from 2022. The magnitude of these emissions under gross-
net and net-net accounting is many times larger than New Zealand’s total annual emissions —
though given their short-term cyclical nature (in climate change terms) they are of little
consequence to meeting the global climate change challenge as the long term carbon stock will
remain the same.
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30. While we do not support mandatory accounting for Forest Management, New Zealand is open to
considering modifications to the rules for Forest Management accounting for post-2012. Key
issues that need to be resolved in an equitable and sensible manner include factoring out age
class structure, legacy effects of past management practices, natural disturbances, and inter-
annual variability.

31. New Zealand considers that the application of caps and/or discount factors, while recognising
their limitations, may be a practical way to address many of the above issues.

Wetland Management
32. New Zealand is open to the inclusion of wetlands as a new voluntary activity for post-2012. We
recognise the importance of emissions from degraded wetlands — principally on organic/peat

soils.

33. We need to ensure that there is no double accounting (e.g. wetlands on grazing land where
grazing land has already been elected).

34. We need to develop appropriate definitions of wetlands and there should also be symmetrical
treatment of this new activity, i.e. accounting for wetland restoration should be balanced by
accounting for wetland degradation.

Proposed legal text

Paragraph 6 of the Annex to Decision 16/CMP.1

Prior to the start of any commitment period a Party included in Annex | may choose to account for
anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks resulting from any or all of
the following human-induced activities, other than afforestation, reforestation and deforestation,
under Article 3, paragraph 4: revegetation, forest management, cropland management, and grazing
land management.

Cross-cutting Issues

Emissions from Harvesting (Harvested Wood Products)
Description
35. New Zealand proposes that emissions from harvesting activities, post-2012, should be accounted
for, in the producing country, on the basis of when they occur. New Zealand has proposed the

“Emissions to Atmosphere” (ETA) approach.

Rationale

36. The current treatment of emissions from forest harvesting — where the emissions are assumed to
be instantly oxidised and released into the atmosphere — does not reflect reality, and acts as an
impediment to forest investment and sustainable timber production.
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Under the Emissions to Atmosphere approach, where countries have reliable data, they should
be able to choose to account for emissions from harvesting of their forests when the emissions
actually occur. The responsibility for those emissions would remain with the wood producing
country (that is the country that received any RMUs in respect of these forests) irrespective of
whether the harvested wood was exported to another country.

Depending on the average lifetime of the end-uses of the wood, emissions from harvesting could
occur over a number of years. Recognising the value of storing carbon in wood products would
help to address cash-flow problems associated with the existing instant oxidation approach, and
provide strong incentives through the supply chain to produce longer lived wood products.
These incentives would start within the forest, with growers seeking to produce wood suitable
for long lifetime applications. It would also affect the product mix of producers, especially in
integrated forestry/wood processing companies.

New Zealand considers it is not necessary to account for emissions from existing wood products
(i.e. wood products produced prior to 2012), since this wood product pool will continue to be
sustainably replenished by wood produced outside the Kyoto Protocol accounting system (where
it has not been used as an accounting offset). This wood could be sourced from forests in
countries outside the Kyoto Protocol regime, from forests in Kyoto Protocol countries that are
outside accounting (where 3.4 Forest Management has not been elected), or where Forest
Management has been elected, from forests growth above the cap. Even for forests accounted
for under the Kyoto Protocol, all emissions from harvesting over the period 2008-2012 have been
assumed to be oxidised instantly (therefore replenishing the existing pool) and all harvest of
these forests prior to 2008 has not been credited under the Kyoto Protocol (therefore
replenishing the existing pool).

Finally, emissions from existing wood products are unlikely to be greater than they were in 1990.
Consistent with accounting for other ‘emissions sources’ in other sectors (energy, agriculture
etc), any emissions from existing wood products in 1990 would presumably be factored into a
Party’s allocation of assigned amount units. The net result of including the existing wood
products pool in an accounting system would be essentially a zero sum game.

The international community has made no significant progress in developing rules for the
accounting of Harvested Wood Products in the many years that the issue has been discussed to
date.

New Zealand considers that that our simplified proposal offers the only real prospect of success
in the second commitment period. Importantly, it would also leave open the door open for a
more comprehensive approach to be agreed in the future. It would also encourage the gathering
of data to support other approaches in the future.

Maintaining the current “instant oxidation” approach for post-2012 would be a poor outcome in
terms of encouraging longer life wood products, investment in forests and, especially, allowing
sustainable timber production.

We propose the ETA also apply to wood produced from forests established under the CDM,
potentially making such activities more attractive to investors, while ensuring environmental
integrity.
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Proposed legal text

Proposed new paragraph 22 of the Annex to Decision 16/CMP.1

Carbon removed in wood and other biomass from forests accounted for under the Kyoto Protocol
under articles 3, 6 and 12, shall be accounted for on the basis of default instantaneous oxidation or on
the basis of estimates as to when emissions occur provided verifiable data is available. Such carbon,
including carbon in exported wood, may be transferred to a harvested wood products pool to be
accounted for by the Party producing the wood.

Note that the issue of accounting guidelines and good practice for the post-2012 period will need to
be addressed as a cross-cutting issue in the final LULUCF decision text, as will provisions for reporting
and review.

Natural Disturbances

45. New Zealand considers that the factoring out of natural disturbances for Article 3.4 forests is
fundamentally different than it is for Article 3.3 Afforestation / Reforestation forests. The key
difference between these two types of forest is a Parties’ ability to manage economic risk.

46. This needs to be taken into account in the future rules. New Zealand does not believe it is
necessary to apply ‘time outs’ or other policies for natural disturbances to 3.3 forests, provided
that the proposal to continue with an amended A/R Debit Credit rule is accepted. This rule, as
proposed by New Zealand, can adequately address the issue of natural disturbances in forests
established since 1990 through Afforestation and Reforestation since it would limit a Parties’
liabilities from such forests to only the credits previously received.

47. In New Zealand’s suggested approach, the only economic risk from natural disturbances to
Afforestation / Reforestation is the carbon credited from 2008 onwards. Parties can make a
sovereign choice on how to best manage this risk of natural disturbances, for example, by
retaining a proportion of the credited carbon in high risk areas. As carbon credited for removals
from Afforestation / Reforestation can be used to offset emissions elsewhere New Zealand
considers it important that this carbon loss is compensated for when it occurs.

48. The carbon stored in 3.3 A/R forests was not present in 1990 and will be credited under the
Kyoto Protocol (at least the portion from 2008 onwards). This is a very different situation to the
standing stock in Article 3.4 forests.

49. Inthese, pre-1990 (Article 3.4) forests much of the carbon stock existed as at 1990, and has not
been credited under the Kyoto Protocol. It became, by advent of the 1990 base-year, a
significant economic risk that a country is unable to manage completely. As this carbon has not
been used to offset emissions elsewhere, the LULUCF rules need to develop a way to address
this.

50. Inthis regard, New Zealand is open to considering all methodological approaches to factor out
natural disturbances. Equally, we think that policy approaches such as caps and/or discount
factors (while acknowledging their significant shortcomings) may offer pragmatic solutions in the
time available for negotiations.
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Article 12

Afforestation and Reforestation Activities in the Clean Development Mechanism

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

New Zealand considers that there are a number of ways to address issue of non-permanence of
A/R activities in the CDM.

The first commitment period resulted in the issue of differentiated credits for A/R activities in
non-Annex | Parties through the CDM with tCERs and /CERs

Experience so far as shown that this has been very effective in addressing non-permanence by
virtue of the fact that it has probably prevented many A/R CDM projects being established in the
first place (though there are many reasons why investors may not choose to invest in forests
under the CDM). This is a substandard outcome for Parties with great potential for afforestation
and reforestation activities.

An option to address non-permanence would be for non-Annex one Parties to voluntarily take on
responsibility for any reversal of carbon stored through an A/R activity. This is how the issue of
non-permanence is addressed within Annex | Parties and non-Annex | Parties could be offered
the same opportunity. Non-permanence is not an issue as long as there is full compensation of
the carbon that was once stored. The challenge is to ensure that such long term obligations are
met by an entity that will endure in the long term. A countries’ sovereign government is one
such entity — just as it is in the case of Annex | countries.

New Zealand considers this approach could be applied to LULUCF projects in the CDM and we
consider it worthy of further consideration in these discussions. Non-Annex | Parties would only
enter into this sort of arrangement at their own discretion and if they wished increase the
viability of their A/R CDM projects. The existing tCER and /CER framework would still be available
to non-Annex | Parties that do not want to take on such a responsibility.

As we have suggested in the section on Emissions from Harvesting (Harvested Wood Products),
we consider that the Emissions to Atmosphere approach could be applied to A/R activities in the
CDM. This should also improve the incentives for the establishment of such projects and
sustainable, high value timber production from them.

Agriculture Soil Carbon in the Clean Development Mechanism

57.

58.

59.

New Zealand considers that we should consider the inclusion of agriculture soil carbon as an
eligible activity under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM).

We recognise that methodologies will need to be developed at the project level to ensure
verified removals/emissions of soil carbon (and other agriculture GHGs) below baselines,
additionality will need to be demonstrated, and as with A/R in the CDM non-permanence will
need to be addressed appropriately.

New Zealand considers that the same approach suggested to address non-permanence in CDM
A/R activities could be applied to CDM soil carbon activities; that is through the issuance of /CERs
or tCERs or by non-Annex | Party voluntarily taking on responsibility for any reversal.
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PAPER NO. 10: RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Poccuiickas @egepanus

B3TJISIJIBI M PEUVIOKEHUS O NMPUMEHEHHUIO B XOJE BTOPOT O
NMEPUOJA JEWCTBUSA OBSA3ATEJIBCTB KHOTCKOTO ITPOTOKOJIA
ONPEJEJEHMWI, YCJIOBUI, TPABUJ M PYKOBOISIIUX NPUHIUIOB,
CBSI3AHHBIX C JEATEJBHOCTBIO B OBJACTH 3EMJIETIOJIB3OBAHMS,
W3MEHEHU B 3EMJENOJB30BAHUM U JIECHOTO XO3SIlICTBA

Beenenne

Ilo wmuenwmro Poccwmiickoit ®Deneparun, 3pQexkTHBHOE BHITIOTHEHHE OyAyIHUX 00s3aTeIbCTB TIO0
Kuorckomy mpotokony (KII) moxer ObITh HOCTUTHYTO JHMIIb IPU TaKOM COIJIALIEHUH, KOTOPOE
o0ecrieynBaeT MOJHOIPABHOE yYacTHE BCEX 3KOHOMHYECKHX CEKTOPOB, BKIIOYAs 3€MJICTIOJIb30BAHME,
W3MEHEHUS B 3€MJICTIONB30BAHUM U JIECHOE XO035icTBO. Poccusi roToBa y4acTBOBaTh B BBIPAOOTKE TaKHX
COIVIAIIEHUH M MPEACTABISIET CBOM B3IVISAbI M NPEAJIOKEHNS 110 IPUMEHEHUIO B XOZIe BTOPOTO Nepuoaa
neiicteust oos3arenscTB Kl onpenenenuii, ycnoBwid, MpaBuiI U PyKOBOISIINX MPHUHITATIOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C
JESITEIbHOCTBIO B 00JIaCTH 3€MJICIIONBb30BAHMSI, N3MEHEHUI B 3€MJICHIONB30BAaHUM U JIECHOTO XO03siicTBa
(BU3JIX). Hactosmee odunuanbHOE TPEACTABIEHHE TOATOTOBIEHO C YYE€TOM pPeKOMEHAanui
CrenmanpHOl paboueil rpynmbl MO JMaTbHEUITNM o0s3aTenbeTBaM st CTOpOH, BKJIFOUYEHHBIX B
[Tpunoxenwue I, cormacao Knorckomy IIporokomy (CPI'-KII) Ha 2009 roa, mpunsaroii Ha lllecroit ceccun
(FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.19).

Poccmiickass ®@egeparus cuyWTaeT NPUHIMIHAAIGHO BAXKHBIM  OTKa3aThCsl OT  JIFOOBIX
MCKYCCTBEHHBIX OTpaHMYEHUH (TIpeeNbHBIX MMOKa3aTeNel Wil MOHMKAIINX KO3 PHUIMEHTOB) Ha 3a9eT
NOIJIOIICHNS] IApPHUKOBBIX TIa30B B pe3yjibraTe neATenbHocTw B obnactu 3U3JIX B TeueHue
MocNeAyIoNX nepuoaoB neiicteust oos3atenbeTB KII. [lo Hamemy MHEHHIO, HCKITIOUEHUE KaKUX-THOO
MCKYCCTBEHHBIX OTpPaHWYEHHI Ha 3a4eT AesrenbHocTH B obmactu 3U3JIX cormacyercs ¢ MpWHIUIIOM
o0mieit, Ho auddepeHInpOBaHHOW, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, mpoBo3rinameHHsiM B Cratbe 4 PKUK OOH, n
IPEACTaBISIET CTPaHaM HEOOXOIUMYIO TMOKOCTh NMPH Pa3pabOTKE HALMOHAIBHBIX MOJUTHKH U Mep AT
JYYILIEero BbIMOJIHEHUs o00s3aTenbcTB o Kuorckomy mportokosry. Kpome Toro, cuumraem, 4to cucrema
TpeJICTaBIeHnsT oT4eTHOCTH Mo cektopy 3M3JIX moporocrosmiasi, HOCHT TPOMO3IKHN XapakTep W
TsDKeJIo mpoBepsiemMa. Cuuraem, 4To €€ He0OX0AUMO YIIPOCTUTH U, B HACTOSIILIEM JOKYMEHTE, IIpeyiaraeM
IIyTH €€ yIPOILECHHUS.

Oco0eHHOCTH 3eMJ1eN0JIb30BAHMA M JIECHOT0 XO03s1iicTBa, MMeMIHe OTHOUIeHHEe K BbINOJTHEHUIO

Poccuiickoii ®enepanueii odsi3aTebeTB N0 Knuorckomy nporokosry

B Poccuiickoit ®enepaunu cocpenoroueHo 22% necos mupa u 6omnee 50% OopeasbHbIX jecoB. Jlecamu

cTpaHbl HaKorwieHo 11% ri06anbHBIX 3aaCOB YIJIEpOia B PACTUTEIILHOCTH U BEPXHEM (10 TIIyOuHBI 1 M)

cioe nous. Jlecuctocts Poccuu cocraBisier 45%, a B BO3pacTHON CTPYKType NpeoliagaroT crejble U

nepectoiiabie seca (okono 57%). O00OpoT KOMMepHecKHX pPyOOK IO OCHOBHBIM JIECOOOPA3yHOLIUM

nmoponaM ctpanbl coctaBisier 60-100 netr. B cexrope 3U3JIX u cBsI3aHHBIX C HUM APYTHUX CEKTOpax
9KOHOMHMKHM 3aHATO OKojo 11% Tpynsiierocss HaceleHus CTpaHbl. M3MeHeHHE 3eMIIENONb30BaHUS —

HENpPEepBIBHBIN Tporiecc, OOYCIIOBICHHBI JKOHOMHYECKHM pa3BUTHEM CTpaHbl. HarmoHambHBIN

IPUOPUTET CTpaHbl — COATaHCHUPOBAHHOE II0JIB30BAHUE JIECHBIM (POHIOM Ha OCHOBE YCTOWYHMBOTO

yIpaBlieHHUs JiecaMd — O0ECIICUMBAEeT HE TOJIBKO COXPAaHEHHE CYILECTBYIOIIUX PE3EPBYapOB YIIEPOa,

HO M MX HapallMBaHHE. YYacTHE B MEXKIYHapOIHBIX COIVIAIICHUSIX CTUMYJUPYET IESTEeIbHOCTH B

3eMJICTIONIb30BAHNY, JIECHOM XO3SIMCTBE U CBSI3aHHBIX C HUMH OTPACIISIX U CIIOCOOCTBYIOT MOAICPIKAHUIO

3aasTocTh. JlesrensHOocTh B oOmactu 3U3JIX B Poccuu nmeer crienyromine 0cOOEHHOCTH:

e  VYcroliuMBOE YNpaBiCHHE JIeCaMHM CTpPaHbl MMEET BaXHOE IVIOOAJIbHOE 3HAu€HHe, TaK Kak
[IPEJOTBPALIAET HEKOHTPOJIMPYEMBbIE BHIOPOCHI MApHUKOBBIX Ta30B B aTMocdepy U oOecrieurBaeT
COXpaHEHUE CYILECTBYIOIIUX PE3epBYapoB yriiepoaa. YCTOWYMBOE JIECOYNPABICHHUE TaKXKe
o0ecrieynBaeT COXpaHEHHE OOpeanbHBIX JIECOB, BBIIONHAIOUIMX KINMAT-CTAOMIM3UPYIOLUINEe U
MPUPOAOOXPaHHbIE (DYHKINY;
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e JlecopasBeneHHe OTPAHUYMBACTCA JIOCTYITHOCTBIO TEPPUTOPHH, UYTO OOYCIOBICHO BBICOKUM
YPOBHEM JIECHCTOCTH B CTPaHE M HU3KOH IUIOTHOCTHIO HACENICHNS B OTACIBHBIX PETHOHAX;

e [lognep:kaHue AENOHUPYIOIUX (YHKIMH JIECOB B JOJTOCPOYHON ITEPCHEKTUBE TPEOYET YBEIHUCHUS
JIECO3aroTOBOK B CBSI3H C IPE00IaJaHNeM CIEIBIX U IEPECTOMHBIX JECOB B COCTaBE JIECHOTO (OH/A,
KOTOpBIEe CHIKAIT abcopbuuto CO, 3 atMochepsr;

e  [IponOKUTENFHOCTh IHKJIA BBIPAIIMBAHUS M 3arOTOBKH JIPEBECHHBI HAMHOTO IIPEBBIIIAET
JUTUTEIILHOCTB TIEPHO/Ia BEIITOJTHEHHS 00S3aTeNbCTB.

Barasiapl u npesioxkeHusi o o6muM pykoBoasiuM npuHuunam Crarsu 3 Knorckoro nporoxoJia
NMPUMEHUTENbHO K cekTopy 3U3JIX

Poccmiickass ®@epepamus cyWTaeT MNPUHIMIHAAIGHO BAXKHBIM  OTKa3aThCsl OT  JIFOOBIX
MCKYCCTBEHHBIX OTpaHMYEHUH (TpefeNbHBIX MOKa3aTeNel Wil MOHMKAIINX KO3 PUIEHTOR) Ha 3a9eT
HOIJIOIICHNS IAPHUKOBBIX TIa30B B pe3yjibrare nesATenbHocTH B obmactu 3U3JIX B TeueHue
MoCIeAyIoNIX nepuoaoB neiicteust oos3atenbetB KII. [lo Hamemy MHEHHO, HCKITFOUEHUE KaKUX-THOO
MCKYCCTBEHHBIX OTPaHWYEHHMI Ha 3a4eT AestenbHocTH B obmactu 3U3JIX cormacyercs ¢ mpUHIUIIOM
o0mieit, Ho auddepeHInpOBaHHON|, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, mpoBo3rnamenHbiM B Cratee 4 PKUK OOH, n
NPEACTaBISIET CTPaHaM HEOOXOIMMYIO TMOKOCTb NPH Pa3pabOTKe HALMOHAIBHBIX MOJUTHKH U Mep AT
Jy4ILIEero BBINOJHEHUs 00s3areibeTB Mo KuoTckomy mporokoiy. CHSATHE MCKYCCTBEHHBIX OaphepoB U
orpaHnuYeHn cooTBeTcTBYyeT mojoxkeHUsM Crateu 2 KII u mpencraBnsercs 0COOEHHO Ba)KHBIM IS
CTUMYJIMPOBAHHUA yCTOMUMBOTO pasButusi cektopa 3U3JIX w CBA3aHHBIX C HUM JAPYTUX CEKTOPOB
sxoHoMuKkH CtopoH [Ipunoxenns B.

Kak mokazan texnmuecknii amanmu3 Cekperapmata PKUK, umcras abGcopbums mnecamu He
npeBblaeT 7% COBOKYIHBIX BBIOpOCOB mapHUKOBBIX Ta3oB Cropon llpmnoxenus I xk PKHUK OOH
(FCCC/TP/2008/2). Ecnu paccmarpuBats Ctoponsl [lpumoxenuss B, parudunmpoBaBmme Kuorckuit
IIporoxon, cooTHOmIeHHE Mexmy adcopbumeld W BeIOpocamu Oyzaer emie MeHbIne. Takum oOpa3om,
abcopOImoHHbI A((EKT OT XO3SMCTBEHHOW IesATeNbHOCTH TONbKOo B cektope 3U3JIX sBisercs
HEJOCTaTOYHBIM JUIS BBINIOJHEHHS 00s3aTeNbcTB M0 KuoTckoMy mpoTokony maxke 0e3 NMpUMEHEHUS
HCKYCCTBEHHBIX OI'pPaHUYEHHH.

Poccmiickass ®Depeparust mpemaraeT OTKa3aThCs OT (UKCHPOBAHHOTO TPEICTABIICHUS
JESITEIbHOCTH Ha OINpPENEeJICHHOM TEpPPUTOPUH B TEYEHHE IMOCIENYyIOUNX IepHOAOB JeicTBUS
00s3aTensCcTB, Kak 370 ykaspiBaercss B Pemenusx KC/CC 15/CMP.1 u 16/CMP.1. B cooTtBeTcTBHH C
Pemenusimu 15/CMP.1 u 16/CMP.1 teppuropusi, moaBep KeHHas, HallpuMep, 00e3JeCeHHI0, JOJDKHA
CUMTATHCSl TAKOBOM JJa)kKe B TOM Cllydyae, €ClIi Ha Hel uyepe3 HEKOTOpOe BpeMsl CHOBa OyZeT MOCaXKeH JIecC.
YuuteBass 00s3aTeNbHBIN XapakTep IMpeacTaBieHns wHbopManmuu 1o obesnecennto, CTOPOHBI
[Ipunoxenuss B MOryT CTOJNKHYTBCS ¢ HECOOTBETCTBHEM TpPEOOBAaHMH IPEACTaBIECHHsSI OTYETHOCTH C
(hakTrueckoit nesarenpbHOCTHIO B cexTope 3U3JIX. [1o maerno Poccuiickoit denepannu, mpeacTaBieHue
MH()OPMAIIK JOJKHO COOTBETCTBOBATh (DAKTUUECKOM AEATEIIbHOCTH, MUMEBILEH MECTO 3a OTUETHBIN TOJI.

Kpome Toro, cumraem, uTo cucTemMa INpeacTaBieHHs HHGQoOpManmMu O Treorpaduveckoil
UAECHTU(UKALNYI 3eMellb, HA KOTOPOI OCYIECTBISIOTCS ONPECICHHbBIE BUbI IESTEIbHOCTH 110 CEKTOPY
3U3JIX moporocrosimias, HOCHT TPOMO3JIKHH XapakTep H TSKEIO TIpOBepseMa, ITOCKONBbKY He
COOTBETCTBYET €KErOAHbIM (PAKTUUECKUM H3MEHEHHUSM B 3€MJICHOJIb30BAHUM U JIECHOM XO3SIHCTBE IO
BBIIIE yKa3aHHbIM mpuunHaMm. Poccuiickass @epepauusi mnpeiaraeT IMEPECMOTPETh IOJIOKEHUS
cootBeTcTBytomux pemennii KC/CC (15/CMP.1, 16/CMP.1, 18/CMP.1, 19/CMP.1, 20/CMP.1 u
22/CMP.1), conepxamiye TpeOOBaHUS K TMPEICTABICHHUI0O W PACCMOTPEHUIO WHGOpPMAIMH O
reorpaguueckod  MACHTU(HUKALMKU 3€MElb, Ha KOTOPHIX OCYIIECTBIJISIIOTCS OTHENbHBIC  BHIBI
JesTenbHOCTU. JIs MOBBILIEHHST HPO3PAaYHOCTH W JOCTOBEPHOCTH MH(pOpMaunuu, HIpeAcTaBiIseMOn
Croponamu Ilpmnoxxenus B, mpeanmaraem paszpaGoraTb KpUTEpUH W WHAWKATOPBI, HOATBEP)KIAIOLINE
HAJIMYME WM BBIIOJHEHUWE BKIIIOYCHHBIX B OTYETHl BHJOB JEATENIBHOCTH. Takue KpUTEPUH MU
MHJIMKATOPbl MOTYT BKJIIOYAaTh HAI[MOHAJIbHBIE aJAMUHHCTPATUBHO-3aKOHOJATEIbHbIE, OPraHU3alMOHHO-
XO3HCTBEHHBIE, PMHAHCOBBIE MU (PUCKAJIbHBIE I0KA3aTEIN, KOTOPBIE IOATBEPIAT (DAKT OCYLIECTBICHUS
OTIpeIeTIeHHBIX BUIOB aHTPOITOTEHHOU AesTeTbHOCTH B cexTope 3U3JIX.
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Poccuiickas deneparyst npOTUB NPUMEHEHHS IPUHLIUIIOB TEPPUTOPUAIEHOTO yUeTa 3eMejb IPH
otuete o BbimonHeHNH 00s3arenscTB Mo PKMK OOH u KII. HMcnons3oBanne TeppUTOPHAIEHOTO ydeTa
3emens TpoTrBopednT ocHOBHBIM monoxeHmsM PKMK OOH u KII, koTopsie cTaBsAT meidh COKPATHTh
BBIOPOCH! NAPHUKOBBIX I'a30B UCKJIIOUUTENBHO B pe3yJIbTaTe aHTPONOreHHON nesirenbHocTd (Crarbu 1, 2
u 4 PKUK OOH wu Crareu 3, 7 u 10 KII). Cuuraem, 9to mepexoq K TEPPUTOPHAILHOMY y4YETy HE
o0ecreynT HaJle)KHOro OTHENICHHUS aHTPOIIOTEHHOM AEATEIbHOCTH OT MPUPOAHBIX MPOLECCOB B 001aCTH
3U3JIX.

[Ipu3HaBas Ba)XHOCTH TPEJICTABICHUS TMOJHOW, MPO3PAvYHON ¥ TpoBepseMoi mH(popmanuu 00
WUCTOYHHWKAX W TIOTJIOTHTENSX MapHHUKOBBIX Ta3oB 1mo cekropy 3U3JIX, cumrtaem, uto PykoBomsmiue
npunaiunsl PKUK OOH (FCCC/SBSTA/2006/9) u PykoBoacteo MI'OUK 1o 3¢ dexTuBHON MpaKkTHKE B
obmactu 3U3JIX (IPCC LULUCF GPG, 2003) comepxar mocTaTOYHBIE PEKOMEHIAINH, BBHIIOJHEHUE
KOTOPBIX 00€CHEeUUT PENpe3eHTATUBHOCTh M MOJHOTY IpencrasisieMblx Croponamu llpunoxxenus B k
KII undopmanmu u naHHBIX, a TaKXKe JAOKA3aTEIbCTBO TOTO, YTO BBIIIOJIHEHHbBIE OLIEHKU HE SBISIOTCS
3aBBILEHHBIMM WM 3aHIDKEHHBIMM W 4YTO HET [BOWHOIO Yyd4eTa WM IEPEeKphIBaHUS KaTeropui
WCTOYHUKOB WM morjoruteneid. COOTBETCTBEHHO NpeAcTaBieHHEe MH(OpMAalKMU U OLEHOK BBIOPOCOB
MAPHUKOBBIX Ta30B B cooTBeTcTBUH ¢ pekomeHnanusmMu PKIIK OOH n MI'OUK obecnieunt Tpedyemblit
YPOBEHB TOJIHOTHI U IPO3PAYHOCTH 0€3 HCII0Ib30BaHUS TEPPUTOPUAIBHOIO YUETa 3eMETIb.

B3rasiabpl M npeaJioxkeHus 0 NPUMEHEHUIO oNpeae eHn

IIo muenuto Poccuiickoit @enepaunu, Ha BTOpod U mocienywooimue nepuonsl nevicteus KII cnenyer
coxpanuth npuBeneHabie B [Ipmnoxennn x Pemenuto KC/CC 16/CMP.1 onpeneneHust neca U BUIOB
JESITEeIbHOCTH B O0JIACTH 3€MJICIIOIB30BAaHMS U JIECHOTO X03siicTBa. LlenecooOpa3Ho Bo3mepkaTbes U OT
W3MEHEHWI WM JOTOJHEHHWU ompeneneHni, coaepxkammuxca B Pemennn 16/CMP.1. Ux coxpaneHue
o0ecreynT COrJIaCOBaHHOCTh BPEMEHHBIX pPsiioB B HalmoHanmbHBIX KagacTpax MAapHUKOBBIX I'a30B U
MO3BOJIUT W30€KaTh AOIOJHUTENbHBIX (PMHAHCOBBIX W HHBIX PACXO/O0B, CBSI3aHHBIX C H3MEHEHHUEM
HarmonanbHBIX cHCTEM U ITEpepacdeToM BEIOPOCOB U aOCOPOINH MaPHUKOBHIX T'a30B.

Cuutaem, 9TO TepedeHb BHJIOB aHTPONOTeHHON nestenbHOCTH B obmactu 3U3JIX He crenyer
orpannuuBaTh. Ha BTOpOH mepuop aeiictBust o6s3aTenscTB KII ero MOXKHO pacmuputh, YTOOBI JTydIle
y4ecTh pa3HoOOpa3ue HampaBleHWH XO03fHCTBeHHOH aesrenbHocTH Cropon Ilpmmoxkenus B, xoropas
MOJKET COTIPOBOXKAATHCA BHIOpOCAMU MM abcopOIHel MapHUKOBBIX Ta30B U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, CIIOCOOHA
BO3JIEICTBOBATh Ha KJIMMAaT. B ciy4ae [ONOTHEHHWS MAEWCTBYIOIIETO TIepedyHs HeoOXOAMMO
YIIOCTOBEPHUTHCS, YTO HOBBIE BUABI XO35HCTBEHHOMN AEATEIIEHOCTH HE MOBTOPSAIOT U HE IEPEKPHIBAIOTCS C
YK€ CYILECTBYIOIINMH HAIPABICHUSIMH aHTPOIIOTEHHOM AEATEIILHOCTH.

B3rasaabsl M npemsioxkeHHsl MO NPHUMEHEHMIO YCJOBMIE M npaBuil oTHocuTeabHO Cratbu 3
Kuorckoro nporokoJia

Poccuiickas ®enepanusi cumraer, YTO HA BTOPOM M MOCIAEAYIOIIWE NEPHOABl ACUCTBUS
obszarenscTBe KII HEOOXOAMMO COXpaHUTH AOOPOBONBHBIA IMOPAIOK BHIOOpa BUIOB aHTPOIOTEHHON
nesitensHocT B obmactu 3U3JIX. CoxpaHeHne mOOpOBOIBHOTO TOPAIKAa BBIOOpA ESTENHHOCTH
00ecreynT COryIacOBaHHOCTh B IPEACTaBICHUH MH(POPMAIMKY B HALIMOHAIBHBIX KaJacTpax MapHUKOBBIX
ra3oB. Takoe pelieHue MO3BOJMUT M30€KaTh NOMOJHHUTENBHBIX M, 4aCTO HEONPABIAHHBIX, PACXOAOB B
CBSI3U CO COOpPOM, PacyeToM M MpeAcTaBIeHUEM MHGOPMALMHN O HAIPABIECHUIX JNESTEIbHOCTH B CEKTOPE
3U13JIX, KoTOphIe HE OKAa3BIBAIOT BO3ACUCTBHUS HA SMUCCHIO WM aOCOPOIHIO MAPHUKOBBIX Ta30B WA HX
BKJIaJl B COBOKYIIHYIO HAlMOHAJIBbHYIO 3MHCCHUI0 MHHHMMAJIEH INPH BBICOKUX (PMHAHCOBBIX M HHBIX
3arparax Ha PeICTaBICHUE OTYETHOCTH.

Heo0xonumMo OTMETHUTH BBICOKHME HEONPENENIEHHOCTh W PUCKM OT HCIIOJIb30BAHUS MOTEHIMAIa
cexropa 3U3JIX ans BeimonHeHHs 00s3aTenbeTB M0 KnotckoMy npoTokory. A6copOruonHsii d3hdexT B
pe3ysbTaTe aHTPOIOTEHHOM e TEIbHOCTH B 00JIACTH 3€MJIETIONB30BAHUS MOXKET ObITh HUBEIUPOBAH WIN
BOOOINIE TMOTEPSH B pe3yNbTaTe HETATUBHBIX BO3JAEHCTBHI IMOKapoB, BpemuTened W Oole3HEH,
HEOMArONPHUATHBIX METEOPOIOTHYECKUX U JIPYTHX (PAaKTOPOB, HaCTOTA KOTOPHIX, 0 naHHbiM MI'DUK, B
NOCJIEHUE TOMBbl 3HAYMUTENLHO Bo3pocia. Ilo HameMy MHEHUIO, CleqyeT COXPaHHUTh AEHCTBYIOLIYIO
CHCTEMY OIICHKH BHIOPOCOB W abcopOuny MapHHUKOBBIX razoB B cekrope 3U3JIX, korma BBIOpOCH U
TIOTJIONIEHUS OT aHTPOTIOTEHHON NEATENBHOCTH MO OOJECEHHIO, JECOBO300OHOBIEHUIO, 00E3IECeHNI0 U
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JIECOYTIPABICHUIO PACCUUTHIBAIOTCS M 3aYMTBHIBAIOTCS TOJIBKO MO (PAaKTHYECKOMY COCTOSIHUIO Ha TIEPHOJ
BBITIOJTHEHNST 00S3aTEILCTB M HE CONOCTABIIIOTCS ¢ MOKa3aTelsMu 0a3zoBoro roxa. Mcmonp3oBaHue BO
BTOPOM H TMOCIEAYIONMX neproaax oobs3atensctB no KII geficTByommx NPHHIMIIOB OIEHKH U
MIpeJICTaBIeHNsT WHpOpMAIK O BBIOpocax W abCOpOIUHM MAapHUKOBBIX Ta30B ITO3BOJIUT COXPaHUTh
COTJIaCOBAaHHOCTH MPE/ICTABICHHBIX JaHHBIX M BPEMEHHBIX psAnoB. Kpome Toro, Takoi moAXox MO3BOIUAT
CHU3UTH HEOIPEIEIEHHOCTH M PHUCKH, CBSI3aHHBIC C BO3JCHCTBHEM HETaTHBHBIX (PAKTOPOB (ITIOKapHl,
BPEANTENH U OOJIE3HH, KIMMAaTHIECKHE U METEOPOJIOTHYECKUE BO3/ICHCTBISA).

B3rasiapl U mpeaioskeHUs MO NMPUMEHEHUIO YCJI0BMi M mpaBuia oTHocuteabHo Crarteid 3, 6 u 12
Kuorckoro nporokoJia

Poccuiickas @enepanust BEICTYHaeT 32 OAMHAKOBOE OTHOLIEHHE K €JUHUIAM a0COpOLMH B pe3yibTare
XO3SICTBEHHOU AestenbHOCTH B cekrtope 3U3JIX wm eamHMIIaM COKpalmieHus: BHIOPOCOB MapHUKOBBIX
ra3oB B JPYIHX CEKTOpax HAlMOHAIBHBIX 3KOHOMHK. l3MeHeHHe BO3pacTHOH CTPYKTYphI JIECOB,
HEOOXOIUMOCTh HSKOHOMMYECKOI'O HCIHOJb30BAaHUS JIECHBIX PECYpCOB M 3aJadd COXPaHEHUs U
MOJACP)KaHUsT  OMOJIOTHYECKOr0  pasHooOpasus, KIMMAaT-CTaOMIM3UPYIOIIMX, HPUPOAOOXPAHHBIX,
PEKpEalMOHHbIX U APYruX (YHKLUI JIECOB U APYrMX OOBEKTOB 3€MJICHOJIB30BAHUS B JOJTOCPOYHON
MIEPCHEKTUBE IOBBIIAIOT YKOHOMUYECKHE 3aTpaThl Ha OOECIeYeHHE YCTOMYMBOIO Pa3BUTHSA CEKTOpa
3U3JIX.

Takum oOpa3om, 3aTpaThl Ha (QYHKIFOHAIBHOE OOecliedeHne JesTeNbHOCTH B 00NacTH
3€MJICTIONB30BAHUS U JIECHOI'O XO3SIICTBAa CTAHOBATCSI COIMIOCTABUMBIMH C 3aTpaTaMi B APYIHX CEKTOpax
HallMOHAJbHOM HKOHOMHKH, a B PsiZie CIy4aeB [akKe NPEBBIIIAIOT MX. YUYUTHIBAs BBILIIECKA3aHHOE, MBI
mpeJIaraeM NpUPaBHATH CTAaTYC M CPOK JEWCTBUS €AMHUIL OTIIOMICHNUS, TIOTY4YeHHBIX B cekTope 3U3JIX,
K CTaTycy M CpOKy JeHCTBHS E€IMHMII COKpAIIEHUS BBIOPOCOB, IMOJYYEHHBIX B JPYTHMX CEKTOpax
sxoHOMUK CropoH [Ipunoxxenus B He3aBuCcHMO OT rosia X MoaydyeHusl.
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[Translation as provided]
Informal translation

Russian Federation

THE VIEWS AND PROPOSALS ON THE APPLICATION OF THE DEFINITIONS,
MODALITIES, RULES AND GUIDELINES FOR THE TREATMENT OF LAND
USE, LAND-USE CHANGE AND FORESTRY IN THE SECOND COMMITMENT

PERIOD OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL

Background

Russian Federation believes that the efficient implementation of future commitments under the Kyoto
Protocol (KP) will be made possible only in case of the agreement, which ensures fully legitimate
involvement of all sectors of the national economy including the land use, land-use change and forestry
(LULUCEF). Russian Federation is prepared to participate in elaboration of such agreement and herewith
submits its views and proposals on the application of definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for the
treatment of LULUCEF in the second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol. This official submission
is prepared in accordance with Work Programme for 2009 of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further
Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP), which was agreed at its Sixth
session (FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.19).

For subsequent and contiguous commitment periods of the Kyoto Protocol, Russian Federation objects
any artificial restrictions (caps, discount factors etc.), which may be applied for accounting for removals
in the LULUCEF sector. It is the principal position of the Russian Federation, which is important to point
out. In the view of the Russian Federation, the rejection of any artificial limits for accounting for the
LULLUCEF activities corresponds to the principle of common but differential responsibility declared by
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Article 4 and provides Parties
with flexibility needed for elaboration domestic policies and measures for better implementation their
commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. Furthermore, Russian Federation believes that reporting
requirements for provision the LULUCF information are expensive, bulky and difficult to review. In a
view of the Russian Federation, the reporting requirements should be simplified. The present submission
provides the proposals on simplification the reporting requirements.

Specific features of land use, land-use change and forestry in the Russian Federation relevant to
implementation of the national commitments under the Kyoto Protocol

In the Russian Federation, 22 per cent of world forests and more than 50 per cent of boreal forests are
located. Almost 11 per cent of global carbon reserves are in the forest vegetation and upper soil layer of
I-meter depth. Forest land is almost 45 per cent of the country territory. Mature and over-mature stands
comprise about 57 per cent of the national growing stock. Cutting interval for the major commercial
woody species varies from 60 to 100 years. The employment in forest and related sectors comprises
almost 11 per cent of the employable population of Russia. The land-use change is a continuous process
governed by economic development of the country. The national priority is sustained forest use, which is
based on sustainable forest management. It ensures conservation of existing carbon stocks and their
enhancement. Participation in international agreements provides incentives for operational development
and maintains employment in the LULUCF and relevant sectors of national economy. The following
features are characteristic for LULUCF sector of Russian Federation:
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= Sustainable forest management in Russia is of a global significance. It prevents from uncontrolled
greenhouse gas emissions to the atmosphere and ensures conservation of existing carbon stocks. It
also maintains important climate stabilizing and environmental services performed by the boreal
forests;

= Afforestation and reforestation activities are limited by the area availability owing to high percentage
of existent forest land within the country and low population density in some regions of the country;

= The predominance of mature and over-mature forests hampers CO, absorption from the atmosphere.
Intensive commercial harvest operations are required to retain carbon absorption capacities of forests
in the long term;

= The duration of harvest regeneration cycle in Russian forests is significantly longer than the
commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol;

The views and proposals on general guidelines for the treatment of LULUCF sector under the
provisions of Article 3 of the Kyoto Protocol

For subsequent and contiguous commitment periods of the Kyoto Protocol, Russian Federation objects
any artificial restrictions (caps, discount factors etc.), which may be applied for accounting for removals
in the LULUCEF sector. It is the principal position of the Russian Federation, which is important to point
out. In the view of the Russian Federation, the rejection of any artificial limits for accounting for the
LULLUCEF activities corresponds to the principle of common but differentiated responsibility declared
by the UNFCCC Article 4 and provides Parties with flexibility needed for elaboration domestic policies
and measures for better implementation of their commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. The elimination
of artificial barriers and limits is in line with provisions of the KP Article 2 and is highly important as an
incentive for sustained development of the LULUCF and other related economy sectors of the Annex B
Parties.

The Technical paper prepared by the UNFCCC Secretariat demonstrates that net removals in the
UNFCCC Annex I Parties do not exceed 7 per cent of their cumulative greenhouse gas emissions without
LULUCF (FCCC/TP/2008/2). The ratio between net removals and cumulative emissions will be even
less, if the UNFCCC Annex I Parties, which are also the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol are considered.
Thus, even without the artificial restrictions, the removals from human activities in the LULUCEF sector
are not enough to meet the Kyoto Protocol targets.

For subsequent and contiguous commitment periods of the Kyoto Protocol, Russian Federation proposes
to deny the requirement on constant reporting on specific type of human activity attached to particular
land, as specified in the decisions 15/CMP.1 and 16/CMP.1. For example, in accordance with the
decisions 15/CMP.1 and 16/CMP.1, the land subject to deforestation should be treated as deforested
throughout subsequent and contiguous commitment periods of the Kyoto Protocol even despite the
succeeding establishment of forest on it in a due time. Given the mandatory requirement for provision the
information on deforestation, Annex B Parties may face a mismatch between the reporting requirements
and actual activities in the LULUCF sector. In a view of the Russian Federation, the annual reporting
should comply with actual activity, which took place in the reported year.

Furthermore, Russian Federation believes that reporting requirements for provision the information on
geographical identification of lands subject to specific LULUCF activities are expensive, bulky and
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difficult to review, because they may not match with annual changes in land use and forestry due to
abovementioned reasons. Russian Federation proposes to revise provisions of appropriate decisions
15/CMP.1, 16/CMP.1, 18/CMP.1, 19/CMP.1, 20/CMP.1 and 22/CMP.1, which contain requirements on
reporting and review the information on geographical identification of land. To enhance transparency and
reliability of information provided by Annex B Parties, Russian Federation proposes to elaborate criteria
and indicators, which affirm occurrence and implementation of specific types of activities in the annual
reports. These could be national executive, legislative, economic, institutional, financial and fiscal
indices, which could prove the implementation of specific types of human activities in the LULUCF
sector.

Russian Federation is against the use of land-based accounting for reporting on the implementation of the
UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol. The use of land-based accounting is in conflict with the basic
provisions of the UNFCCC and KP, which aim at reducing greenhouse gas emissions solely from
anthropogenic activities (i.e. they use activity-based approach). It is indicated in the UNFCCC Articles 1,
2 and 4 and the KP Articles 3, 7 and 10. Russian Federation believes that the application of land-based
accounting will not allow for reliable distinction between the human activities and natural processes in
the LULUCEF sector.

Russian Federation recognizes importance of provision complete, transparent and verifiable information
on sources and removals of the greenhouse gases for the LULUCF sector. We consider that the UNFCCC
reporting guidelines (FCCC/SBSTA/2006/9) and the IPCC Good Practice Guidance for the LULUCF
(IPCC, 2003) include sufficient guidance, which, being adequately implemented, will ensure the
representation and completeness of information and data reported by the Annex B Parties, as well as the
evidence that the greenhouse gas estimates are neither overestimated nor underestimated and there is no
double counting or overlapping between the categories. Correspondingly, the provision of information
and greenhouse gas estimates in accordance with the UNFCCC and IPCC guidance ensures sufficient
level of completeness and transparency without the use of land-based accounting approach.

The views and proposals on application of the definitions

In the view of the Russian Federation, the definitions of forest and activity types in the LULUCF sector
in the Annex to decision 16/CMP.1 should be retained for the second and contiguous commitment
periods of the KP. It is expedient to avoid any revisions or amendments of the existing definitions. Their
preservation will ensure time series consistency in national greenhouse gas inventories and allows
avoiding the supplementary financial and other costs relevant to revision of national systems and
recalculation of greenhouse gas estimates.

Russian Federation believes that the list of human activities in the LULUCF sector should not be limited.
For the second commitment period, it could be extended for better accounting for diverse anthropogenic
activities undertaken by the Annex B Parties, which could cause greenhouse gas emissions and removals
and consequently, could affect the climate. However, the additions to the list should be cross-checked to
ensure that the new types of human activities neither repeat nor overlap with the existing types.

The views and proposals on application of modalities and rules for the treatment of LULUCF
sector under the provisions of Article 3 of the Kyoto Protocol

Russian Federation believes that in the second and contiguous commitment periods of the Kyoto Protocol
it is necessary to retain the voluntary selection of types of anthropogenic activities in the LULUCF
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sector. The maintaining voluntary selection of the activities ensures consistency in the reporting on
national greenhouse gas inventories. Furthermore, it allows avoiding additional, and frequently
unreasonable, costs relevant to collection, estimation and provision of the information on the LULUCF
activities, which do not affect national emissions and removals otherwise make negligible contribution to
national greenhouse gas profile, despite the significant financial and other costs for information
collection and reporting.

It should be noted that the LULUCEF sector has high risks and therefore, its use to meet the commitments
of the Kyoto Protocol becomes rather uncertain. The effect of removals from human activities within the
sector could be neutralized or even lost due to negative disturbances caused by fires, insects, pathogens,
unfavorable weather conditions etc., which are difficult to predict and control. According to the IPCC,
the frequency of unfavorable events in the LULUCF sector has notably increased recently. In our view,
the existing gross-net approach to account for afforestation, reforestation, deforestation and forest
management activities should be retained for the second and contiguous commitment periods. The
consistent use of the same accounting approach enables to maintain consistency in activity data and time
series. Furthermore, the gross-net accounting approach will reduce the uncertainties and risks associated
with the impact of the negative factors such as fires, insect and pathogenic outbreaks, weather events etc.

The views and proposals on application of modalities and rules as in the Articles 3, 6 and 12 of the
Kyoto Protocol

Russian Federation comes forward for similar treatment of the removable units acquired owing to human
activities in the LULUCF sector and emission reduction units gained in other economic sectors. The
changes in the age structure of forests and the need for sustained commercial use of forest resources
together with the tasks for maintaining and conservation of biological diversity, climate stabilizing,
recreation, environmental and other functions of forests and other objects of land use practices all
together increase the economic costs for sustainable long-term development of the LULUCEF sector.

Thus, the LULUCF operational costs become equivalent to those in the other sectors of national
economy. Sometimes the LULUCF operational costs may be even higher than those required for other
economic sectors. Based on above said, we propose to equalize the status and expiry period of removable
units acquired owing to human activities in the LULUCF sector to those of emission reduction units
gained in other economic sectors of Annex B Parties to the Kyoto Protocol irrelevant to the year, when
they have been obtained.
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PAPER NO. 11: SAUDI ARABIA

SUBMISSION BY SAUDI ARABIA

February 15, 2009

Definition, modalities, rules and guidelines for the treatment of land use, land-use
change and forestry (LULUCEF) in the second commitment period (AWG-KP)

Saudi Arabia welcomes the opportunity to submit its views on Definition, modalities, rules and
guidelines for the treatment of land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) in the second
commitment period (AWG-KP) by 15 February, 2009 as included in the following documents:

1. FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.19, paragraph 8(b)

LULUCEF is a very important and relevant emission source that should be treated in a balanced manner to
emissions from other source and it will contribute greatly to the mitigation potential. Furthermore,
LULUCEF is the sector that has the least spillover effects on developing countries that will be impacted
most from mitigation actions. Therefore, Saudi Arabia calls for as well as supports:

e Utilization of the full mitigation potentials in the sector towards the further Annex I
parties commitments.

e Development of adequate rules and modalities to guide the treatment of LULUCF to
achieve the objective of Sustainable Development.

e An urgent settlement of the GWP issue.
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PAPER NO. 12: SWITZERLAND

Submission on Possible Options for Consideration Relating to Land-Use, Land-use

Change and Forestry

In response to the call for comments at the 6" session of the AWG-KP, in which parties were
invited to submit, by 15 February 2009, their views and proposals for further elaboration of the
options, elements and issues contained in Annex lll to the report of the AWG-KP at its sixth
session’ and Annex IV to the report of the AWG-KP at its resumed fifth session?, including
views on how and which proposals could address cross-cutting issues, for compilation by the
secretariat into a miscellaneous document, Switzerland presents the following views:

Basics

1.

Switzerland has consistently supported and continues to agree with the existing LULUCF
principles as contained in decisions 11/CP.7 and 16/CMP.1, paragraph 1. Any new
definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines will have to reflect these principles, especially as
they ensure the environmental integrity of the Kyoto Protocol and any subsequent
agreements serving the ultimate goal of the UNFCCC. Switzerland also wishes to
emphasize the need to continue the LULUCF regime without any gaps as also foreseen by
decision 11/CP.7 and 16/CMP.1, paragraph 19.

LULUCF accounting should be methodologically developed as close to the UNFCCC GHG
reporting as possible. In this way, overly complex and resource-demanding accounting
methods could be avoided in order not to overburden the Parties with their reporting tasks.

Based on these considerations of a more fundamental nature, Switzerland proposes that
current LULUCF negotiations are best conducted such that they are guided by some views
of a long-term development of the LULUCF or AFOLU sector. This is particularly relevant
for forests and forestry, since their management is typically of a long-term nature.

Third Commitment Period

3.

For the longer term, i.e. the third and subsequent commitment periods, Switzerland favors a
land-based system to LULUCF accounting and reporting that is consistent with the reporting
of GHGs under the Convention. The 2™ CP could then be seen as a transition phase
towards the long-term land-based system and making steps in that direction such as
changing from a gross-net to a net-net accounting for forest management. This could also
help avoid problems of discontinuity and complexity in the reporting of the LULUCF sector.
Switzerland offers to report additionally on a voluntary basis already in the 2" CP according
to the land-based approach, hoping this will facilitate the envisaged transition and to
demonstrate its feasibility. Under the new scheme we propose to use always the previous
commitment period as the base period for the respective next commitment period. The
objective of using the previous base period would be to avoid penalizing countries with a
long-standing tradition of sustainable forest management. We believe such a system would
best promote the sustainable use of forest resources including the sustainable harvesting of
wood products. In this context, we are convinced that the accounting for HWP would
improve the new system even further (see paragraph 7).

Second Commitment Period

4.

For the 2nd CP Switzerland wishes an extension of paragraph 1 of the Annex to 16/CMP.1
and 11 CP.7 by adding a further paragraph

' FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/L.11
2 FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/3, p. 5-6
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(i) “‘wetland management” is the system of practices on wetlands aimed at manipulating the
amount and type of vegetation and soil carbon.

Hereby the same wetland definitions should be applied as already used in the existing GHG
reporting under the Convention.

5. To further promote the comprehensiveness of the next LULUCF regime, Switzerland wishes
that Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol is implemented so as to make any accounting for all
activities as listed in 11 CP.7 and 16/CMP.1 paragraph 1 of the Annex, including any new
activities (see above), compulsory as of the second commitment period. This will also help
to avoid risks of double-accounting and offers the advantage of treating in general Article
3.3 and 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol in a more consistent and similar manner.

Factoring Out and Discount Factors

6. Switzerland recommends a simple and symmetrical solution for factoring out for windfall
effects and natural disturbances, as proposed earlier in our submission contained in
FCCC/SBSTA/2004/MISC.8. According to recent scientific findings the positive effect of
elevated carbon dioxide concentrations and indirect nitrogen deposition may be
quantitatively less significant than assumed in the nineties. However, the age structure
effects appear still to be prominent. On the other hand ongoing climate change increases
the risks of more frequent and more intense forest fires, disturbances from insects such as
bark beetles, and possibly storms. Switzerland believes that this calls for the application of a
discount factor to factor out windfall effects and natural disturbances instead of accounting
by country specific caps or other complicated accounting rules and modalities (cf.
16/CMP.1, paragraphs 10 to 12 and paragraph 4). To keep credits from removals and
debits from disturbance-caused sources balanced, symmetrical discount factors should be
applied to removals by sinks and emissions by sources. The rule to apply this could read as
follows:

A discount rate of [x]% for carbon credits and [x]% for carbon debits shall be applied during
the accounting phase for all carbon credits and carbon debits, which result from activities
under articles 3.3 and 3.4 beginning with the onset of the second and subsequent
commitment period.

Harvested Wood Products HWP

7. Switzerland believes that HWP accounting could help to create incentives beyond a mere
CO, removal mechanism. HWP accounting should be used as an instrument to promote the
sustainable management of forests and the “cascaded” use of wood to substitute carbon-
intensive materials and fossil fuels. A Swiss study ® showed that the cascaded use of wood
could have a mitigating effect as large as the removals achievable by sinks in the Swiss
forests. Moreover, in contrast to the finite mitigation capacity of sinks, the effect of
cascaded use of wood is sustainable, i.e. it is infinite and does not saturate. As an option,
accounting for HWPs could begin on a voluntary basis, assuming accounting for forest
management is compulsory, and approach-specific minimal data requirements for use of
wood could be formulated. In order to ensure conservative accounting, Switzerland
suggests that in this case only wood exchanged between countries that all voluntarily
account for HWP be eligible for crediting.

? http://www.bafu.admin.ch/publikationen/publikation/00076/index.html?lang=en



