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1.  INTRODUCTION

Abstract:

Abdus Sabur, executive director of the Asian Resour-

ce Foundation, w arm ly w elcom es the panellists and 

the participants, international NGOs, delegates and 

m edia follow ing the UNFCCC process as w ell as Thai 

groups. 

On the occasion of the UNFCCC clim ate talks he 

encourages the participants to use the opportunity 

and have a lively discussion on climate finance and 

its sources, to strengthen the process on the w ay to 

Durban. He believes that such measures will benefit 

poor countries and therefore need the support of 

developing countries.

Pa Ousm an Jarju, The Gam bia, LDC-chair, apprecia-

tes supporting the discussion by chairing the panel, 

as he believes capacity-building and aw areness 

raising on innovative finance sources is urgently 

needed to find supporters to implement fundraising 

m easures.

The poorest countries, least responsible for clim ate 

change, w ill suffer m ost from  the im pacts. Funds are 

urgently needed to support these countries in adapt-

ing to the w orst im pacts of clim ate change.

The industrialised countries agreed in Copenhagen 

and confirmed in Cancun to establish the Green Cli-

mate Fund to support climate financing in developing 

countries of at least US $100 billion by 2020. The UN 

Secretary-General’s High-Level Advisory Group on 

Climate Change Financing (AGF) has identified inter-

national aviation and shipping (referred to as 

bunkers) as one im portant innovative source of 

climate financing to contribute to the fund (referred 

to by some as bunker finance). 

Bunker finance could be a valuable, reliable and equi-

table source of finance, potentially securing a double 

dividend by also unlocking m itigation packages in 

tw o sectors that have so far escaped greenhouse gas 

regulation. Developing countries have som e concerns 

over global m easures to deal w ith aviation and ship-

ping, but these can be addressed by em bracing the 

concept of ‚no net incidence‘. 

Pa Ousm an Jarju em phasises that on the w ay to 

Durban bunker finance measures will need strong 

support from  representatives in the Global South. It 

is crucial to discuss the different instrum ents and 

approaches to tackle climate finance.
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2.      POST CANCUN UPDATE AND STRATEGIC  
         PRIORITIES FOR DURBAN

M oham ed Adow , Christian Aid

MOHAMED ADOW is a Senior Adviser on Global Clim ate Change 

Advocacy. Before joining Christian Aid, he w orked for a NGO 

in Northern Kenya. M oham ed has strong links w ith the global 

clim ate justice m ovem ent and also a good overall know ledge 

of the talks them selves. M oham ed is originally from  Kenya and 

w orks w ith Christian Aid in London.

Abstract:

Due to his broad experience and insights as m em ber 

of the Political Coordination Group of the Clim ate 

Action Netw ork (CAN), M oham ed gives an update 

on and overview  of the negotiations. Com ing from  

Northern Kenya, a region w hich is highly affected by 

negative im pacts of clim ate change, he shares his 

view s on the m eaning of clim ate justice. He points 

out the elem ents of a viable clim ate regim e. 

Rapid m itigation. He stresses that pledges are not 1. 

enough. There is an urgent need to im plem ent a 

clim ate stabilization program m e.

Adaptation. There is an urgency to help com m u-2. 

nities adapt to the negative im pacts of global 

w arm ing. Deep and extensive w ork needs to been 

done for frontline com m unities.

Safeguard rights to developm ent of the m ost 3. 

vulnerable com m unities.

In his opinion, a clim ate regim e has to be build 

around a developm ent rights fram ew ork. The con-

sequence for the rich countries to meet these ob-

jectives is to live on a constrained clim ate budget. 

W hile the UNFCCC-m em bers are still discussing the 

agenda, it is crucial for a viable clim ate regim e to 

take into account all the undertakings of the parties. 

In this sense, Cancun was only the floor, but by far 

not the ceiling. M oham ed stresses the urgency for 

parties to sign a 2nd com m itm ent period under the 

Kyoto Protocol, as this is the leading elem ent to m ove 

the process. The Kyoto Protocol is the horse that 

pulls the cart, w hich is carrying different elem ents. 

The Kyoto Protocol helps us to m ove the agenda, 

because it helps to speak about actual issues that 

are negotiated upon. It brings in the core elem ent of 

“com m on but differentiated responsibilities” (CBDR). 

The cart also contains the pillars of the Bali Action 

Program . Furtherm ore the cart carries the “Nationally 

Appropriate M itigation Actions” (NAM As), w hich are 

reliant on support & financing for both adaptation 

and m itigation. All pieces in the cart have to be put 

together in a balanced m anner to add up to a w hole 

picture – this is the only w ay to get a balanced out-

com e of the negotiations. The horse needs support to 

take us to the right destination. W e have to act fast 

for the horse to reach its destination fast enough.
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SABINE MINNINGER, based in Berlin, is w orking w ith Tourism  

W atch, a desk of the Germ an Church Developm ent Service 

(EED). She is part of the CAN-Bunkers group and has been follo-

w ing the role of em issions caused by aviation and shipping in 

the UNFCCC process for the last three years. 

Abstract:

Sabine outlines the urgency to reduce em issions 

caused by bunkers and the boost for bunkers com ing 

from the finance sector. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emis-

sions by international m aritim e and aviation account 

for nearly 10 %  of global em issions. So far, there are 

no binding international regulations to reduce these 

fastest grow ing em issions. If left unregulated, em is-

sions from  aviation and shipping w ill double or triple 

by 2050. Failing to regulate em issions from  interna-

tional transport jeopardizes our ability to avoid a 2°C 

rise in global tem perature, and renders a 1.5°C target 

nearly im possible. 

That m eans, if international transport is left unregu-

lated, the 1,5ºC target cannot be achieved. Voluntary 

measures such as fuel efficiency, technology effici-

ency or voluntary carbon offsets have failed because 

they have been overrun by m assive grow th rates. 

Sabine expresses her concern about the grow ing 

interest in false solutions like the com m ercial use 

of biofuels. M ost biofuels w ill increase not reduce 

em issions due to im pacts (direct and indirect) on 

land use, not to m ention social problem s and hum an 

rights violations. The Kyoto Protocol failed to intro-

duce binding regulations of bunker em issions, but in 

Article 2.2 it gave a clear m andate to the Internatio-

nal M aritim e Organization (IM O) and the International 

Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) to develop m easu-

res to reduce these em issions. IM O and ICAO have 

failed m iserably to reduce the em issions. One reason 

is the difficulty both organizations are facing, as they 

w ork on other principles than the UNFCCC. The UNFC-

CC applies the principle of com m on but differentiated 

responsibilities, so developed countries have m ore 

responsibility to take action than developing coun-

tries, w ho are less responsible for global w arm ing. 

IM O and ICAO do not differentiate betw een countries, 

all are treated equal as the emissions from aviation 

and shipping are international in nature. Another 

problem  is the fear shared by all countries that any 

regulation of shipping and aviation m ight have a 

negative im pact on trade and tourism . Both organi-

zations could benefit from guidance and encoura-

gem ent from  the Conference of the Parties (COP) to 

set up binding regulations. Regarding the bunkers, 

Sabine observed that until Copenhagen, only m itiga-

tion of em issions w as in focus of the w ork in order to 

include bunkers into a global clim ate regim e. A new  

boost came through climate finance. In Copenhagen 

it w as agreed to establish a Green Clim ate Fund. The 

report (2010) of the UN Secretary-General’s High-

level Advisory Group on Clim ate Change Financing 

(AGF) identified bunkers as an innovative source 

for climate financing. Bunkers are estimated to 

deliver 12 bn USD per year by applying the principle 

of causing „no net incidence“ on developing coun-

tries. There are three different instrum ents to tackle 

bunker fuels and at the sam e tim e generate funds. 

International fuel taxation is probably the most effi-

cient instrument as it encourages fuel efficiency, but 

it is unlikely to have such an instrum ent im plem ented 

in near future. An international em issions trading 

schem e (ETS) w ould allow  for both, generating funds 

and reducing em issions, as it puts a sectoral cap on 

international em issions from  aviation and shipping. 

The EU-ETS w ill include em issions from  aviation in 

3.  BUNKERS IN THE UNFCCC PROCESS                

Sabine M inninger, EED Tourism  W atch  
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2012. Unfortunately the em issions reduction targets 

are so low  that they w ill not really reduce em issions, 

but stabilize them  on a high level. The third option 

w ould be a levy (e.g. on air tickets, harbours, con-

tainers), like the Germ an air ticket levy. It is easy to 

collect and im plem ent, but does not include a binding 

cap or targets to reduce em issions. Until better cli-

mate efficient instruments are in place, a levy is seen 

as an appropriate interim  solution. Sabine concludes 

that in the current UNFCCC process it is im portant 

for parties to develop a COP-Decision for adoption 

in Durban that encourages ICAO and IM O to develop 

m easures by COP 19 that reduce em issions from  the 

sectors, raise revenue for climate finance, do not 

distort com petition, and result in no net incidence on 

developing countries. 

 1
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MARK LUTES is the finance policy coordinator of the W W F Inter-

national Clim ate Team . He has been involved in the international 

negotiations for around a decade. He has w orked on clim ate 

change in Brazil, Canada and internationally. In the negotiations 

he is focussing on innovative sources for climate financing 

including bunkers. 

Abstract:

M ark presents the need for innovative sources of 

climate financing and the role of bunkers. He gives 

details on a possible rebate m echanism  to deal w ith 

equity and tackle CBDR (common but differentiated 

responsibilities) with bunker finance instruments.

M ark outlines that Governm ent budgets aren’t the 

only possible source of public finance under UNFC-

CC, but innovative sources of public funds are solid 

instrum ents to supplem ent budgetary contributions. 

Innovative sources are instrum ents that generate 

public finance directly, outside government budgets, 

for international public goods – e.g. clim ate action. 

Am ong these, the Financial Transaction Taxes (FTTs), 

international allow ance auctioning (AAUs, SoP/CERs), 

special draw ing rights and m easures to address 

international transport (referred as bunkers) are 

discussed. Innovative sources w on t̀ let developed 

countries escape from  their com m itm ents tow ards 

developing countries if the focus is on sources of 

PUBLIC finance and if there is a clear separation of 

public finance from the carbon market and private 

financial flows. Private sector financial flows will be 

im portant especially for m itigation of em issions, but 

public finance is needed to leverage this. It remains 

a need to hold governm ents responsible for funding 

levels. Governm ent budgetary contributions m ust 

continue and increase (from  current $10bn/year).

Innovative sources should be on top of this to enable 

a more rapid scale-up of finance.

Following this debate, M ark raises the question if 

innovative sources w ill shift the burden to develo-

ping countries, as e.g. international transport w ill 

also hold developing countries accountable. To avoid 

this, any innovative source m ust be conform  to the 

principle of CBDR under the UNFCCC. Contributions 

to m eeting com m itm ents under UNFCCC m ust com e 

from  governm ents or econom ies of developed coun-

tries. Som e sources m ay only apply to developed 

countries. This includes the auctioning of Assigned 

Am ount Units (AAUs). Currently, countries w ith caps 

under the Kyoto Protocol are issued their entire 

allocation of AAUs free of charge. If AAUs w ere 100 

%  auctioned, they could generate a lot of funds 

purely from  developed countries. For sources that 

are inherently or ideally global, w ays m ust be found 

to ensure that there is no burden on developing 

countries. The AGF-report indicated the principle of 

“no net incidence” on developing countries from  any 

global m easure. M ark em phasizes that any voluntary 

contribution by developing countries w ould not count 

tow ards developed country com m itm ents under the 

UNFCCC.

In this context it is questioned why developed 

countries can’t just go ahead and do this on their 

ow n, w ithout having an agreem ent under the UNF-

CCC? Am ong other reasons, the m ain reasons are 

to ensure that funds from  a given m easure support 

climate finance without being captured by national 

treasuries, and to put global pressure on laggards to 

participate in im plem enting global m easures that can 

generate finance. Using the example of international 

m aritim e transport, M ark explains how  to tackle the 

problem of equity/CBDR. CBDR can be addressed in 

a global m echanism  w ith no cost burden on develo-

ping countries by applying the principle of “no net 

4.  CLIM ATE FINANCE: PROM ISES AND GAPS

M ark Lutes, W W F International
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incidence”. If the international com m unity agrees 

on a global m echanism  to address em issions in the 

sector that can also generate revenue (through an 

ETS or levy), a rebate mechanism may tackle equity 

and ensure no net incidence on developing countries. 

The rebate m echanism  designed by IM ERS (Internati-

onal M aritim e Em ission Reduction Schem e) foresees 

to com pensate developing countries im m ediately for 

their costs or burden, based on a suitable key i.e. by 

the share of seaborne im ports by value. Developing 

countries fear an increase in food prices, so this 

needs to be given special attention, especially im -

pacts on Least Developed Countries and Sm all Island 

Developing States. After the rebate is given to deve-

loping countries, the rem aining funds are for clim ate 

finance. M ark explains how the disbursement could 

happen. In his view , the disbursem ent of revenue is 

to com prise tw o steps. First, the cost burden that 

m ay be incurred by a developing country w hich par-

ticipates in this M arket Based M easure is to rebated 

im m ediately and unconditionally. Second, the re-

m aining revenue is disbursed through the operating 

entity of an agreed financial mechanism. This could 

be the UNFCCC or the International M aritim e Organi-

zation. Equity is respected, because the net revenue 

for clim ate change action w ould com e from  consu-

m ers in developed countries only, com plying w ith the 

UNFCCC principles. Developing countries w ould be 

beneficiaries, with the most vulnerable countries to 

benefit most through the relevant rules and provisi-

ons. To conclude, M ark highlights that IM O as w ell as 

ICAO could benefit from a clear UNFCCC decision on 

CBDR and targets on em ission reduction from  bun-

kers, as the UNFCCC is the central decision-m aking 

forum . The UNFCCC m ust keep bunkers on the agen-

da and keep control of any revenue for climate fi-

nance, w hile IM O and ICAO rem ain the im plem enting 

bodies for any m easures related to bunkers. At the 

last IM O m eeting in M arch 2011, a ray of hope cam e 

from  China. China and other DCs insisted on “no net 

incidence on developing countries” as a criterion for 

a rebate m echanism . China usually opposes any bun-

ker m easures, so that is an indication that they are 

actively considering a rebate m echanism , given that 

the principles of the convention are respected.

Presentation:

 1  2 
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ACHALA CHANDANI is a researcher in the Clim ate Change Group 

and Team  Leader of Global Clim ate Change Governance. She 

w orks w ith the International Institute for Environm ent and 

Development, based in London. She focusses on equity and 

fairness issues in climate change and financial mechanisms in 

the UNFCCC process. 

Abstract:

Achala presents the International Air Passenger Ad-

aptation Levy (IAPAL) as an instrum ent to contribute 

to climate financing, respecting equity by outlining 

its potential as an innovative m echanism  to fund 

adaptation in developing countries. For the poorest 

and m ost vulnerable it is crucial to adapt to changing 

conditions caused by global w arm ing. As current 

adaptation funding is well below requirements in 

developing countries, it is unquestioned that there is 

a need for m echanism s providing additional and con-

sistent funding. Achala outlines w hy IAPAL is a fair 

and just instrum ent, w ith m inim um  negative im pacts 

on developing countries.

IAPAL is designed as a solidarity levy im posed on all 

international air passengers to support adaptation 

in developing countries. It differentiates by class of 

travel to reflect capability (first and business class 

passengers pay m ore than econom y class passen-

gers). The levy is m andatory instead of voluntary for 

all international travel to m axim ize revenue. Desig-

ned by M ueller and Hepburn in 2007, the M aldives, on 

behalf of the LDCs, subm itted the concept of IAPAL at 

COP 14 in Poznan, Poland. The precedent for IAPAL is 

the French ‘Leading Group’ Solidarity Levy for com -

bating HIV/AIDS in Africa, as an exam ple of internati-

onal passengers’ solidarity w ith vulnerable societies. 

Support also com es from  air passengers them selves. 

Around 75 %  of international passengers surveyed 

at Schiphol Airport (Netherlands) are w illing to pay 

a carbon tax in addition to the ticket price. Taking 

into account that there w ill be a 5.1 %  annual grow th 

in passenger num bers forecast by IATA, IAPAL has 

quite a potential. The principles of the levy are easy 

to follow . It is a solidarity levy, follow ing the polluter-

pays principle, it respects respective capabilities like 

class of travel and the ability to fly internationally, 

w hich only rich people can afford. Due to grow th 

rates it is possible to m axim ize predictable revenue. 

The sim plicity of the schem e allow s an easy and 

fast im plem entation. The size of the levy is follow ing 

the exam ple of the French levy: For an Econom y trip 

the levy would be around $6 (€4), for business/first 

class trips it w ould be $62 (€40). It can be review ed 

upw ards or dow nw ards anytim e. Calculating that the 

Airline industry handles an average of 760 m illion in-

ternational passengers a year and that IATA forecasts 

annual passenger num ber to grow  by 5.1 % , a total 

of 10 bn USD could be raised. The funding has the 

advantage that it is new  and additional, predictable, 

appropriate, equitable and adequate. 

The revenues generated go to the Adaptation Fund 

for developing countries. The airlines w ill collect 

the levy at the point of sale and transfer the m oney 

directly to an Adaptation Fund account. If necessary, 

the Adaptation Fund com pensates airlines for re-

asonable adm inistrative costs. Even though the levy 

effectively increases the cost of travelling, the likely 

m agnitudes of these im pacts com pared to the bene-

fits are low.

The im pact of IAPAL on air travel w ill be very low , 

as the im pact on the ticket price is very sm all: $6 

represents only 0.006 %  of a $1,000 ticket. It is not 

expected that there are any grave im pacts at all. The 

5.    INTERNATIONAL AIR  PASSENGER  ADAPTATION LEVY     
       TO  SUPPORT THE POOR

Achala Chandani, International Institute for Environm ent and Developm ent 
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 3   4

levy is paid by the passenger. The only im pact on 

airlines is reduced dem and, w ith elasticity of dem and 

being low  for international travel. A unfair distortion 

of com petition in the industry is avoided by universal 

application of the levy on international travel, not 

selective by regions, routes, countries or airlines.

Achala concludes that IAPAL represents a significant 

additional contribution to adaptation funds that are 

so critical for the poorest. Even at the m ost pessim i-

stic levels, the anticipated revenues w ill be higher 

than the current adaptation resources Revenues are 

consistent, predictable and not dependent on annual 

review s by governm ents. Furtherm ore, the potential 

negative impacts are much less than the benefits: 

Poor countries benefit more than they lose with and 

w ithout IAPAL.

 21
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6.    Q& A – OPEN DISCUSSION

M oderated by Pa Ousm an Jarju, The Gam bia, LDC-chair

PA OUSMAN JARJA opens the floor for a lively discus-

sion and invites the audience to ask questions and 

express concerns. The w orkshop does not intend to 

com e up w ith a lobbying strategy but is m eant for 

capacity-building, so all questions on the presen-

ted innovative instrum ents and their principles are 

w elcom e. The w orkshop is a chance to clear doubts 

and get support for bunkers as an innovative finance 

source, especially from  Least Developed Countries.

During the lively emerging debate, questions were 

asked by the international delegates, NGO represen-

tatives and interested audience. W hile some ques-

tions could be easily answ ered, just to clarify com -

prehension questions, it became obvious that there 

w as a fear that bunker regulations could lead to a 

loss of revenues from  trade or tourism . The instru-

ments are difficult and not yet implemented, which is 

a m atter of concern. Even though the panellists tried 

hard to explain the feasibility of the instrum ents and 

compensation schemes, one question could not be 

answ ered: Do the parties believe each other or the 

UNFCCC system  that poor countries w ill really be the 

net beneficiaries of any kind of bunker finance, or 

will they rather lose than profit. 

To overcom e distrust is the biggest challenge to 

successfully discuss and finally implement bunker 

regulations and generate finance. The big boost has 

to com e from  Least Developed Countries, as the pro-

fiteers. They have to support bunker finance. There is 

still a lot of w ork to do to build capacity and discuss 

the different instrum ents, but m ost of all, poor coun-

tries have to understand that they will profit from 

bunker finance, concludes Pa Ousman Jarju. W e are 

just at the beginning to prom ote and have a debate 

on bunker finance. He hopes that we will use the year 

2011 to m ove forw ard.

He believes that bunker finance could be a valuable, 

reliable and equitable source of finance, potenti-

ally securing a double dividend by also unlocking 

m itigation packages in tw o sectors that have so 

far escaped greenhouse gas regulation. Developing 

countries have som e concerns over global m easures 

to deal w ith aviation and shipping, but these have to 

be addressed by em bracing the concept of ‚no net 

incidence‘. On the way to Durban, bunker finance 

m easures w ill need strong support from  developing 

countries. 

Abdus Sabur closes the w orkshop w ith w ords of 

thanks to the chair, the panellists and the active 

and interested audience. He is pleased to haved 

discussed these im portant issues at this w orkshop, 

as he believes that this is an im portant step forw ard 

tow ards a successful outcom e in Durban. 


