
Assignment 2   
   
Introduction  
 
Ahead of COP26 in Glasgow this autumn, there has been very limited success in implementing global agreements on addressing the main contributors to climate change, that can be found in treaties such as The Paris Agreement (2015).  This report is an analysis of the failure of these international treaties. This report will include three main concerns that have prevented the implementation of a global agreement on climate change. Lastly, the fact that a global agreement is still necessary will be evaluated.  
   
Over the last few decades, governments have collectively pledged to slow global warming. But despite intensified diplomacy, the world could soon face devastating consequences of climate change (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021).    
  
Through the Kyoto Protocol (2021) and the Paris Agreement (2015), countries agreed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  According to UNFCCC, “Global Emissions are set to be cut by 7.6% every year for the next decade to meet 1.5C Paris target.” This is positive. However, the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere keeps rising, heating the Earth at such an alarming rate.  Scientists warn that if this warming continues unabated, it could bring environmental catastrophe to much of the world, including staggering sea-level rise, record-breaking droughts and floods, and widespread species loss. There are growing concerns from experts, activists, and citizens alike that countries’ commitments under these global accords are not ambitious or urgent enough (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021).   
  
The UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) (1992) was ratified by 197 counties. The landmark accord was the first global treaty to explicitly address climate change. It established an annual forum, known as the Conference of the Parties, also known as COP, for international discussions aimed at stabilizing the concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. It was these meetings which executed the Kyoto Protocol (2021) and the Paris Agreement (2015) (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021).   
  
There is a broad consensus among the scientific community of the dangers of failing to act to reduce global warming. However, some deny that climate change is a problem, including politicians in the US (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021).  When negotiating, teams meet for international climate talks, there is “less scepticism about the science and more disagreement about how to set priorities,” says David Victor, an international relations professor at the University of California, San Diego (Council on Foreign Relations, 2021).   
   
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
Concern/Issue One – Trading of CDM credits under the new SDM mechanism, specially raised by countries, such as Brazil, India, and China  

CDM stands for the Clean Development Mechanism. The CDM allows emission-reduction projects in developing countries to earn certified emission reduction (CER) credits, each equivalent to one tonne of CO2.  These CERs can be traded and sold and used by industrialized countries to meet a part of their emission reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC, 2021).   
 
This mechanism is positive for industrialized countries because of the way it stimulates sustainable development and emission reductions, while giving industrialized countries some flexibility in how they meet their emission reduction limitation targets (UNFCCC, 2021).  

The CDM is the main source of income for the UNFCCC Adaption Fund, which was established to finance adaptation projects and programmes in developing country Parties to the Kyoto Protocol that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change (UNFCCC, 2021).   
 
Since its first implementation, the CDM seems not being able to succeed in the role for which it was created.  This situation has been presented due to the significant effect on investors’ decision-making process derived from issues belonging to technical, institutional authorities and emission trading dimensions (Ieeexplore, 2014). There is little evidence of clear sustainable benefits of CDM. 

Some of the reasons relate to developing countries hosting the CDM projects who have set their own sustainable criteria, but their interest is to attract investment and not to set too high criteria to scare money off. That is why they reject international sustainability assessments.  Also, the DNA authorities provide little or no control and follow up. Unfortunately, as reported by Carbon Market Watch, “Sustainability benefits have no financial value in the current system, as only greenhouse gas benefits result in monetary compensation (through the generation of credits)” (eoi, No Date).   
 
As for their capacity to ensure the inclusion of developing countries in the carbon markets (through CDM projects), there have been quite a few issues.  For instance, related to identifying the right baseline (measure of the CERs) which was often not realistic or inflated to get more credits.  Moreover, the difficult market situation and the lack of demand for CERs from the developing countries have undermined the institutional capacity of the mechanism (eoi, No Date).   
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
Concern / Issue two – Avoiding double counting of emissions by countries that made them and those that bought the offsetting credit; some developing nations were against this  
 
In the four years since the Paris climate agreement was adopted, countries have debated over the fine print of how emissions reduction should be tracked and reported. One critical detail is proving particularly hard to work out – and a weak result would threaten the environmental integrity of the Paris Agreement (The Conversation, No Date).  
 
International carbon trading allows two or more countries to achieve their emission targets more cheaply than doing it unilaterally.  Countries where cutting emissions is relatively cheap do more than is required to meet their targets. They then sell the additional emissions reductions, in the form of credits, to countries that find it harder to achieve their targets (The Conversation, No Date).  
 
Carbon credits could be produced through activity such as replacing fossil fuels with zero-emissions energy, greater energy efficiency and electrification in transport and buildings, new technologies in industry and better practices in agriculture and forestry (The Conversation, No Date).   
 
The cost savings from using carbon markets could make it easier for countries to adopt more ambitious targets – which ultimately will lead to greater emissions reductions (The Conversation, No Date).  
 
However, there is an issue, if trading rules are not watertight then the use of carbon markets could lead to greater emissions, undermining the Paris Agreement.  One fundamental risk is double counting:  this is where a country selling a carbon credit might claim the underlying emissions reduction for itself, while at the same time the country buying the credit also claims the same emissions reduction (The Conversation, No Date).  

The problem with the double counting of emissions, according to the Stockholm Environment Institute (2014) is that: “If emission reductions are double counted, actual global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions could be higher than the sum of what individual countries report.  As a result, countries could appear to meet established mitigation pledges, while total emissions exceed these levels.” This would not be as successful as this could lead to the emissions being higher than the sum of what individual countries report. 
 












Concern / Issue Three – The new market doesn’t allow transfers of emissions reduction across borders without generating additional cuts 
 
Countries need to agree on a way to ensure “overall mitigation” of the market (Climate Home News, 2019).  Unlike the carbon-trading arrangements under Kyoto (2021), Article 6.4, markets are required to ensure an “overall mitigation in global emissions” (OMGE). This means they should ensure a net reduction in emissions, rather than just offsetting CO2 released in one country with savings elsewhere (Carbon Brief, 2018).  While the Paris Agreement (2015) only mentions the goal of OMGE in Article 6.4, there is a strong push by vulnerable countries to make sure it covers trading under Article 6.2, too (Carbon Brief, 2018). 

It is argued that unless this is done, the balance will be tilted in favour of Article 6.2 trading, due to the lack of constrains and regulation, meaning the 6.4 mechanism will be weakened.  
However, for many observers and parties, OMGE is regarded as more than just the passive result of Article 6 in action.  They see it as being achieved only when a fixed share of any Article 6 carbon credits is set aside and not used by any party towards their climate targets. These credits would be cancelled or put aside to the benefit of the world’s atmosphere, rather than for a particular state. However, figuring out how this would work in practice has proven to be a difficult task (Carbon Brief, 2018). 
 
Automatic cancellation has been considered as the one feasible option. If this was implemented, every time a credit was transferred from a host country to another, part of it would be “cancelled”. For example, Carbon Brief (2018) states, “Say, 100 credits were transferred, representing 100 tonnes of CO2e, then the receiving country might only be allowed to count 80 of those credits towards its targets. In doing so, 20Tco2 would not be counted by anyone and, overall, mitigation would be achieved.”  This solution has potential to solve this issue. 
 
 

















Is a global agreement still necessary? 

After discussing some of the concerns/issues of previous agreements, the question ‘Is a global agreement still necessary?’ can be evaluated. There are a few cons to a global agreement, take the Paris Agreement (2015) for example, one of the negatives of the Paris Agreement is the fact it is difficult to enforce (Terrapass, No Date). The Climate Connection (2021) states, “There are no repercussions for countries who fail to meet their targets. Without legal ramifications, some countries see their pledges as meaningless, and, therefore, do not prioritise a reduction in carbon emissions.”

This is an important point because of how difficult it is to measure countries’ performance. Therefore, it is possible that countries to have the belief that there is no point in complying with any agreement because their performance cannot be measured effectively, neither are there any punitive consequences to not meeting pledges.  

However, the goal of the agreements is for a good cause; to reduce global emissions and effectively, save our planet from the impact of climate change.  Therefore, it is important that countries comply with global agreements and do their part to protect our planet. 
 
Another negative of the Paris Agreement is how it impacts some energy-related jobs.  According to Christian (No Date), “The Paris Climate Accord will cost the U.S. economy 6.5 million jobs and $3 trillion in economic growth by 20140.”  Of course, this is a substantial number of jobs and economic growth (Austin American Statesman, No Date). However, the Paris Agreement (2015) is put in place with the goal to limit global warming to well below 2, preferably to 1.5 degrees Celsius (UNFCCC, No Date).  I believe that the purpose of the Paris Agreement; to reduce global emissions, is more important than the risk of losing jobs and economic growth.  
 
This brings us onto the benefits of the Paris Agreement.  According to The Climate Connection (2021), “the Paris Agreement creates a useful framework for all countries to reduce their carbon emissions.  Such a high level of commitment to tackling climate change by so many governments is unprecedented.”  This suggests that a global agreement, specifically the Paris Agreement (2015) is extremely beneficial to humanity in its push to become more sustainable and to slow down climate change. 
 
Another benefactor of the Paris Agreement is the emphasis on developed nations to transition to renewable energy sources. According to The Climate Connection (2021), “Developed countries currently produce 63% of global emissions.  They are also in a far better position to transition to renewable sources of energy.  Poorer countries will need to burn more fossil fuels as they improve their living standards for their citizens. The Agreement recognises this, and it specifies that developed nations take the lead in reducing emissions.”  This approach seems fair because it considers that less developed countries will need to use up more fossil fuels as they improve their standard of living for their citizens.  
 
To conclude, despite the points discussed in this report regarding the issues of implementing global agreements, global agreements are essential to humanity, especially today with global warming becoming such an alarming issue. 
According to Schmidt (2013), “Climate change is starting to wreak damages across the world, showing us vividly that our failure to act has consequences. This damage will only get worse if we fail to do even more to reduce climate pollution.” Schmidt (2013), continues, “Every year of inaction puts us closer to key tipping points on climate change.” This suggests the importance of agreeing and complying to a global agreement is high and is one of the reasons that it is still necessary and will continue to be necessary, to have a global agreement.  
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