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It’s Not Too Late to tackle climate change

The IPCC summary says:

“Mitigation efforts over the next two to three decades will have a large impact on opportunities to achieve lower stabilization levels.”  (paragraph 18)

Table TS2 in the IPCC summary goes further, saying that if global mean temperature increases are to be limited to 2-2.4degrees C above pre-industrial levels, then this will require CO2 emissions to peak before 2015 and to be 50 to 85% lower than 2000 levels by 2050. 

“Delayed emissions reductions lead to investments that lock in more emissions-intensive infrastructure and development pathways” (paragraph 21)

Greenpeace says:

The scientific evidence on climate change is now well established. This latest report shows that it’s is possible to take action, but this action must be taken with great urgency if we are too keep the global mean temperature below 2 degrees C and avoid the worst impacts of climate change. 

World leaders now have all the information they need to tackle climate change, including the science, the impacts on people and planet, and the range of solutions. The only thing missing is the political will of governments to take action, which is something that all governments must demonstrate later this year when they convene in December in Bali to negotiate the next phase of the Kyoto Protocol.

The cost of action versus the cost of inaction

The IPCC summary says:

Table C indicates that the cost of stabilizing Greenhouse Gases in the range of 445 to 535 ppm will have an impact on global GDP of less than 3% between now and 2030, and that the reduction of average annual growth rates would be less than 0.12%. 

In the range of 535 to 590ppm (i.e. equal to an approx. 3 degree long term temperature rise) the reduction of GDP is 0.2 to 2.5%.

The summary report also there is “substantial economic potential… to reduce emissions below current levels” before the 2030’s.

A large fraction of the mitigation measures can be achieved “with net negative costs” (i.e. savings). (paragraph 5)

Greenpeace says:

This cost of action on climate change should be juxtaposed with the cost of inaction, including the costs to global economy, the impacts of climate change on the lives and livelihoods of populations around the world, and the impact on the world’s ecosystems. On the economic costs, Sir Nicholas Stern’s October 2006 ‘Economics of Climate Change’ report stated: “(Business As Usual) climate change will reduce welfare by an amount equivalent to a reduction in consumption per head of between 5 and 20%.”
Clearly, it is more cost effective to act fast to tackle climate change and keep the planet below 2 degrees C.

The price of carbon:

The IPCC summary outlines that the if the target for stabilisation of climate to between 450 and 550ppmv CO2-eq (i.e. approx 2 degrees C), then the price for carbon should be set at up to US$100/tCO2-eq. (paragraph 21)

“An effective carbon-price signal could realize significant mitigation potential in all sectors.”

(paragraph 23)

Greenpeace says:

For years the industrialised world has treated the air above as a dumping ground for carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. The IPCC summary now puts a price on dumping carbon in the atmosphere. In order to limit the amount of greenhouse gas pollution and keep the global mean temperature increase below 2 degrees C the cost to polluters will be US$100/tCO2.

Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy can deliver the solutions to climate change:

While the IPCC Summary does not make specific recommendations to policy makers, it does summarise the range of options that policy makers should consider when tackling climate change. These include energy efficiency, renewable energy, efficient combined heat and power plants, fuel-efficient cars, public transport, energy efficient lighting, improved crop & grazing land management and reducing deforestation. (see Table SPM 1).

Specifically, the IPCC summary says:

“It is often more cost-effective to invest in end-use energy efficiency improvement than in increasing energy supply to satisfy demand for energy services. Efficiency improvement has a positive effect on energy security, local and regional air pollution abatement, and employment.

“Renewable energy generally has a positive effect in energy security, employment and on air quality. Given costs relative to other supply options, renewable electricity, which accounted for 18% of electricity supply in 2005, can have a 30-35% share of the total electricity supply in 2030 as carbon prices up to 50 US$/tCO2-eq.” (paragraph 10)

Greenpeace says:

The work on efficiency is consistent with our report ‘Energy [R]evolution: A sustainable world energy outlook’, which found that it is possible to keep the planet below 2 degrees C by 2050. This can be achieved by cutting demand for energy in half though a range of efficiency measures, by ensuring that half of the energy we do need is generated from renewable sources such as wind and solar power, and that the remaining energy is generated from fossil fuels in a cleaner and much more efficient way, such as through de-centralised combined heat and power plants burning natural gas. The numbers for ‘renewable electricity’ are however lower than in our report, which is unfortunate because for example the global wind industry is currently experiencing 20 to 30% year on year growth, and clearly has the potential to deliver more than the IPCC indicates.

However the IPCC summary also summarises two false solutions that we do not support:

· Nuclear Power. “… nuclear power, which accounted for 16% of the electricity supply in 2005, can have an 18% share of the total electricity supply in 2030 at carbon prices up to 50US$ tCO2-eq., but safety, weapons proliferation and waste remain as constraints.”” (paragraph 10)

Greenpeace says: Nuclear power is unnecessary, as outlined in the Energy [R]evolution Sustainable World Energy Outlook. It is uneconomic, requiring extensive subsidies, and diverts funding from renewable energy sources. It is unsafe for a number of reasons including links to nuclear proliferation, and the fact that the nuclear industry has still not provided a solution for nuclear waste.

· Carbon Capture and Storage: “CCS in underground geological formations is a new technology with the potential to make an important contribution to mitigation by 2030. Technical, economic and regulatory developments will affect the actual contribution.” (paragraph 10)

Greenpeace says: Carbon Capture & Storage is expensive, and diverts funding and attention from renewable energy sources. It is inefficient, creates long-term commitments regarding monitoring and storage. And ultimately, as with nuclear power, CCS is simply unnecessary.

On forests:
The IPCC summary says:

“Forest-related mitigation activities can considerably reduce emissions from sources….”

“About 65% of the total mitigation potential … is located in the tropics and about 50% of the total could be achieved by reducing emissions from deforestation” (paragraph 15)

Greenpeace says:

Treating deforestation and land degradation as a major source of greenhouse gas emissions and reducing these emissions should be a high priority for world governments in the next two years.

On agriculture:

The IPCC summary says:

“Agricultural practices collectively can make a significant contribution at low cost to increasing soil carbon sinks, to GHG emissions reductions, and by contributing biomass feedstocks for energy use…” (paragraph 14)

Greenpeace says:

Greenpeace welcomes the IPCC’s analysis of the wide range of agricultural options to mitigate climate change but believes the report does not go far enough. Concrete actions such as a reduction in the overuse of fertilizers and pesticides, sequestering carbon in organic soils and sustainable production and consumption of meat are also key to tackling climate change and should be implemented by policy makers.

On historic GHG emissions:

The IPCC summary says: 

“Between 1970 and 2004, global emissions … have increased by 70% (24% between 1990 and 2004).” (paragraph 2)
Future trends with a business-as-usual approach:

The IPCC summary says: 

With current climate change mitigation policies and related sustainable development practices, global GHG emissions will continue to grow over the next few decades 

“an increase of baseline global GHG emissions by a range of 9.7 GtCO2-eq to 36.7 GtCO2-eq (25 – 90%) between 2000 and 2030.”

“CO2 emissions between 2000 and 2030 from energy use are projected to grow 45 to 110% over that period.”

“two thirds to three quarters of this increase in energy CO2 emissions is projected to come from non-Annex I regions” (note non-Annex I regions =  developing countries)

(paragraph 3)

Successes of Kyoto so far and in the future:
The IPCC summary says: 

“Notable achievements of the UNFCCC and its Kyoto protocol are the establishment of a global response to the climate problem, stimulation of an array of national policies, the creation of an international carbon market and the establishment of new institutional mechanisms that may provide the foundation for future mitigation efforts.” (paragraph 25) 

“The literature identifies many options for achieving reductions of global GHG emissions at the international level through cooperation. It also suggests that successful agreements are environmentally effective, cost effective, incorporate distributional considerations and equity, and institutionally feasible.” (paragraph 26)

Greenpeace says:

For the second phase of Kyoto emissions reductions must be deeper and broader. A legally binding cap on greenhouse gas emissions creates confidence in carbon markets and keeps the price of carbon strong, which in turn encourages the development of clean technologies.

Tackling climate change is a shared responsibility:
The IPCC summary says: 

 “Greater cooperation efforts to reduce emissions will help to reduce global costs for achieving a given level of mitigation, or will improve environmental effectiveness.” (paragraph 26)
The following important lines can be found in chapter 12 of the underlying study, but were deemed too politically sensitive to summarise in the summary for policy makers:

“Under regime designs for low and medium concentration stabilization levels, developed country greenhouse gas emissions would need to be reduced substantially during this century. 

For low and medium stabilization levels, developed countries as a group would need to reduce their emissions below 1990 levels in 2020 (on the order of -10% to 40% below 1990 levels for most of the considered regimes) and to still lower levels by 2050 (40% to 95% below 1990 levels), even if developing countries make substantial reductions.

Under most of the considered regime designs for low and medium stabilization levels developing country emissions need to deviate from what we believe today would be their baseline emissions as soon as possible, even if developed countries make substantial reductions.”
What Greenpeace says:

World leaders must take collective responsibility for tackling climate change. This should start with a firm commitment by governments who will meet at the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change summit in Bali in December 2007, to:

Agree on a mandate to negotiate the next phase of the Kyoto Protocol, to be completed by 2009.

The report ‘Energy [R]evolution: A sustainable world energy outlook’ by Greenpeace International & the European Renewable Energy Council can be downloaded from:

http://www.energyrevolution.info
Greenpeace International




Web: http://www.greenpeace.org    

Ottho Heldringstraat 5 




Press Desk Hotline  +31 (0) 20 7182470

1066 AZ Amsterdam  




General media Inquiries E-mail:
The Netherlands
  




pressdesk@int.greenpeace.org
Tel: +31 (0) 20 5148150    




Press Desk Fax +31 (0) 20 5148156






- 5 -

[image: image1.jpg]