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Black lungs: A coal miner walks barefoot through heaps of coal dust at a coal mine and processing plant in Jharkhand, India. Black lung disease
is common among coal miners and.causes 25,000 premature deaths every year. © Rajesh Kumar Singh/ Climate Visuals Countdown



AN EQUITABLE PHASEOUT OF FOSSIL FUEL EXTRACTION: TOWARDS A REFERENCE FRAMEWORK FOR A FAIR AND RAPID GLOBAL PHASEOUT.

SIGNATORIES

The following groups, organisations and movements support the analyses,

findings and recommendations of this Civil Society Equity Review.
For an up-to-date list visit equityreview.org/signatories-2023

International
* 3500rg
ACT Alliance
Casa Generalizia Della Societa del Sacro Cuore
Center for International Environmental Law (CIEL)
Christian Aid
CIDSE
Climate Action Network International
Environmental Justice Foundation
Fast For the Climate
GreenFaith
Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy
International Trade Union Confederation (ITUC)
ITeM / Social Watch
Laudato Si' Movement
LDC Watch
Medical Mission Sisters
Oil Change International
Oxfam
Plastic Pollution Coalition
Publish What You Pay
Recourse
Rivers without Boundaries Coalition
Standearth
The Last Plastic Straw
VIVAT International
War on Want
Women's Earth and Climate Action Network (WECAN)
WWEF International
HELVETAS Swiss Intercooperation
WhatNext?

Regional

Asian Peoples Movement on Debt and Development

Catholic Youth Network for Environmental Sustainability in Africa (CYNESA)
Climate Action Network South Asia

Climate Action Network Southeast Asia (CANSEA)

Global Policy Forum Europe

Health of Mother Earth Foundation

Pacific Islands Climate Action Network

‘Power Shift Africa

South Asia Alliance for Poverty Eradication (SAAPE)

Africa

AbibiNsroma Foundation, Ghana

African Coalition on Green Growth (ACGG), Zimbabwe
Association APEDDUB, Tunisia

Association Tunisienne de droit de développement, Tunisie
Baruch Initiative for Transformation, Nigeria

Climate Action Network Zimbabwe

Climate and Sustainable Development Network (CSDevNet)
Coalition malienne Publiez Ce Que Vous Payez (PCQVP-Mali), Mali
Disability Peoples Forum Uganda

Ecological Christian Organisation (ECO), Uganda

Egyptian Green Party

Institute for Economic Research on Innovation, South Africa
JA! Justica Ambiental, Mozambique

Jamaa Resource Initiatives, Kenya

Net Impact The Gambia

Sudanese Environment Conservation Society (SECS)
Uganda Coalition for Sustainable Development

United Nations Association of Chad

World Friends for Africa Burkina Faso

Asia

Adarsha Samajik Progoti Sangstha, Bangladesh

AllNepal Peasants Federation/Tax and Fiscal Justice Asia
AllNepal Peasants' Federation (ANPFa) Nepal

Alyansa Tigil Mina (ATM), Philippiens

An Organization for Socio-Economic Development-AOSED, Bangladesh
Archdiocese of Manila Ministry on Ecology, Philippines

Arjon Foundation, Bangladesh

Ateneo Public Interest and Legal Advocacy (APILA), Philippines
Bangladesh Krishok Federation

Campaign for Climate Justice Network (CCJN), Nepal
Catholic Stewards of Creation, inc, Philippines

Center for Energy, Ecology and Development, Philippines
Centre for Environmental Justice, Sri Lanka

CIRDS NEPAL

Climate Watch Thailand

Community Action for Healing Poverty Organization
Community Initiatives for Development in Pakistan-CIDP
Digo Bikas Institute, Nepal

Eco-Conservation Initiatives (ECI), Pakistan

EcoHimal Nepal

Environics Trust, India

Environmental Protection Society Malaysia (EPSM)

Equity and Justice Working Group, Bangladesh [EquityBD]
FIAN Nepal

Fridays For Future India

Ghani Welfare Foundation, Bangladesh

Green Movement of Sri Lanka Inc.

Human Rights Alliance, Nepal

Indian Social Action Forum

Kanlungan Migrant Center, Philippines

Krisoker Sor (Farmers' Voice), Bangladesh

KRUHA - people's coalition for the right to water, Indonesia
MAUSAM Movement for Advancing Understanding of Sustainability And Mutuality, India
Microfinance and Community Development Institute, Vietnam
Mines Mineral and People, India

National Youth Federation Nepal

Nepal Integrated Development Initiatives

Oyu Tolgoi Watch Mongolia

Philippine Movement for Climate Justice

Rivers without Boundaries Coalition, Mongolia

SAPACC South Asian People's Action on Climate Crisis, India

SETU, Bangladesh

Social Economic Development Society [SEDS], Bangladesh
Tadbeer Research Organization, Afghanistan
Task Force Detainees of the Philippines

TFINS, India

UDYAMA, India

VOICE, Bangladesh

WomanHealth Philippines

Women's Rehabilitation Centre (WOREC), Nepal
Youth Advocates for Climate Action Philippines
YouthNet for Climate Justice, International
Youths United for Earth (YUFE), Malaysia

Europe

Alliance Climatique Suisse / Klima-Allianz Schweiz

Association for Farmers Rights Defense, AFRD, Georgia

Change Partnership, Belgium

Co-ordination Office of the Austrian Bishop's Conference for International Development and Mission (KOO)
Creatives for Climate, Netherlands

Faith for the Climate, United Kingdom

Forum for Development and the Environment, Norway

Friends of the Earth Ireland

Global Justice Now, United Kingdom

International-Lawyers Org (INTLawyers), Switzerland & Sierra Leone
Klimakultur, Norway

Klimatsekretariatet, Sweden

Milieudefensie - Friends of the Earth Netherlands

NOAH Friends of the Earth Denmark

Razom We Stand, Ukraine

Rise for Climate Belgium

Rodzice dla Klimatu, Poland

Share The World's Resources, United Kingdom

Tools For Solidarity, United Kingdom

United Kingdom Without Incineration Network (UKWIN)

Uplift, United Kingdom

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom UK, United Kingdom
Zero Waste Alliance Ireland

Latin America

Centro de Estudios y Apoyo al Desarrolllo Local, Bolivia

* CESTA Friends of the Earth El Salvador, El Salvador

Movimiento Ciudadano frente al Cambio Climético, Pert
Por la Tierra AC, México

Quantum Leap, Costa Rica

TierrActiva Peru

North America

ActionAid USA

Alliance for Tribal Clean Energy, United States
Anthropocene Alliance, United States

Association for the Tree of Life, United States

Canadian Engaged Buddhism Association, Canada
Canadian Interfaith Fast For the Climate

Canadian Voice of Women for Peace

Care About Climate, United States

Center for Biological Diversity, United States

Citizens Climate Lobby Canada

Climate Action for Lifelong Learners (CALL), Canada
Climate Action Network Canada (CAN-Rac)

Climate Crisis Policy, United States

Climate Emergency Coalition, United States

Climate Emergency Unit, Canada

Climate Nexus, United States

ClimatefFast, Canada

David Suzuki Foundation, Canada

Destination Zero, Canada

Earth Action, Inc., United States

Earth Justice Ministries, United States

EcoEquity, United States

Environmental Defence Canada

For Our Kids, Canada

Fridays For Future USA

Friends of the Earth Canada

George Mason University Center for Climate Change Communication, United States
Grandmothers Act to Save the Planet (GASP), Canada
Grandmothers Advocacy Network, Canada

Green 13, Canada

Green Neighbours 21, Canada

Institute for Policy Studies Climate Policy Program, United States
Interfaith Power & Light, United States

Kelly Creek Protection Project of Earth Island Institute, United States
Movement Rights, United States

New Progressive Alliance, Canada and the United States
North American Climate, Conservation and Environment (NACCE), United States
North Carolina Council of Churches, United States

North Carolina Interfaith Power & Light, United States
Ontario Climate Emergency Campaign, Canada
Physicians for Social Responsibility Pennsylvania, United States
Shift: Action for Pension Wealth & Planet Health, Canada
Stop Line 9 Toronto, Canada

The Climate Reality Project Canada

The Earth Bill Network, United States

Toronto East End Climate Collective, Canada

Unitarian Universalist Service Committee, United States
Vegans & Vegetarians of Alberta, Canada

Wall of Women, United States

Windfall Ecology Centre, Canada

World Federalist Movement - Canada

Oceania

Aotearoa New Zealand Human Rights Foundation

* ARRCC (Australian Religious Response to Climate Change)

Climate Action Merribek, Australia

Climate Action Monaro, Australia

Climate Action Network Australia, Australia
Climate Justice Programme, Australia

College of Nurses Aotearoa, New Zealand
GetUp, Australia

New Zealand Climate Action Network

New Zealand College of Public Health Medicine
Parents for Climate Aotearoa, New Zealand


https://equityreview.org/signatories-2023
http://350.org
http://www.actalliance.org
http://ciel.org
http://www.christianaid.org.uk
http://www.cidse.org
https://climatenetwork.org/
http://ejfoundation.org/
http://www.greenfaith.org
http://www.iatp.org
http://www.ituc-csi.org
http://www.socialwatch.org
http://laudatosimovement.org
http://www.ldcwatch.org
http://medicalmissionsisters.org.uk
http://www.priceofoil.org
http://www.oxfam.org
http://plasticpollutioncoalition.org
http://www.pwyp.org
https://re-course.org/
https://www.transrivers.org
http://www.stand.earth
http://thelastplasticstraw.org
https://www.vivatinternational.org/
http://www.waronwant.org
https://www.wecaninternational.org/
http://www.panda.org
http://www.helvetas.org
http://www.whatnext.org
https://apmdd.org/
http://www.cynesa.org
http://www.cansouthasia.net
http://www.cansea.net
http://www.globalpolicy.org
http://www.homef.org
http://www.pican.org
https://www.powershiftafrica.org/
http://www.saape.org
http://www.abibinsromafoundation.org
http://www.apeddub.org
http://canzimbabwe.org.zw
http://www.csdevnet.org
https://disabilityforum.org/contacts
http://www.ecouganda.org
https://www.ieri.org.za/
https://ja4change.org/
https://web.facebook.com/jamaaresourceinitiatives.or.ke
http://Www.netimpact.org/gambia
http://Www.Secs.sd.org
http://www.ugandacoalition.or.ug
https://worldfriendsafricaburkinafaso.wordpress.com/
https://facebook.com/aspsbd18/
http://www.anpfa.org
https://anpfanepal.org/
http://www.alyansatigilmina.net
https://aosed.org/
http://rcam.org
http://www.arjon.bd
http://addu.edu.ph
http://www.krishok.org
http://www.ejustice.lk
http://www.cirds.org.np
http://www.climatewatch-thailand.org
http://www.cahpo.com
http://www.cidp.org.pk
http://www.digobikas.org
https://www.eci-networks.org
https://www.ecohimal.org.np/
http://www.environicsindia.in
http://www.epsm.org.my
http://www.equitybd.net
https://fiannepal.org
http://www.gmsl.lk
http://www.hralliance.org.np
http://www.insafindia.com
http://www.kruha.org
http://macdi.org
http://www.minewatch.mn
http://www.climatejustice.ph
http://www.transrivers.org
http://www.setu.ngo
http://www.sedsbd.org
http://tadbeer.org
http://tfdp.net
http://www.udyama.org
http://www.voicebd.org
http://www.worecnepal.org
http://yacap.org
http://www.yufemy.com
http://www.alliance-climatique.ch
https://www.facebook.com/Association-for-Farmers-Rights-Defense-AFRD-421911777876075
http://www.changepartnership.org
http://www.koo.at
https://www.creativesforclimate.co/
https://faithfortheclimate.org.uk/
https://www.forumfor.no/
http://friendsoftheearth.ie
http://www.globaljustice.org.uk
http://International-Lawyers.Org
https://www.klimakultur.no
http://www.klimatsekretariatet.se
http://www.milieudefensie.nl
https://noah.dk
http://Razomwestand.org
http://www.riseforclimatebelgium.eu
http://www.rodzicedlaklimatu.org
http://www.sharing.org
http://www.toolsforsolidarity.com
https://ukwin.org.uk/
http://upliftuk.org
http://www.wilpf.org.uk
https://www.zwai.ie/
http://www.ceadl.org.bo
http://www.cesta-foe.org.sv
https://mocicc.org/
http://www.400sustentable.com
http://www.quantum-leap.org
http://www.actionaidusa.org/
http://www.tribalcleanenergy.org
http://AnthropoceneAlliance.org
https://www.tree-of-life.works/
http://CEBAinfo.org
https://www.vowpeace.org
http://www.careaboutclimate.org
http://www.biologicaldiversity.org
http://canada.citizensclimatelobby.org
http://www.climatelearners.ca
https://climateactionnetwork.ca/
https://www.climatecrisispolicy.org/
https://www.cecoalition.org/
http://climateemergencyunit.ca
http://Climatenexus.org
https://www.climatefast.ca
http://davidsuzuki.org
http://DestinationZero.earth
http://earthethics.us
http://earth-justice.org
http://www.ecoequity.org
https://environmentaldefence.ca/
https://www.forourkids.ca/
https://fridaysforfutureusa.org/
http://foecanada.org
https://www.climatechangecommunication.org/
http://www.GASP4change.org
https://grandmothersadvocacy.org
https://green13toronto.org
https://ips-dc.org/
https://www.interfaithpowerandlight.org/
https://extendputnampark.org
http://www.movementrights.org
http://www.newprogs.org/
http://www.cec.org
https://ejc.ncchurches.org/
http://www.ncipl.org
https://www.ontarioclimateemergency.ca/
http://www.psrpa.org
http://shiftaction.ca
http://www.stopline9-toronto.ca
https://www.climatereality.ca
https://www.earthbill.org/index.php
http://www.uusc.org
http://AlbertaVegans.ca
http://windfallcentre.ca
http://www.wfmcanada.org
http://www.humanrights.co.nz
http://www.arrcc.org.au
https://climateactionmerribek.org/
http://www.climateactionmonaro.org.au
http://Cana.net.au
http://climatejustice.org.au
http://www.nurse.org.nz
http://getup.org.au
http://nzcan.org
https://nzcphm.org.nz/
http://www.parentsforclimatenz.org

P

CONTENTS. - ..

INTRODUCTION )
SECTION 1. FOSSIL FUEL EXTRACTION AND GLOBAL TARGETS

SECTION 2. AN EQUITABLE PHASEOUT FRAMEWORK
SECTION G.IMPLICATIONS

REFLECTIONS, PATHS FORWARD
FACING REALITY

& La s 4 1 ?_ i e
5 2l . . i
B Wl

RN e

1
13
15
16
26
36
37

Canadais home to the largestbitimen depositsinthe world. The mining operations in the Alberta tar sands strip.the boreal forest and deep
layers of soil off thousands of square kilometers of land, leaving behind devastated landscapes and massive reservoirs of toxic sludge. Oil

and gas extraction activities are Canada’s largest source of greenhouse gas emissions. © Kris Krug



AN EQUITABLE PHASEOUT OF FOSSIL FUEL EXTRACTION: TOWARDS A REFERENCE FRAMEWORK FOR A FAIR AND RAPID GLOBAL PHASEOUT

KEY MESSAGES

This report proposes a reference framework designed to guide a
rapid phaseout of fossil fuel extraction. It seeks national actions that
would be consistent with both scientific analysis of the 1.5 °C limit
and fundamental fairness principles. It finds:

- Fossil fuel extraction must be stopped urgently where it
violates human rights, especially the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples.

- Tohaveadecentchance of holding tothe 1.5 °Climit, fossil fuel
extraction must begin to decline immediately, phase down
rapidly inthe coming decades, and cease worldwide by 2050.

« Thereisnoroom for new oiland gasfields or coalminestobe
opened anywhere in the world. All investment in the further
build-out of fossil-fuel infrastructure must stop immediately.

- Allcountries must phase out fossil fuel extractionas quickly as
possible. Given the challenges, this will be politically achievable
only if itis widely accepted as fair.

- Countries that are highly dependent on extraction will need
time to disentangle their societies from fossil fuels and build
new economies (although this does not give them license to
continue extraction when it violates human rights). This will
be extremely difficult in poorer countries such as Irag and
South Sudan, where fossil fuels account for the vast majority
of economic activity.

« Toleave highly-dependent, poorer countries with enough
carbon budget to phase out extraction in a reasonably just
manner, less-dependent countries — which face much less
challenging prospects —must phase out much more quickly.
The least socio-economically dependent countries like
Canada, the United States, Norway, Australia, and the UK,
must end fossil fuel extraction by the very early 2030s.

- In addition, wealthy countries must provide significant
amounts of climate finance and international phase-out
supporttothe transitionin poorer, dependent countries. This
support and finance should eventually be based on proper
country-led need-based assessment processes, however
ourinitial analysis —which merely defines a very conservative
lower bound —finds that support on the order of hundreds of
billions of dollars per year will be needed.

- The support and climate finance necessary to empower
rapid fossil-fuel extraction phaseout must be provided by
the countries with the highest capacity and the highest
responsibility for historic emissions. These include both
countries that extract large amounts of fossil fuels (US, Canada
etc.) andthose that donot (France, Japanetc)), for after all the
latter industrialized and grew wealthy in a world where they
themselves benefitted from unconstrained fossil fuel use.

Since the beginning of oil tion in Nige Ifa,*aks, spills
and sabotage splashed@llthroughout theNiger Delta
destroying fisheries and farms of local people. Environmental
grievances are met with force and intimidation as fisherfolks,
farmers and small minorities continue te lose their traditional
means of livelihoods. In 1992 the United Nations declared the
Niger Delta to be the world’s most ecologically endangered
delta as a result of crude oil exploration and exploitation.
© TBC Jerry Chidi / Climate Visuals
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report proposes a framework for equitably phasing out fossil
fuel extraction. It specifies phaseout timeframes grounded in
shared equity principles and the particular national circumstances of
extracting countries,and makes aninitialassessment of the nature
and scale of the climate finance and international support that can
make these timeframes achievable.

In our 2021 report,' the Civil Society Equity Review identified five
principles to guide an equitable phaseout, with country examples
thatillustrate their practical application:

1. Stop extraction whenit violates humanrights,

2. Phase out global extraction at a pace consistent with the
1.5°Climit,
3. Enable ajust transition for workers and communities,

4. Reduceextractionfastestincountriesleast socially dependent
on fossil extraction,

5. Share transition costs fairly, according to capacity to bear
those costs.

This new report offers provisional quantitative estimates of the
questions that follow from these principles: —how fast should each
country phase out, with how much international support, provided

by whom? In so doing, it draws on three fundamental concepts:
capacity, responsibility and dependence (see box 1).

This framework emerged from long debate, and its central ideas
are well established in both the equity literature and the climate
justice movement. In particular, the Civil Society Equity Review
has long championed an approach to common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities based on clearly argued
principles and dynamic underlying data, which reflects changing
real-world circumstances (see online methodology supplement).
We build also on the phaseout timeframes offered in the Tyndall
Centre’'s 2022 report,? by expanding the concept of fossil fuel
dependence and, even more importantly, integrating the analysis
of national phaseout timeframes with the support necessary to
actually achieve them.

Importantly, equitable phaseout should not be understood as
allocating fair shares of the remaining extraction of fossil fuels, asin
‘extractionrights.” Such anapproach would make sense only if fossil
fuel extraction was something beneficial to be shared, whereas in
reality, extraction is commonly associated with pollution, human
rights violations, tax avoidance, and the resource curse, not to
mention the worsening climate crisis. Rather, an equitable approach
aims to ensure the socialimpacts of transition are fairly shared.

OVERVIEW OF OUR EQUITABLE PHASEOUT FRAMEWORK

A1.5 °C-consistent phaseout must be very rapid, because carbon
budgets are now so depleted. All countries must therefore phase
out fossil fuels as quickly as possible. However, the maximum
possible phase-out pace differs between countries. In countries
that are heavily dependent on fossil fuel extraction, too rapid
a transition would risk energy poverty, loss of public services,
and unemployment. Phaseout time frames must allow countries
to manage these social impacts and develop alternatives, while
providing the finance and support that they need to do so.

Our framework starts with the IPCC’s Low Energy Demand pathway,
which gives us a 1.5 °C-consistent global carbon budget and rate
of fossil fuel phaseout. We then adjust each country’s individual
phaseout pathway from this global average rate, in proportion to
acombination of three measures of the country’s dependence on
fossilfuel extraction: for domestic energy supplies, for government
revenues,and forjobs. Inthe combined measure each component
of dependence is weighted more heavily for countries with lower
capacity to manage a transition, reflecting the greater challenges
and potential disruption such a transition poses to poorer countries.
We assess the degree of dependence separately for oil, gas and
coal for each country.

Differentiated phaseout timelines willnot alone be enough to ensure
phaseouts are fair: many countries will only be able to phase out
extractionifthey are provided with international support. Therefore,
the two defining elements of any plausibly fair quantitative extraction
phaseout framework — timelines and support — are inseparable.
And, again, thereis no room for new oil and gas fields or coal mines

—investment in fossil-fuel infrastructure must stop immediately, in
wealthy and poor countries, regardless of how dependent they are
on existing fossil-fuel extraction.

Inthis framework, the required financial support is divided into “fair
shares”based on principles that have long been well acceptedin the
broader climate equity discussion: capacity (measured by financial
resources above and beyond what is needed to sustain a modest
but decent standard of living) and responsibility (cumulative historic
emissions contributing to the climate problem). Here, countries
with per-capita capacity above the global average, which together
account for roughly %4 of global GDP, are providers of support,
whether or not they themselves extract fossil fuels. All others are
recipients of support. Fair shares of the global support are allocated
in proportion to a combined index of countries’ responsibility and
capacity.

Non-financial elements of support include a restructuring of
the global institutions responsible for investment, debt, trade,
technology, and other overarching systems that govern the
international economic system, and thus the developmental
space within which poor countries must negotiate their futures
(the 2022 Civil Society Equity Review report focused on the
multiple dimensions of international support that are needed
to enable an equitable global transition).
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KEY FINDINGS - PHASE-OUT TIMELINES AND INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT

Here we present our preliminary results for phaseout timeframes, as well our conservative analysis of the associated support requirements.
Figures ES-1,ES-2 and ES-3, and table ES-1show the results. We underscore, however, that it has been necessary to rely on data that is not in
all cases complete, and choices and assumptions that will benefit from broader civil society discussions.

PHASE-OUT TIMEFRAMES

These phase-out charts show, on their horizontal axes, the year
by which each country must end extraction of each fossil fuel.®
The vertical axis organizes countries by capacity. Note that those
below the blue line will need international support to enable their
phaseouts, while those above the line cannot expect such support,
and should phase out by their own efforts as well as provide support
tothose that needit.

@ O @ Support Contributor

In this report, we specify years by which extraction must end as a
neat, accessible way of thinking about phase-out timelines. However,
this does not mean countries can continue however they like until
that date: rather, achieving the Paris goals requires all countries to
rapidly reduce their extraction, beginning immediately. Table ES-1
thus also states the required percentage reductionineach country’s
2030 extraction, relative to current levels.
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Figure ES-1: Phase-out years for oil-extracting countries plotted against their capacity, and provision of support.

The horizontal blue line, set at global average per-capita capacity, delineates countries eligible to receive support for their oil extraction phaseout (below the line)
from those that are expected to contribute to this support.For the latter, the numbers in parentheses indicate the share of the global support they should provide.
Support contributors listed on the right edge of the chart (green dots) do not have their own oil extraction to phase out; only some are identified with labels. Countries
shown here are those included in the Statistical Review of World Energy, which contains some data gaps that will be closed in subsequent releases of this analysis.
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Obviously, these phase-out timeframes are enormously
challenging: ending extraction by the early 2030s for the
fastest phaseouts, and by 2050 for the very slowest. Al
countries must phase out much earlier than their governments
would choose. However, this is the only way CO, emissions can
conceivably be kept within the nearly depleted 1.5 °C budget. The
stringency here results not from the constraints of equity, but fromthe
extremely limited remaining 1.5 °C-consistent carbon budget. Some
scenarios propose more forgiving budgets, even while claiming to
be consistent with 1.5 °C, but they can only do so by betting on the
widespread deployment of future technologies to justify significant
near-term overshoot of the budget, with severe attendant risks if
that bet does not pay off. Since one of our primary premises is that
the welfare of the world’s poor and vulnerable must be protected,
we believe such a gamble on people’s future well-being would be
unjust as well asreckless.

Figure ES-1 (oil extraction phaseout) is probably the best place
to start. We see that for countries with low dependence and high
capacity —inthe top-left of the graph —the calculated extractionend
dates are between 2030 and 2035, and they are support providers
as well. For example, the United Kingdom phases out oil extraction
by 2031, and (see table ES-1) provides 3.8 % of the required global
support. The United States phases out on the same timeline, but,
being alarge and wealthy economy; its very high capacity means it
must also provide a sizable 46.3 % share of the support. Bruneiand
the UAE have higher levels of dependence on oilrevenues andjobs,
but only phase out slightly later,in 2033, because their considerable
financial capacity enables them to invest in alternative sectors to
overcome this dependence.

Conversely, the bottom-right of the graph contains countries
with very high dependence on fossil fuels and very low capacity.
Though they must begin reducing extraction immediately, their
phaseout proceeds at a slower pace, winding down in the late
2040s. Countries such as Irag, South Sudan, Angola, and Republic
of Congo are among the most extreme examples, not least
because of their high dependence on oil revenues for providing
public services. With very low capacity, these countries will also
need substantial international finance and support to be able to
phase out oil extraction soon without enormous social disruption.

Toward the top-right are countries with high dependence and also
high capacity, including Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, which phase out
extraction respectively in 2037 and 2041. These countries need
time torestructure their economies, but they have high per-capita
capacity and are still providers of support to others — this includes
the Middle East exporters, which are not Annex Il countries in the
UNFCCC.

In the bottom left are countries with low dependence but also low
capacity, such as India, Tunisia and Peru. Since their dependence
is relatively low, they should aim for a rapid transition by the early
2030s, but given their low capacity, this can only happen if they
receive sufficient support. While it might seem counterintuitive to
have Southern countries phasing out so rapidly, this group more
than any other illustrates the central importance of international
supportinmaking rapid global fossil-fuel phaseout feasible —roughly
half of current oil production occursin countries below the capacity
threshold shown above, and the same is true of gas.

KristinnHafidason, GEO of Algaennovation, monitors one of
their photobioreactors inthe micro-algaé productionfacility, at
ONs Geothermal Rark inHellisheid lceland has successfully
transformedits economy. i a spanof a few decades; the
countrymovedaway fromfossil fuels and shifted to 100%
electricity production fromrenewable sources. —
© Simone Tramonte/ Climate Visuals Countdown
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Figure ES-2, showing coal phaseout, is structurally identical to the
oil chart above. As a whole, coal is phased out faster than oil and
gas, with all phaseouts before 2040. This is because coal provides
considerably less public revenue than oil or gas, as well as less
employment, resulting in generally lower levels of dependence of
coal producers onextractionthan oiland gas producers. Dependence

‘ Coal ' Support Contributor

oncoalminingislargely linked toits use for domestic energy supplies.
Thisresultis consistent however with the faster coal phaseouts seen
in techno-economic climate model scenarios, which are driven by
energy sector considerations that favor oil and gas over the more
carbonintensive coal.
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Figure ES-2: Phase-out years for coal-extracting countries plotted against their capacity, and provision of support.
See caption of Figure ES-1for further details.

In particular, note the coal phaseout in India in 2036 and South
Africain 2040 —these are very challenging timeframes given these
countries' low capacities. This result highlights the crucial role of
support — without it, rapid phaseout will be nearly impossible, and
givencoal'slarge share of global carbon emissions, holding within the
extremely small remaining 1.5 °C carbon budget will be impossible
aswell.

Finally, Figure ES-3 shows gas phaseout. We see the highest levels
of dependence in Turkmenistan and Trinidad and Tobago, both
of which depend on gas extraction in all three of our framework’s
dimensions —energy, revenue and jobs —and hence see phaseout

dates in the late 2040s. All the producers above the line, most
notably the US (whichis responsible for more than 20 % of global gas
production) are required to phase out quickly, all by the mid-2030s
Thisis true even of Qatar, which - like UAE and Brunei for oil - is fairly
dependent on gas extraction, but has a very high capacity that
enables it to overcome this dependence, hence the early phaseout
date of 2032. Venezuela is also an interesting example, in that it's
dependence on coal production is low, and it is thus expected to
phase it out rapidly (as shown in the first chart), in contrast to its
dependence onoiland gas production, whichis quite high, explaining
the longer phaseout period seenin the oil and gas charts above.
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Figure ES-3: Phase-out years for gas-extracting countries plotted against their capacity, and provision of support.

See caption of Figure ES-1for further details.

Destroyed infrastructure, buildings and businesses are among the damages caused by a gas explosion that took place along Bree
Street in the Johannesburg Central Business District, South Africa. Picture: ltumeleng English / African News Agency (ANA)
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INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT

The first two columns in table ES-1 show key results from the
international support analysis, the fair share of the provision of the
total global fossil-fuel extraction phase-out support needed for the
main support-providing countries.

Recall that all extracting countries mustimmediately cease all new
investmentin extraction,and phase out their existing fossilextraction
inline with the phaseout dates indicated above. Thus, the support
fair shares assigned to, say, the UAE or Norway, are by nomeans the

whole of the effort that an equitable global phaseout would demand
of them, but rather a support obligation that comesin addition to their
domestic efforts to phase out extraction.

Still, these obligations can be significant, particularly inthe case of the
US,whichisassigned a46.3 % share. Thisis astrikingly large figure,
butitis not surprising—the US includes alarge population of globally
affluent people, and they contribute mightily to the US'’s very high
share of total global capacity* (see Implications by Country, below).

Fair Share of il Coal Gas
Support
$bn per Phaseout Reduction Phaseout Reduction Phaseout  Reduction
Country % year Year  in2030 (%) Year  in2030 (%) Year in 2030 (%)
United States 46.3% 97.1 2031 814% 2031 825% 2031 815%
European Union 20.7 %* 434
Japan 9.3% 195 2030 829%
Germany 59%* 124 2031 816% 2031 82.7%
Canada 41% 86 2031 780% 2031 82.6% 2031 78.8%
United Kingdom 38% 80 2031 79.4% 2030 829% 2031 79.8%
France 35%" 7.3
Australia 33% 6.9 2031 81.6% 2031 780% 2031 782%
[taly 2.5%"* 52 2031 82.1% 2031 824 %
Korea, Rep. 2.3% 48 2030 829%
Spain 1.7 %* 36 2030 829%
Netherlands 1.6%"* 34 2031 81.4%
Saudi Arabia 15% 3.1 2041 274% 2034 59.1%
Turkey 1.3% 2.7 2031 775%
Switzerland 1.1% 2.3
United Arab Emirates 1.0% 2.1 2033 64.1% 2032 746 %
Norway 09% 19 2030 829% 2030 829%
Qatar 09% 19 2031 773% 2032 726%
Kuwait 04% 08 2037 399% 2032 73.6%
Libya n/a 2050 11.0% 2038 38.1%
Oman n/a 2045 20.4% 2045 19.6%
China n/a 2031 80.0% 2034 57.0% 2031 80.0%
Brazil n/a 2034 575% 2031 825% 2031 78.7%
Malaysia n/a 2034 54.4% 2039 353%
Mexico n/a 2037 41.7% 2031 81.7% 2033 64.4%
Russia n/a 2037 41.3% 2033 67.3% 2040 30.6%
Kazakhstan n/a 2041 29.0% 2037 395% 2035 488%
South Africa n/a 2040 299%
Argentina n/a 2037 435% 2037 412%
Turkmenistan n/a 2034 54.9% 2050 135%
Iran n/a 2040 31.1% 2046 18.6%
Iraq n/a 2050 76% 2033 63.2%
Indonesia n/a 2033 65.8% 2037 424% 2033 62.1%
Algeria n/a 2050 24.2% 2048 15.8%
Egypt n/a 2035 50.8% 2039 339%
Uzbekistan n/a 2031 76.1% 2031 79.8% 2043 233%
Nigeria n/a 2039 332% 2037 435%
India n/a 2031 75.4% 2036 448% 2031 774%
Angola n/a 2048 159%

Table ES-1: Fair share of support and extraction phaseout dates and rates. For each country listed, the table shows the country’s fair share of the
provision of the total needed global phase-out support and an indicative (and conservative) lower bound of possible corresponding annual amounts (in $ billion).
The EUand its member states are marked with an asterisk — listed member states'figures are included in the EU total, so adding the columns would result in double
counting. The table further shows the phase-out year and the reduction of extraction in 2030 below current extraction levels according to this analysis, by fuel
type, which inaggregate matches the IPCC LED pathway's global fossil fuel CO,,emission cut of approximately 60 %. Countries are listed if they have a fair share
of supportabove 1%, extract more than 1% of the total global volume of either oil, coal, or gas, or both. Countries shown here are those included in the Statistical

Review of World Energy, which contains some data gaps that will be closed in subsequent releases of this analysis.
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The dollar numbers here are to be read as indicative lower
bounds for each country’s annual fair-share contribution.
They are based on systematically conservative calculations
(see “The scale of support” section) that suggest the

total global fossil-fuel extraction phase-out costs and
investment needs are at least $ 420 billionand up to $ 4.1
trilion annually. We've taken the lower of these numbers,
then calculated the fraction of it that reflects the needs
—inthe subset of countries which are eligible to receive
international support, the ones below the blue lines in the
above charts —that should be internationally supported.
This yields a minimum of $ 209 billion in extraction
phase-out support per year, whichis then allocated to the
supporter countries to derive national contributions and
thus a sense of theirimplied orders of magnitude. Crucially,
these indicative figures should not be misconstrued as
actual estimates. The necessary contributions would, in
practice, probably be higher.

NEXT STEPS

Thisframeworkis based upon wellrecognized equity principlesand
widely supported approaches and methodologies. At the same time,
itisin some of its details sensitive to gaps and inconsistenciesin the
underlying datausedto calculate the results (see “Data: sources and
limitations” in the Online Methodology Supplement®).

This framework is also dynamic in that its underlying data
changes with changing real-world circumstances, and thus so
do the details of findings, though the broad features are robust.
Importantly, this framework offers the idea of a national fossil-fuel
extraction “dependence indicator,” as a keystone of a debate that
itself is evolving and maturing. We do so with the expectation that
improvements will continue, both as advancements in an ethically
grounded understanding of fossil fuel dependence, and as
improvements in the available data.

To emphasize again, there is no right to fossil-fuel extraction, but
only rights to the energy services necessary to support just and
sustainable development, and to human dignity within planetary
limits, rights which cannot be supported by socially and ecologically
catastrophic fossil fuels. This framework thus proposes concrete
phaseout timeframes, and places a conservative lower-bound on
the financial support that will have to be available to lower-capacity
countries to enable them to achieve these timeframes.

Clearly,our results are challenging. We do not dispute that. But there
is no easy route to a global, high-ambition climate mobilization that
would limit warming to 1.5 °C while, at the same time, upholding the
right to development for all.

Workers at a geothermal Installation in Landner County,

Nevada. © NREL




Female workers sort plastic bottles for recycling ina factory in Dhaka, Bangladesh. Plastic poses animmense pollution problem and also exacerbates

climate change. On its current trajectory, greenhouse gas emissions from plastic production could reach 1.34 GtCO2 per year by 2030, equivalent to

' addindSOO new 500 MW coal-fired power plants. Over 99% of plastic is made from chemicals sourced from fossil fuels, making the plastic industry a
major driver of fossil fuel extraction. © Abir Abaullah / Climate Visuals Countdown ol
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INTRODUCTION

This report proposes an equity reference framework designed to
illuminate the demands of justice, in the context of an extremely rapid
global phaseout of fossil-fuel extraction.

Anumber of reports have preceded this work, and we have built upon
them. Thisreportis the first to quantify both differentiated phaseout
timeframes and the international support needed to enable rapid
fossil-fuel extraction phaseouts in lower-income countries, which
we view as being absolutely essential to any equitable phaseout
proposal.

We knew from the outset that, by focusing on the transitional
challenges that must be overcome if any rapid phaseoutis to be fair
enoughtoactually succeed, we wouldrisk being misunderstood. As
if we were arguing that fossil energy was a “‘good” we were urging
developing countries to give up, a “good” that somehow must be
fairly distributed among the peoples and countries of this world. To
be clear, we fundamentally disagree with such conceptualizations of
fossilenergy. Thereis noright to fossil-fuel extraction, but only aright
tothe energy services necessary to support just and sustainable
development, only a right to human dignity within planetary limits
—aright which cannot be supported by socially and ecologically
catastrophic fossil fuels.

A rapid and equitable global fossil-fuel extraction phase out is
essential to meeting the goals of the Paris Agreement. This
conclusion is based on scientific consensus, and is the view of
hundreds of civil society organisations, who are at the frontlines
of the climate crisis, as well as a range of nation states. There is
no doubt that our world remains highly dependent on fossil fuels,
so a phaseout presents extremely difficult challenges of widely
varying type and magnitude, challenges that are particularly acute
in fossil-fuel extracting countries. But these can be overcome
through an approach underpinned by collaboration and equity.

Ending fossil fuel extraction is central to civil society’'s campaigns,
marked by a worldwide mass mobilisation against fossil fuels in
the run-up to the UN General Assembly in September 2023. A
centraldemand by social movements and civil society organisations
has been to stop new fossil fuels, from the VVaca Muerta shale gas
expansion in Argentina to the East Africa Crude Oil Pipeline in
Ugandato theindigenous-led fights against new fossil fuel extraction
infrastructure in North America. Civil society is increasingly turning
also to the phaseout of existing extraction, such as setting an end
date for coal mining in Germany, and winning a referendum vote to
stop ongoing oil extraction in the Yasuni National Park of Ecuador.

Atthe same time, such a phaseout presents multiple challenges to
countriesand societies, and that these must be managed equitably.
Itis critical to recognize the wide range of national contextsinterms
of socio-economic dependence on fossil fuel extraction and the
economic and institutional capacity to manage the potential
disruption of arapid phaseout. Thisisjust one piece of alarger climate
challenge—butitis acritical piece. Phasing out fossil fuel extraction
must occur in lock step with rapidly curbing fossil fuel energy use.
Bothare key dimensions of mitigation, which must occur in parallel
with finance, adaptation, andloss & damage equity, as part of ajust
climate transition.

Facing this challenge, in 2021the Civil Society Equity Review (CSER)
issued the “Fair Shares Phase Out” report,® which articulated a
broad, widely-shared, civil society perspective on how to envision
collaborationand equity. Because international cooperationis such
avitalcomponent of an equitable global transition, we released The
Imperative of Cooperationin 2022 —a follow-up report detailing the
multiple dimensions of international cooperation and support

needed to make a global transition away from fossil fuels possible.”
In this report, CSER's Extraction Equity Working Group (EEWG)
builds on the existing literature, notably the Tyndall Centre’'s 2022
report on phaseout timeframes,® by expanding the concept of fossil
fueldependence and integrating national phaseout timeframes with
the support necessary to actually achieve them. We believe that
it will empower coherent and unified campaigns for an equitable
fossil-fuel phaseout.

Thisreportlays out anethically transparent framework that shows,
indetail, what it would actually mean to rapidly phase out fossil fuel
extractioninafair way. How can this be helpful? The questionisrather
how can we imagine success without such a framework! Political
polarisationis ontherise, trust betweendifferent groupsis waning,®
and international relations are defined by vast disparities of power.
Given this, and given that our results do indeed raise challenges to
business-as-usual approaches to managing fossil-fuel extraction
phaseout, equity frameworks like this one may raise concerns about
the viability of consensus building across nation states. But, as a
broad grouping of civil society organisations from across the world,
we believe that fossil-fuel extraction phaseout willnot occur quickly
enoughunlessitis very widely accepted as fair. The questionis what,
exactly, thismeans.

Importantly, this framework requires more than just a set of techno-
economic shifts. It demands substantial transformations of global
and national institutions related to finance, trade, investment,
international planning and coordination and, of course, labour rights
and socialinclusion. So while an equitable fossil-fuel phaseout could
theoretically take place onits own, itis highly unlikely without other
significant transformations.

This challenge is easy to see when considering that rich extractors
like Norway enjoy highly developed and diversified economies, and
thus phase out options that poor extractors like Nigeria or Equatorial
Guinea cannot hope to match, due to the fundamental, entrenched,
inequity of the global economy. The transition demanded by an
equitable phaseout will itself require fundamental economic
and socio-political changes to enable a great deal of mitigation,
adaptation, and climate finance, as well as ways of managing the
mounting loss and damage in a manner that is built upon, and
deepens, global solidarity.
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Section 10of this paper briefly sets out the rationale for phasing out
fossil fuel extraction. Section two proposes an equity framework
for this, focused mainly on providing and applying a methodology
for (1) setting national fossil fuel extraction phaseout timeframes
that are consistent with science and equity; (2) spelling out the
appropriate nature and scale of the international support needed to
achieve those timeframes, and, (3) with that identifying the countries
— from which and to which — support should flow. The phaseout
timeframes and the provision of support are inextricably linked: If
poorer countries are not properly supported through international
cooperation, itis unlikely they will be either willing or able tomeet any

adequately ambitious timeframes, especially in light of their other
pressing developmental priorities and the mounting stresses of a
changing climate.

Section 3then sketches some preliminary implications, including by
applying the quantitative framework to identify the pace of phaseout
for specific countries and the scale and sourcing of the support that
willbe necessary to these phaseouts.

Finally, we indicate some next steps for ongoing development of the
framework, and recommend ways forward.

Dungarpur Renewable Energy Technologies is afenewable energy company completely funded, owned and'operated by local tribal
women of Dungarpur District, Rajasthan, India. The company not only manufactures a wide range of solar pahel modules but also
provides a range of solar solutions including solar home systems, solar lamps, solar street lights, solar based toys, andigrid connected
PV solar systems along with installation and service even to the most remote households in the Dungarpur. It also supports the local
solar retailers and entrepreneurs and has been instrumental in providing local technology based livelihoods.
© Kunal Gupta / Climate Visuals Countdown
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SECTION T FOSSIL FUEL EXTRACTION
AND GLOBAL TARGETS

The IPCC 6th Assessment Report finds that it is still possible to
limit warming to 1.5 °C “with no or limited overshoot.” Achieving
this requires fossil fuel extraction to decline immediately and
rapidly, because emissions from fossil fuels are the predominant
driver of climate change. However, as Figure 1 below (from the
Production Gap Report [PGR], 2023) shows, fossil corporations
and governments seemintent on continuing to increase extraction,
and their plans and projections are now on track to extract more
than twice as much fossil fuel in 2030 as would be consistent with
1.5 °C pathways."®

Their extraction plans, in fact, are even farther off track than the
notoriously weak emission commitments in the national NDCs.
By raising this alarm, the PGR'’s analysis has made it very difficult
for honest observers to avoid the obvious conclusion —fossil fuel
extractionitselfis adecisive problem. This finding has been strongly
reinforced by the International Energy Agency, which in 2021
released a Net Zero Emissions scenario that flatly stated “no new
oiland gas fields approved for developmentin our pathway, and no
new coal mines or mine extensions are required.” Its 2023 update
went further, noting “the rate of reduction in oil and gas demand
necessary to reach net zero emissions by 2050 is now so fast that
it may imply the early closure of some existing oiland gas fields.™"

Taken together, these very clear statements from major
international organizations have marked a new beginning in the
climate battle. We must now focus as strongly on fossil-fuel
extraction as we do on fossil-fuel emissions. Both must be phased
out as quickly as humanly possible.

The extraction phaseout framework presented here has been
developed alongside CSER's long standing technical analysis
and advocacy of a fair-shares framework for rapidly cutting global
emissions, which lays out principles for afairand equitable sharing
of the global mitigation challenge and assesses countries' NDCs
againstthose principles. These two frameworks are consistent with
and complementary to each other, both technically and ethically,
as they must be, since extraction and emissions are just two sides
of the same problem. Thus, we set a time frame for phasing out
of fossil fuel extraction that matches the rapid decline in fossil
fuel consumption. Likewise, we focus on the climate finance and
international support needed to phase out extraction in addition
to that required for reducing emissions by building renewables,
so countries are neither left without vital energy resources nor left
without vital fossil-fuel revenues. The balance here is key,and these
two complementary global frameworks ensure it for both exporters
andimporters, for both energy resource-poor and energy resource-
rich countries, for both providers and receivers of climate finance.

Capacity and Responsibility are used both in the
emissions equity framework and in this equitable phaseout
framework..

Capacity referstoacountry’'s ability toaddress the global
climate problem. It relates to the financial, technological,
and institutional resources available to contribute to a
global climate transition. Though it is multidimensional, it
is extremely strongly correlated with income, and, more
specifically, the income that is not already committed to
meeting basic needs. See “The sources of Support,” below.

Responsibility refers to historical responsibility, a
country’s overall contribution to the climate problem, and
empirically it is straightforwardly captured by a country’s
cumulative emissions. We attribute ethical responsibility to
cumulative emissions arising from consumption at a level
above mere basic needs.

Dependence, as it is used in this equitable phaseout
framework, refers to the extent to which a society is
entwined with the fossil fuel economy. Some countries
will find it harder to phase out fossil fuels without causing
social harms, particularly where their national or local
economies are rooted in fossil fuel extraction. Thisis partly
because dependence is structurally self-reinforcing, and
partly becauseit creates social repercussions if phaseout
occurstoofast, or unfairly. Countries' dependence on fossil
fuel extraction is complex; some key dimensions include:

« Dependence on fossil fuel extraction to provide
energy tothe country’s people and industries;

 Dependenceonexportrevenues tofund government
activities, including public services, public sector
salaries and public investment, and as a source
of foreign currency, particularly for the repayment of
sovereign debt;

Dependence onextractionandits supportindustries
asaprovider of jobs.

See “Defining dependence,” below.




Turtle Rescue and Rehabilitation. Dr. Brian Stacy, NOAA veterinarian; prébares 16) é/ean anoiledKemp's Ridley turtle after the BP Gulf of Mexico oil spill
© NOAA
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SECTION 2. AN EQUITABLE PHASEOUT
FRAMEWORK

PRINCIPLES FOR AN EQUITABLE PHASEOUT

While an equitable fossil-fuel phaseout framework must be
consistent with the emissions equity framewaork, itis not the same.
Extraction raises different fairness issues, because it is directly
associated with workers and with fenceline communities, and
because countries that extract fossil fuels do not always benefit from
it (6.9. some countries gain little revenue, while foreign companies
profit handsomely).

Mozambique’s gas development provides a cautionary tale of how
rushed fossil fuel investment can leave countries worse off than
without it. Since gas investments began a decade ago, corruption
has escalated, people living near the gas terminal have lost their land
and homes, and the country’s debts have spiralled, while promises
of oil revenues and domestic energy access recede ever further

Building on earlier research,”? the CSER 2021 report proposes
a set of five principles to guide an equitable phaseout of fossil fuel
extraction. These principles aim to justly address the rights and
needs of those most directly impacted by fossil fuel extraction: for
example pollution-affected frontline communities, marginalized
and impoverished citizens of corrupt petrostates, politically
disenfranchised citizens of wealthy nations that have been captured
by the fossil fuel complex, and all those who are immediately
threatened by climate change. At the same time, these principles
were informed by arecognition of the harms that could follow from
rapidly dismantling aneconomically entrenched sector: to workers
employedinthe sector, to those living within the regional economic
communities they generate,and to allthose relying on public services
funded by fossil fuel revenues. See Box 2 for a summary.

into the future.

1. Stop extraction whenit violates humanrights

The civiland human rights of affected communities must be an utmost priority where the harm to frontline communities justifies an
immediate halt to extraction. In regions and communities that are disproportionately experiencing the harms of extraction, where
pollution despoils the environment, harms communities, and undermines livelihoods, where extraction takes brutal forms that violate
basic human rights, it should be reformed or cease immediately.

2. Phase out down global extraction at a pace consistent with the 1.5 °C limit

Climate records are shattered at a quickening pace, and evidence mounts that a destabilized climate is an existential threat to human
societies.Even1.5 °Cwarmingis not “safe,” butas warmingincreasesirreversible climate extremes and tipping points become increasingly
likely. The risks to poverty eradication, human and ecological health, global prosperity and peace rapidly grow incalculable.

3. Enable ajust transition for workers and communities

People and communities at the heart of extraction activities must be engaged and supported. Workers and their unions as well as
impacted communities, must be key stakeholders throughout the process of a just transition, with social dialogue and inclusive decision
making as acentral pillar. Key elements include: creating decent new jobs by investing in alternative sectors; retraining affected workers;
and protecting the rights and incomes of workers and communities during transition. This is more substantive than merely ‘protecting’

workers with minimal subsistence benefits while ‘retraining’ them for the next dangerous and exploitative job. It also implies targeted
support for regions historically dependent on fossil-fuel extraction, so that organized economic diversification, ecosystem restoration
and creation of decent job opportunities can take place.

4.Reduce extraction fastest in countries least socially dependent on fossil extraction

Poorer countries whose economies depend on fossil fuels for jobs or revenues are at risk of greater social and economic disruption
from an abrupt transition, so should be allowed more time to phase out. Given the pressing constraints of a very minimal global
carbon budget, wealthier and less dependent countries should phase out most rapidly. They have the economic diversity and
wherewithal to invest in economic alternatives and social protections during a more rapid transition.

5. Share transition costs fairly, according to ability to bear those costs

The world has delayed climate action for so long, that evenif less wealthy, extraction-dependent countries are allowed
more time than less dependent countries, they must still undergo extremely rapid transitions, spanning less than two or three decades.
They cannot reasonably be expected to manage these transitions without significant international support. The UNFCCC makes explicit
provision for wealthier countries to provide support to enable mitigation and adaptation efforts. The same should apply to enabling poorer
countries to rapidly phase out fossil fuel extraction: the ability to transition is dependent on this international support.
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With respect to Principle 2, and despite the recent push to
replace the goal of phasing out fossil fuels with that of phasing out
“unabated” fossil fuel “emissions,” we continue to interpret climate
adequacy throughaprecautionary lens, rather than assuming future
technologies will remove our excess near-term emissions. In this
regard, the IPCC's pithy statement, in 2018's Special Report on
Global Warming of 1.5 °C, that *CDR [Carbon Dioxide Removal]
deployed at scale is unproven, and reliance on such technology is
amajor risk in the ability to limit warming to 1.5 °C,"®is still very much
the order of the day. The IPCC'’s Sixth Assessment Report (ARB)
authors agree, when they warn that the prospect of large-scale
CDR) could “obstruct near-term emissions reduction efforts, ... lead
toanoverreliance ontechnologies that are stillintheirinfancy.... [and]
impact food security, biodiversity or land rights,” and still “might
not deliver the intended benefit of removing CO, durably from the
atmosphere.”*

The ARG presents three lllustrative Mitigation Pathways (IMPs)
consistent with limiting warming to 1.5 °C, which use different
balances of decarbonizing energy supply, reducing energy demand,
reducing non-energy greenhouse gas emissions and deploying
CDR. Given the risks of relying on future CDR, from among these
IMPs, we select the carbon budgets corresponding to the Low
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Energy Demand, or LED, scenario (also known as IMP-LD) as our
guide,inpartbecause it does not rely on novel CDR technologies.”®

Inthe LED scenario, fossil fuel production and consumption fall by
58 % from 2020 to 2030, and by 92 % from 2020 to 2050 (measured
inCO, terms). Given this rapid pace of transformation, the question
is not which countries canincrease extraction and for how long, but
rather which countries must phase out extractionrapidly,and which
must phase out even more rapidly.

The remainder of this section considers how to apply Principles
4 and 5. To begin, we must emphasize that these two principles
are inseparable and equally important. As the Tyndall Center’s
study of phase-out timeframes notes, “it is no longer possible
to deliver an equitable division of the small and rapidly shrinking
carbon budgets. An equitable transition will require wealthy high-
emitting nations make substantial and ongoing financial transfers
to poorer nations to facilitate their low-carbon development, against
a backdrop of dangerous and increasing climate impacts.”® Even
the most precipitous feasible phase-out dates for wealthier fossil
fuel extracting countries would leave poorer and more dependent
countries with phase-out dates that would be unachievable if
unsupported.
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Figure 1: Adapted from CSER (2021), originally from Production Gap Report 2020

Our overall approach to principles 4 and 5 is captured in Figure 2
above (taken from our 2021 Fair Shares Phaseout report). It states,
simply speaking, that:

- Countries with greater capacity to deal with the costs and
disruptions, and greater responsibility for causing climate
change, must provide support to those with less, and that
support must be of a nature and scale needed to make their
phaseout feasible and fair.

- Countries whose socio-economic welfare is more heavily
dependent on extraction may take more time to phase out,
while those that are less dependent must take less.

Toelaborate this framework more concretely, the following analysis
specifically proceeds as follows:

» Phaseout dates and rates are determined by means of a
quantifiable indicator that reflects the essential features of
national dependence on fossil fuel extraction.

« Thenature and scale of the required support, along with which
countries should receive support and which should provide
it,and how much they should provide, are determined based
on quantifiable indicators of capacity.
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DIFFERENTIATED COUNTRY PHASE-OUT TIMEFRAMES

In generating policy recommendations for specific countries, most
climate scenarios allocate actions among countries according to
a principle of least cost. In our equitable phaseout framework, we

DEFINING DEPENDENCE

We measure dependence as a combination of three elements,
reflecting different ways that economies and societies rely on fossil
fuels: (i) the share of primary energy consumption that is met from
domestically-extracted fossil fuels,” (i) the share of government
revenues that comes from fossil fuel extraction,’® and (i) the share
of workforce employed in fossil fuel extraction.”® We have equally
weighted the three components as a default choice, although
different weightings could be justified. After summing the equally
weighted components, the combined measure is scaled to account
for each country’s level of development, reflecting the fact that
dependence hangs more heavily on poorer countries thanon those
that have ample resources tomanage and overcomeit. Dependence
isassessed separately for each of the three fossil fuels,and foreach
country (as a country may depend on oil extraction but not on coal
extraction, for example). This section explains the rationale for our
approach.

instead aim to minimize social costs (harms). Central to this is the
concept of dependence:in countries more dependent onfossil fuels,
the socialimpacts of arapid transition will be greater.

We stress again that we do not believe anyone has aright to extract
fossil fuels, nor that fossil fuel extraction is an inherently beneficial
activity toits host country or people (e.g. consider the Mozambique
experience described above). Rather, we argue that all countries
should phase out fossil fuel extraction as quickly as possible, while
noting that countries differ in what speed of phaseout can be
considered possible, when taking into account the social impacts
of transition.

Phaseout should thus be fastest where the social costs of phaseout
are smallest and most manageable. Conversely, more time should
be given to countries that cannot phase out rapidly without causing
major social harms. While there are many forms of dependence,?® we
focus ondependence through three key socio-economicroles that
fossilfuel extraction plays: providing energy for acountry'sown use,
generating revenues for public budgets, and providing jobs. Ineach
respect, countries with greater dependence on fossil fuel extraction
will suffer greater social harms from arapid transition.

DEPENDENCE ON ENERGY FROM DOMESTIC FOSSIL FUELS

Many countries extract fossil fuels in order to meet their own energy
needs. Imported coal is often considerably more expensive than
domestically-mined coal, for example. Likewise, many net oil and
gas importers rely on domestic production to reduce the severe
impact of expensive and price-volatile imports ontheir economies,
which can be crippling for lower-income and vulnerable countries.
With sufficientinternational support, these importers have a strong
incentive to decarbonise their economies; however, winding down
domestic supply faster than demand would increase rather than
decrease their vulnerability.

For example, in South Africa, domestically mined coal accounts
for 80 % of power generation and 69 % of primary energy

DEPENDENCE ON REVENUES FROM FOSSIL FUELS

Dependence on fossil fuel extraction also manifests in the use of
revenues to fund government budgets, especially in the case of ol
exporters. [ffossil fuel extractionis ended before alternative sources
of revenue are developed, consequences will include reduction
in public services such as health and education, with particularly
harmful consequences for the most vulnerable members of society;
loss of public sector jobs that depend on extraction revenues; and
public fundsthat could be usedtoinvestin diversifying the economy.
These countries will therefore need to diversify their economies,
including developing new sources of fiscal revenue.

consumption.?' Not only will replacing this be a huge undertaking,
South Africans are currently without power for several hours a
day, due to load shedding because of insufficient generation and
transmission capacity. Too rapid a transition could worsen these
problems in the near term, especially given the time and money it
will take to build almost an entire new electricity infrastructure. In
contrast, Norway's domestic oiland gas extraction provides for just
27 % of primary energy consumption.?? With a hydro-dominated
power system, and a car fleet that is rapidly transitioning to electric
vehicles, Norway can wind down its fossil extraction much faster
than South Africa, without causing unmanageable hardship for its
energy consumers.

However, building new economic sectors and transforming an
economy takes a lot of time. Economic diversification has been
a policy priority for oil exporters since at least the 1970s; many
attempts to diversify have failed, and even those that have been
partially successful took decades. Thisis in large part because of
the structurally self-reinforcing nature of fossil fuel dependence,
which makes it extremely difficult — economically, politically and
socially —for countries to free themselves from dependence.?
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Inany science-driven climate transition, fossil fuels must be largely
phased out withinless thanthree decades, eveninthe countries that
phase out most slowly. Consider countries like Irag or South Sudan,
whose entire economies rest on oil production and exports, which
provide over 85 % of government revenue. Building a whole new
economy, of equivalent size, withadifferent basis on such atimelineis
animmensely challenging endeavour, to the point of being difficult to
imagine, even with large-scale international support. Given the finite
nature of carbon budgets,amore rapid phaseoutinless-dependent
countries is the only way to give highly dependent countries more
time. What would an equivalent challenge look like in a highly
diversified economy such asinthe United Kingdom or United States,
where oil and gas provide about 0.1% of government revenue?
A challenging pace similarly at the boundaries of conceivability
might perhaps be to end fossil-fuel extraction within a few years,
and certainly inless thana decade.

DEPENDENCE ON FOSSIL FUEL JOBS

A third aspect of a country’s dependence is in jobs in fossil fuel
extraction. Clearly, if fossil fuel extraction is ended, that willend the
jobs involved both directly in extraction and in supplying goods
and services to the extraction sector. Time is required to enable a
just transition for the workforce. Just transition is not simply about
retraining or reallocating workers; it is a process in which workers
themselves shape the course of the transition through active social
dialogues. Furthermore, if fossil fuels account for alarge share of the
workforce, it will take time to build up alternative sectorsin order to
create jobs of an equivalent quality to the lost fossil fuel jobs.

Note that fossil fuel employment is concentrated in producing
regions, such as Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand in India, the Niger
Deltain Nigeria, Mpumalanga Province in South Africa,and Alberta
in Canada. In these regions, larger proportions of workers will be
employed in fossil fuels than at a national level. We focus on the
national totals, for after all this is a world of nations, and nations,
inevitably, will play a key role in the delivery of intranational equity
in their regions. This raises the importance of regionally focused
Just Transition approaches that think about regionally appropriate
pathways to diversify away from fossil fuels.

One dimension of employment dependence that has not yet been
quantified in the framework (we aim to address it in future work) is
the number of people relying on each job. In some countries, large
households may depend onincome fromasingle earner;in others,
significant numbers of unemployed workers may rely on social safety
nets funded by well-paid fossil fuel jobs. In this first framework, these
issues are partly addressed through progressivity, as discussed
just below.

2
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Offshore drilling rigs and a platform supply vessel lay idle on the
Cromarty Firth, Scotland. © Michael Elleray
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COMBINING THE COMPONENTS OF DEPENDENCE

Inthisreport, we combine these three elements with equal weighting.
Alater online version of the framework will allow users more flexibility,
including the ability to vary the weightings according to their own
judgements of the relative socialimportance of each.

Finally, we account for the greater strains that arapid transition would
impose on poorer countries by adjusting the combined measure of
dependenceinaprogressive manner. A progressive systemisone
inwhich the greatest proportional contributionis made by those with
greatest capacity to contribute. For example, in a progressive tax
system, richer people contribute alarger share of theirincome than
poorer people, because atlower income levels, more of aperson’s
incomeisrequired to meet the basic essentials of living a healthy life.
Such considerations apply at a country level too: a lower-capacity
country must spend more of its revenue on delivering basic needs,
while a high-capacity country can spend more discretionarily. Thusa
lower-capacity country which obtains 25 % of its revenue from fossil
fuels will be more dependent on fossil fuels than a high-capacity
country with the same fossil revenue share.

Toaddress this, we use aconcept that haslong beenrecognized,*
includinginthe UNFCCCitself, as essential to equitable international
effort sharing: national capacity. Here, asin all of the work of the Civil
Society Equity Review, capacity is defined in a manner that takes

PHASE-OUT TIMEFRAMES BASED ON DEPENDENCE

With a framework in hand for sketching out each country’s overall
dependence, we can directly proceed to establishing phase-out
timeframes. At the outset, we ensure that the total carbon dioxide
emissions willbe consistent with the 1.5 °C-consistent budget taken
fromthe LED pathway featuredinthe most recent IPCC assessment,
as mentioned above. This gives us an overall average phase-out
rate for the world’s fossil fuels, which we then allocate among coal,
gas,andoil.

Givenanaverage phase-out rate for each fuel, we can calculate the
phase-out timeline for each country as afunction of its dependence.
For each fuel, countries with lower than average dependence are

in-country inequality into account. It is defined, that is, as the sum
of theincome above a development threshold of allmembers of its
population?® (in this report, this thresholdis set at $7,500 per person
per year,asis alsousedand explainedin our previous reports®). Thus
income needed for each personto lead a healthy, dignified life isnot
counted towards capacity, whichinstead measures the discretionary
portion of people’s income. For the same reason, the degree to
whichincomes above this exemption threshold are counted towards
capacity gradually increases, reflecting the increasing degree to
which incomes became available for discretionary spending, until
it passes asecond threshold above which incomes are considered
fully towards capacity (set here at $50,000 per person per year).
Inequalities exist both within and between countries. All countries
have some people living above and some below this threshold;
countries of the Global North have proportionately more above it.
Thisis onereasonable way of defining progressivity, though others
could certainly be defended. Ina future online version of the equitable
phaseout framework, users will be able to vary this definition. To
integrate this metric of progressivity into our dependence indicator,
we multiply by the ratio of a country’s gross national income to its
capacity. A table showing the dependence indicator for the largest
fossilfuel extracting countriesis available in the online methodology
supplement of this report.?”

given correspondingly faster phase-out rates, which also implies
earlier phase-out dates that require smaller carbon budgets.
Similarly, countries with higher-than-average dependence
are allowed correspondingly slower rates to ease their greater
transitional challenges, which imply phaseout dates that are
somewhat later and carbon budgets that are somewhat greater.
The phaseout date (as reportedin the tables included below) reflects
the year in which production has declined by 90 % compared to
2023 levels.Inallcases, the most forgiving phaseout dates —for the
countries with the highest dependence — are no later than 2050;
the phaseout dates for the least dependent countries are as early
as 2030.
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INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT FOR ENABLING FOSSIL FUEL PHASEOUT

THE SCOPE OF THE NECESSARY SUPPORT

Due to the limited remaining carbon budget, many fossil-fuel
extracting countries must phase out their extraction activities faster
thanwould otherwise be considered fair,or evenfeasible, given their
lack of economic and institutional capacity to achieve ajust transition
at this pace. They may lack the financial resources to absorb or
compensate for any disruptions to labour markets, government
revenue etc., or to implement the economic diversification and
just transition activities that are needed in a phase-out context.
Consequently, international support is an absolute precondition of
the required phaseout.

Itis not yet possible to definitively specify the exact type and amounts
of support that will be necessary, as it will depend on the specific
national and local context, and the barriers that must be overcome
tomake the phaseout possible. However, we canmake some overall
observations about the transitional needs that are clearly in scope
and eligible for international support.

Support must address needs relevant to the just transition concerns
of fossil fuel workers and the families, communities and regions
that depend on their incomes. Necessary responses must focus
on creating decent new jobs with appropriate worker protections,
and might include job guarantees, strengthening of employment
insurance and/or social protection schemes, retraining and
relocation supports, and replacements for benefits such as
employer-provided health insurance or housing. They must also
incorporate targeted economic diversification plans, as regional
dependance (on jobs, on tax revenue and overall economic
activity) is likely to be higher than national averages and the clean
up, rehabilitation, and ecological restoration of sites of fossil fuel
extraction projects.

THE SCALE OF SUPPORT

When setting out to establish how much financial, institutional and
other support lower-capacity countries would require to achieve
their fossil fuel extraction phaseouts on the challenging necessary
timeframes, proper estimates of both the total global need and the
national needs of individual countries would ideally be available.
However, proper needs-based assessments simply have notbeen
done.Suchassessments would be designed to determine the scale
of financial resources needed to overcome the economic and social
challenges and potential disruptions that would be associated with
phasing out fossil-fuel extraction, including just transitions, economic
diversifications, and so on. In the Global North, most existing fossil
fuels phase-out plans have been based not on needs butratheron
political agreements. In particular, the scale of transition support
provided to Global North workers and communities generally
reflects the power balance of key constituencies (labour, business,
government) rather than actual worker and community needs, which
are generally much greater.

Fossil fuel extraction phase-out support should also address the
loss of critical contributions that fossil fuel extraction is currently
making to a country’s economy, e.g. to public services funded by
fossilfuel royalties and taxes, to household incomes viaemployment,
toincome from activities supplying the fossil fuel extraction sector,
to debt payment and a stable balance of trade. The loss of these
contributions can be addressed through international support
that facilitates economic diversification measures and enables
investmentsinto new economic activities suitable for replacing those
contributions. Such diversification measures are complementary to
just-transition measures that focus specifically on fossil fuel workers.
While they considerably expand the scope of support, they mustbe
within the scope of international support for fossil fuel phaseouts
for practical as well as ethical reasons — without such support the
timely phaseouts implied by the necessary timeframes is, frankly,
unlikely to succeed.

Importantly, because of the specific support needs of the
impacted countries and communities, the scope of support must
be quite broad. For example, in order to facilitate rapid economic
diversification a major overhaul of the global trade, investment and
finance regime, including debt cancellation, or the globalintellectual
property rights regime will be required.2¢ However, we also see
limits to the scope of legitimate international phase-out support. For
example, we consider payments to fossil fuel extraction companies’
shareholders for foregone revenues (for example in the case of
revocation of extraction licences or leases or early termination of
contracts) to be inconsistent with the goal of a global phaseout that
is not only rapid but also as just and equitable as possible.

Box 3 below lists examples or studies that provide insights into the
costs or investment needs associated with fossil fuel phasedown
or phaseout. However, since these were usually done in wealthier
countries (which, by virtue of their high capacity, would not be eligible
for supportin this framework), they can only with caution be applied
to estimate the support needs of poor countries, since they do not
consider the specific barriers and constraints faced by the latter.
Rather, they usually calculate a limited range of phase-out costs
(typically only exceptional business and worker-related transition
costs), becausein the Global Northitis possible to count onmature
(if ofteninadequate) social protection systems to absorb important
parts of the social costs (i.e. pensions or early retirement support,
unemployment guarantees). Also, current examples of social
approaches to the transition assume phase-out timeframes much
slower than what is needed for a 1.5 °C response.



AN EQUITABLE PHASEOUT OF

FUEL EXTRACTION

Below are summaries of examples or studies that investigate costs or investment needs to support fossil fuel extraction phaseout.
Each of these examples is nationally specific and has limited applicability in poorer countries. Along with these summaries, we listed
some of these elements that might result in an over or under estimation of the transition costs, relative to globally average costs or
costsinpoorer countries.

Country

Narrative

Key elements of context leading
torelatively lower/higher
transition needs estimates

Scotland®®

Analysis undertaken for the Scottish Government estimates that, in
ascenario where oil and gas extraction is completely phased out by
2050, a total of $ 49 billion (£ 39.5bn) of investment in selected other
“‘low-carbon energy” sectors is needed by 2050 to offset the loss of
57,000 current oil and gas jobs. If investments are also needed to
replace the contribution of this sector to economic activity (gross
value added) to the Scottish economy, the need increases by roughly
250 % to $ 120 billion (£ 95.8bn).

Leading to lower estimates:

- Slow phaseout (not before 2050)

- Lack of cost estimates for broader
support forimpacted communities

- Mature social protection
systems/welfare state in

place

Leading to higher estimates:
- Average incomeinthe sector $ 110,000
(£88,000) per year

In order to address the Just Transition dimension of their mitigation
package 2021-2027 the EU is dedicating € 19.2 billion to its Just
Transition Fund, complemented by € 1.5 billion of grants (and € 10
billion in loans) for public sector support.

Leading to lower estimates:

- No fossil fuel phase-out target.

- Figures do not account for social
protection systems’ expenditure in the
EU being deployed to cover for early
retirement and unemployment benefits.

Spain has been one of the countries that deployed EU funding as
part of its strategy to phase out coal extraction and coal-based
power production. Spain's approach to Just Energy Transition is
comprehensive, including direct support for workers, economic
diversification projects for communities (with intended impacts
far exceeding the mere replacement of lost fossil fuel sector jobs),
support for decommissioning and clean-up of fossil fuel extraction
and power generation sites, and more. Their four year plan (2018-
2022) affected roughly 6,000 directly employed workers and about
197 towns representing 1% -2 % of Spanish population and mobilized
injust four years € 5 billion.

Leading to lower estimates:

- phaseout is limited to coal (not oil and
gas)

- Many costs (pensions, unemployment
benefits) absorbed by social security and
not counted as Just transition costs

- Energy companies committed toretain,
retrain and redeploy their direct workers.
Without this agreement (reached
through negotiation with unions), costs
for workers' support would have been
higher.

South
Africa®

South Africa’s Just Energy Transition Investment Plan (JET IP)
focussed onthe just transition needs of Mpumalanga Province, since it
is where the country’s coal mining and coal-fired generation activities
are concentrated (85 % of South African coal sector employment,
90,000 direct jobs, and 200,000 employed in the coal value chain).
The JET IP calculates a total loss of 26,000 to 35,000 jobs in the period
up to 2030 due to decline in coal activities. Furthermore, coal currently
contributes up to 35 % of municipal economies in this area. The JET
IP breaks down ‘Just transition investments in Mpumalanga's coal
communities” at $ 800 million (ZAR 12bn) per year over the five year
period to 2027, of which the largest share is dedicated to economic
diversification and infrastructure investments, and only about 10 %
for direct support for workers.

Leading to lower estimates:

- No phaseout but a reduction in coal
production.

- Limited support for workers and
communities
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Given the limitations of current understanding of the fossil-fuel
extraction phase-out costs and investment needs (see box 3), an
international process for further articulating the actual needs-based
scope, scale and costs of phase-out support is urgently needed.
While nothing like this has been established yet, we can use some
educated judgement about the minimum level of this support that
willneed to be mobilized,and set up the mechanisms to start raising
—and providing —this support.

Despite the limitations of the just transition cost calculations in the box
—notably, they include only an extremely small fraction of the global
fossil fuel extraction workforce — these examples provide some
indications that can help us establish a conservative lower bound
for such costs and investment needs. Specifically, if normalized in
per-job terms, the examples from South Africa, Scotland, Spain,
and the EU indicate possible costs or investment needs of between
$23,000and $ 225,000 per job per year. Other studies of phase-
out costs are available but were not included here because they
consider extraction phasedown speeds that are too inconsistent
with the scenario we are exploring here, and/or focus too narrowly
on support for current workers rather than replacement of jobs
more generally.?? Considering that there are currently 18.2 million
fossil fuel extraction workers in the world,? extrapolating costs
fromthese examples yields figures of $ 420 billionto $ 4.1 trillion per
year globally in total, with the limitations of the examples generally
suggesting that actual needs may be even higher. Note that the four
examplesinthe boxinclude broader types of investments and costs
thanthoserelated specifically to jobs; for this heuristic estimate, we

THE SOURCES OF SUPPORT

When it comes to the sources of support, we first establish which
countries ought to be responsible for collectively mobilizing the
resources needed to support lower-capacity countries’ phaseout.
Specifically, we consider that countries that have a per-capita
capacity above the global average level should provide the financial
resources needed to support lower-capacity countries in phasing
out their fossil fuel extraction at the required pace. Subsequently,
we use an approach similar to the one we apply to the global
mitigation effort to determine which fraction of the total support
need each of these countries should provide. In this approach,
each provider country’s share of the needed fossil fuel extraction
phase-out supportis proportional toits responsibility and capacity
index. Specifically, countries’ capacity to mobilize financial resources
that are not otherwise bound up with fulfilling their own citizens’
basic needs, which can therefore be mobilized for climate action,
and their historical responsibility for greenhouse gas emissions. In
addition to capacity, we consider responsibility for GHG emissions

are simply postulating that size of investment (inallits forms) may be
roughly proportional to number of jobs affected.

In principle, more precise cost estimates are possible, but they
will depend on country-specific needs assessments. With such
assessments, country-specific costs and investment needs could
be compared to the fraction of the total global phase-out costs and
investment needs that the country should be expected to contribute,
givenits capacity to do so. From this comparison,inturn, it could be
determined whether the country can be expected to not only cover
it's own need with its own resources but also (for high-capacity
countries) provide phase-out support to others or whether (for
lower-capacity countries) it can only be expected to cover acertain
fraction of its own costs with its ownresources and would be eligible
toreceive support for the remainder.

However, since such assessments do not currently exist, we cannot
at this point follow such an approach. Instead, for this report, we
will use as our starting point the figure calculated above for a
conservative lower bound of $ 420 billion (and up to $ 4 1 trillion) for
the total annual global phase-out cost and investment need. We
can then use a simple heuristic (for example, the size of countries’
fossil fuel workforce) to disaggregate these global figures and to
subsequently derive the portion of the global figures that are needed
inlower-capacity countries, exceed their own capacity,and therefore
have to flow as support. Given that high-capacity countries will be
expectedto cover their own costs, we cansay with relative certainty
that the global fossil fuel extraction phase-out support needs in
countrieseligible for that support willnot be less than several hundred
billion per year.

an appropriate metric for apportioning responsibility for providing
extraction support since it is a strong proxy for the extent to which
a country benefited from abundant, cheap fossil energy sources;
and thus acted as a driver of extraction, regardless of whether
the country itself extracted these energy resources (income and
emissionsinequalities within countries are taken into consideration
when estimating both national capacity and national responsibility;
theincomes and emissions of the poor are not taken as equivalent
to the incomes and emissions of the rich®?).

This framework assigns fair shares of the provision of fossil fuel
extraction phase-out support to all countries with above-average
per-capita capacity, whether or not they extract fossil fuels. By so
doing, itensures that not only the high-capacity fossil fuel extracting
countries participate in funding the rapid phaseout of lower-capacity
extractors, but that likewise, high-capacity non-extracting countries
(say, France, Singapore, or Switzerland) contribute to the global
extraction challenge at an appropriate level.
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SECTION S IMPLICATIONS

HUMAN RIGHTS COME FIRST

Equity-based national timeframes cannot be the last word. There
are extremely important intra-national equity challenges they don't
encompass. Specifically, where the harm to frontline communities
justifies animmediate halt to extraction, their demands take moral
precedence. For decades, in the face of human rights abuses
and ecological degradation, civil society organizations and social
movementsinmany communities have called for animmediate halt
tolocal extraction based on concerns about humanrights abuses,
land appropriation, and local environmental degradation that
undermines health andlivelihoods. Such claims clearly conflict with
phase-out timeframes suggested by our approach to dependence
interms of nationally assessed factors such as fossil sector jobs and
government revenue.

Priority must be given to people and communities whose rights are
violated by extraction processes, including through damage to their

health, livelihoods, quality of life, land, cultural rights, security. Ending
extractionis urgent in such cases. This particularly includes the
rights of Indigenous peoples, where extraction must be immediately
stopped where extraction has notreceived their free, prior, informed
consent.

A good example is the Yasuni National Park in Ecuador, where
campaigners successfully secured a vote to stop ongoing oil
extraction, in an August 2023 referendum. The Park is home to
Indigenous peoples living in voluntary isolation, and is one of the
most biodiverse places on earth, creating a strong rationale for
stopping extraction urgently, notwithstanding Ecuador’s significant
dependence on oil export revenues. The campaign now turns to
implementing the referendum decision, including ensuring a proper
cleanup once oilis stopped.

NO NEW FOSSIL FUEL FIELDS OR MINES

Thereisnoroomfor new oiland gas fields or coalmines. Thiswas a
headline finding of the IEA's Net Zero Emissions scenarioin 2021, but
the same outcome follows from the IPCC’s 1.5 °C scenarios and all
major 1.5 °C scenarios published by universities, intergovernmental
organizations and private sector consultancies.®® The IEA's 2023
update goes further, noting “the rate of reduction in oil and gas
demand necessary to reach net zero emissions by 2050 is now
so fast that it may imply the early closure of some existing oil and
gas fields.”®¢ If we do not rely on unproven carbon sequestration
technologies, 60 % of oil, gas and coal reserves in producing fields
and mines must be left in the ground.®” This is the focus of the
differentiated phase-out challenge in this report: how much more
quickly existing fields and mines should be closed in some countries
than others.

While the least dependent countries should lead in closing existing
fields and mines, no country can hope to safely or justly develop
new fossil resources, including developing countries that are just
now uncovering oiland gas deposits. Our framework stipulates that
wealthier fossil fuel producers must end production as quickly as
technically and socially possible, toleave space for alessrapidand
disruptive ramp-down in poorer countries, but this does not leave
space for expansion. There is simply no carbon budget left for new
commitments to fossil-fuel extraction.

While the temptation of fossil fueled development is understandable,
especially in countries with extensive poverty and urgenteconomic
and energy needs, including to obtain foreign currency for debt
servicingandto stabilize trade balances, the reality is that fossil fuels
are unlikely to deliver on the hopes vested in them. In most cases,
new fossil fuel extraction has held back other sectors of the economy;,
undermined institutional development and greatly deepened the
debtburden. Often, fossil fuels have worsened more than alleviated

poverty; the recent experience of Mozambique (see above) should
provide a cautionary tale inthis regard.

One commonlesson from studies of this so-called “resource curse”
is that the only (very few) countries that have achieved positive
development outcomes from resource extraction are those that
have proceeded slowly, in order to build institutions to govern the
resource and oversee foreign companies, and to establisha trained
domestic workforce and domestic supply chain. Thisis what Norway
didinthe 1970s. Yet in the context of a global energy transition, this
option is no longer open: governments tend to want to extract as
quickly as possible, before their export markets dry up. Evenin a
rushed case, governments are unlikely to see significant revenues
within less than 15 years of a discovery. Major new investments
in extraction infrastructure are thus very likely to end up as costly
stranded assets, adding to countries’ debts, and locking them into
costly fossil energy even as renewable energy systems become
far cheaper.

Governance and oversight over fossil fuel extraction are important
not only to effectively manage the revenues and avoid corruption,
but also to avoid getting a raw deal from foreign companies, who
deploy armies of lawyers and accountants to create one-sided
contracts and fiscal terms, often allocating both risk and liabilities
tothe government. There are countless examples of governments
with limited capacity signing extraction deals that looked good but
where the devilwas in the detail. The priority for countries with high
levels of poverty must be to find and finance alternative economic
pathways that lead to real development.

While the hopes for new fossil fuels are understandable - though,
we believe, misplaced - in the case of countries with high levels of
poverty and limited alternative options, it is particularly offensive
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that very wealthy countries with low levels of dependence on
extraction continue to opennew fields and mines, when they should
beleading the way inaphaseout. Examples abound.In2023 alone,
Norway has granted 47 new oil and gas exploration licenses; the

UK is offering hundreds of new licenses in a bid to “max out” its oil
and gas extraction; Canada is approving ever riskier deepwater oil
drilling in the Baie du Nord oilfield; and the United States approved
development of Willow, one of its largest oil fields ever.

DELIVERING A JUST TRANSITION

Theimperative of supporting the peoples and communities who are
immediately dependent on fossil fuel extraction is fundamental to
the equitable phaseout challenge, so much so that the section on of
thisreport,above, on “The scope of the necessary support” focuses
on just these sorts of immediate dependence challenges. More
precisely, it focuses on the financial challenges, andin particular the
international financial challenges, of rapid fossil extraction phaseout.
But we must emphasize that the just transition challenge is not
essentially a financial challenge, and that it is not limited to peoples
and communities that are immediately dependent on fossil
extraction.

Workers and their unions, as well as impacted communities more
generally, must be treated as key stakeholders throughout any real
just transition process, which must have social dialogue andinclusive
decision making as central pillars. Key challenges include the
creation of newjobsinalternative sectors, the retraining of affected
workers so thatthey can succeedinthese newjobs,and protecting
the rights and incomes of workers and communities during these
transitions, which will in some cases be extremely difficult. Taken
together, these define a challenge that is far more substantive than

merely “protecting” workers with minimal subsistence benefits while
“retraining” them for the next dangerous and exploitative job.

Past negative experiences of unplanned or ill-planned plant closures
and deindustrialization in both the Global North and Global South
have created a huge skepticistn among workers and communities,
which have excellent reasons to doubt that promises of a just well-
managed transition from fossil fuels will ever materialize. A robust
and properly funded investment plan aimed at alternative job and
income opportunities in dependent regions would go a long way
towards reducing this skepticism, and turning these workers and
communities into allies. But it has to be real, and it has to show
that governments are committed to focus support where itis really
needed.

Also, it must be said that the transitional justice challenge posed
by the fossil fuel extraction phaseout as a whole, and the still larger
climate transition of which it is a part is itself, are themselves just
transition challenges, albeit atlarger scales. The focus oninclusivity
and care that defines that transition challenge in highly dependent
communities defines these challenges as well, and the climate
transitionasawhole.

SOURCES OF SUPPORT FORRAPID AND EQUITABLE PHASEOUT

Asdiscussedabove, the availability of country-specific assessments
of support needs, including those associated with rapid fossil-fuel
extraction phaseout, would allow us to speak much more precisely
about the scale of the total support need, and about how needs
vary with the capacities of extracting countries, and thus about
which countries are responsible for providing this support. For the
time being, however, we willuse a proxy approach that simply takes
capacity into account —we will consider that countries whose per-
capita capacity is above the global average should contribute phase-
out support to lower-capacity countries. This proxy approach has
many practical advantages, one of whichis that it can be applied to
both extracting and non-extracting countries.

Table 1below shows key results from this analysis, focusing on the
countries that are found to be the main providers of support, and
showing their fair shares of the provision of the total global fossil
fuel extraction phase-out support need. These fair shares here
are primarily expressed as percentages of the total global support
needed, which these countries as a group should be expected
to contribute. These are calculated relative to one of the equity
benchmarks that have been used by the Civil Society Equity Review
since its first report in 2015. These, as noted above, are based on
historical responsibility for GHG emissions and a view of capacity
that takes in-country inequality into account (see above for more
detail).

Remember that the support fair shares assigned to high-capacity
countrieslike the UAE or Norway are by no means the whole of the
effort that an equitable global phaseout would demand of them, but
rather obligations that come in addition to their domestic efforts to
phase out extraction.®®

Thetable also shows, for reference only,a possible indicative lower
bound for each country’s annual fair share contribution. Itisimportant
to realize that this entire table is based on a very conservative
interpretation of our explorations (see “the scale of support”above)
into the magnitude of the total fossil fuel extraction phase-out need,
for which we have a conservative lower bound of $ 420 billion and
upto$ 4.1trillion. To calculate the indicative numbers below, we have
disaggregated thatindicative figure, of $ 420 billion per year, based
oncountries’ current fossil fuel extraction workforce. For countries
that are eligible to receive phase-out support, we then calculate
the fraction of their needs they can be fairly expected to cover with
their own resources, and calculate the global support need as
the difference between their need and what they should cover
themselves. This yields a value of $ 209 billion of extraction phase-
out support need per year, whichis then allocated to the supporter
countries to derive aminimal contribution for each country andthus a
sense of theimplied proportions and orders of magnitude. Crucially,
these indicative figures should not be misconstrued as actual
estimates; our calculations have been systematically conservative.
The necessary contributions would in all likelihood be higher.
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Fair Share in $ billion

Country of Support per year
United States 46.3% 97.1
European Union 20.7% 435
Japan 9.3% 195
Canada 4.1% 85
United Kingdom 3.8% 80
Australia 3.3% 70
Korea, Rep. 2.3% 49
Saudi Arabia 1.5% 30
Turkey 1.3% 2.8
Switzerland 1.1% 2.3
United Arab Emirates 1.0% 2.2
Norway 09% 1.9
Qatar 09% 1.8
Singapore 0.7% 14
Israel 05% 1.1
Other Countries 2.2% 46
TOTAL 100.0 % 209.7

Table 1: Countries’ Fair Shares of the Provision of Fossil Fuel Extraction Phase-out Support.

Workers at the Nordex USA nacell manufacturing facility. The nacells are gséd in windturbines:
© Douglas Barnes / US Department of Energy.
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IMPLICATIONS BY COUNTRY

Figures 3, 4 and 5 and table 2 show the implications of this
quantification of our framework for countries. We reiterate, though,
that it has been necessary to rely on data that is not in all cases
complete, and choices that will benefit from broader civil society
discussions.

Onthe horizontal axes, they show the year by which each country
would need to effectively end extraction of each fossil fuel.*® The
vertical axis organizes countries by capacity: those below the blue
line willneed international support to enable their phaseouts; those
above the line cannot expect suchinternational support,and should
phase out by their own efforts.

@ Ol @ Support Contributor

A first, clear implication is that the phase-out timeframes are
very rapid: ending extraction by the early 2030s for the
fastest countries, and by the late 2040s for the slowest.
These timeframes result from the extremely limited remaining
carbonbudget associated with limiting warming to 1.5 °C,combined
with the precautionary approach to unproven new technologies:
slower timeframes might be possible if we were to bet on future
sequestration removing some of the near-term emissions, with
attendant severe risks if that bet does not pay off.
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Figure 2: Oil - Phase-out years for oil-extracting countries plotted against their capacity, and provision of support. The horizontal blue line, set at
globalaverage per-capita capacity, delineates countries eligible to receive support for their oil extraction phaseout (below the line) from those that are expected to
contribute to this support. For the latter, the numbers in parentheses indicate the share of the global support they should provide. Support contributors listed on the

right edge of the chart (green dots) do not have their own oil extraction to phase out; only some are identified with labels. Countries shown here are those included
in the Statistical Review of World Energy, which contains some data gaps that will be closed in subsequent releases of this analysis.
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Coaltrains in Wyoming. © Kimon Berlin

Figure 2 (oil extraction phaseout) is probably the best place to start.
We see that for countries with low dependence and high capacity —
inthe top-left of the graph —the calculated extraction end dates are
between 2030 and 2035, and they are support providers as well.
Forexample, the United Kingdom phases out oil extraction by 2031,
and (see Table 2) provides 3.8 % of the required global support. The
United States phases out on the same timeline, and must provide
46.3 % of support. Thisis a strikingly large figure, butitisnot surprising
given that the US includes a large population of globally affluent
people, and they contribute mightily to the US’s very high share of
total global capacity.*® Note too that this finding is quite robust—much
less progressive definitions of national capacity (i.e., definitions that
assume a much lower development threshold, as explained more
fullyinthe methodological appendix) resultsina US share of required
global support that is still wellin excess of ¥5 of the total.

Brunei and the UAE have higher levels of dependence on oll
revenues andjobs, and thus phase out later, in 2033, but only slightly
later because their considerable financial capacity enables themto
invest in alternative sectors and manage the potential disruptions
of arapid transition. Conversely, the bottom-right of the graph
contains countries with very high dependence on fossil fuels and
very low capacity. Though they must begin reducing extraction
immediately, their phaseout proceeds at a slower pace, winding
downinthelate 2040s. Countries such as Irag, South Sudan, Angola,
and Republic of Congo are among the most extreme examples, not

least because of their highdependence on oil revenues for providing
public services. With very low capacity, these countries will also
need substantial international finance and support to be able to
phase out oil extraction soon without enormous social disruption.

Toward the top-right are countries with high dependence and also
high capacity, including Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, which phase out
extraction respectively in 2037 and 2041. These countries need
timetorestructure their economies, but they have high per-capita
capacity and are still providers of support to others — this includes
the Middle East exporters, which are not Annex Il countries in the
UNFCCC.

In the bottom left are countries with low dependence but also low
capacity, such as India, Tunisia and Peru. Since their dependence
is relatively low, they should aim for a rapid transition by the early
2030s, but given their low capacity, this can only happen if they
receive sufficient support. While it might seem counterintuitive to
have Southern countries phasing out so rapidly, this group more
than any other illustrates the central importance of international
supportinmaking rapid global fossil-fuel phaseout feasible —roughly
half of current oil production occurs in countries below the capacity
threshold shown above, and the same is true of gas.
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Figure 3: Coal - Phase-out years for coal-extracting countries plotted against their capacity, and provision of support.
See caption of Figure 2 for further details.

Figure 3, showing coal phaseout, is structurally identical to the oil
chartabove. Asawhole, coal is phased out faster than oiland gas,
with all phaseouts before 2040. This is because coal provides
considerably less public revenue than oil or gas, as well as less
employment, resulting in generally lower levels of dependence
of coal producers on extraction than oil and gas producers.
Dependence on coal miningislargely linked toits use for domestic
energy supplies. This result is consistent however with the faster
coal phaseouts seenintechno-economic climate model scenarios,
whichare driven by energy sector considerations that favor oiland
gas over the more carbonintensive coal.

In particular, note the coal phaseout in India in 2036 and South
Africain 2040 —these are very challenging timeframes given these
countries' low capacities. This result highlights the crucial role of
support —without it, rapid phaseout will be nearly impossible, and
givencoal'slarge share of global carbon emissions, holding withinthe
extremely small remaining 1.5 °C carbon budget will be impossible
aswell.
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Figure 4: Gas - Phase-out years for gas-extracting countries plotted against their capacity, and provision of support.
See caption of Figure 2 for further details.

Finally, Figure 4 shows gas phaseout. We see the highest levels
of dependence in Turkmenistan and Trinidad and Tobago, both
of which depend on gas extraction in all three of our framework’s
dimensions—energy, revenue and jobs—and hence see phaseout
datesinthelate 2040s. Like UAE and Bruneifor oil, all the producers
above the line, most notably the US (which is responsible for more
than 20 % of global gas production) are required to phase out quickly,
all by the mid-2030s This is true even of Qatar, which - like UAE

and Brunei for oil - is fairly dependent on extraction, but has a very
high capacity that enables it to overcome this dependence, hence
the early phaseout date of 2032. Venezuela is also an interesting
example, inthat it's dependence on coal productionis low, and it is
thus expected to phase it out rapidly (as shownin the first chart), in
contrast toits dependence onoiland gas production, whichis quite
high, explaining the longer phaseout period seenin the oiland gas
charts above.
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Fair Share of Oil Coal Gas
Supportor Phaseout  Reduction Phaseout Reduction Phaseout  Reduction

Country [Rlecipient Year  in2030 (%) Year  in2030 (%) Year in 2030 (%)
United States 46.3% 2031 814% 2031 825% 2031 815%
European Union 20.7 %"
Japan 9.3% 2030 82.9%
Germany 59%* 2031 81.6% 2031 82.7%
Canada 41% 2031 780% 2031 826 % 2031 788%
United Kingdom 38% 2031 794 % 2030 829% 2031 79.8%
France 35%"
Australia 3.3% 2031 81.6% 2031 780% 2031 78.2%
ltaly 25%* 2031 82.1% 2031 824%
Korea, Rep. 2.3% 2030 829%
Spain 1.7 %" 2030 829%
Netherlands 1.6 %" 2031 81.4%
Saudi Arabia 1.5% 2041 274% 2034 59.1%
Turkey 1.3% 2031 775%
Switzerland 1.1%
United Arab Emirates 10% 2033 64.1% 2032 74.6%
Norway 09% 2030 82.9% 2030 82.9%
Qatar 09% 2031 773% 2032 726%
Kuwait 04% 2037 39.9% 2032 736%
Libya R 2050 11.0% 2038 38.1%
Oman R 2045 204 % 2045 19.6%
China R 2031 80.0% 2034 570% 2031 80.0%
Brazil R 2034 575% 2031 82.5% 2031 78.7 %
Malaysia R 2034 54.4% 2039 353%
Mexico R 2037 417% 2031 81.7% 2033 64.4%
Russia R 2037 41.3% 2033 67.3% 2040 306%
Kazakhstan R 2041 290% 2037 395% 2035 488%
South Africa R 2040 299%
Argentina R 2037 435% 2037 412%
Turkmenistan R 2034 549% 2050 135%
Iran R 2040 31.1% 2046 186%
Irag R 2050 76% 2033 63.2%
Indonesia R 2033 65.8% 2037 42.4% 2033 62.1%
Algeria R 2050 24.2% 2048 158%
Egypt R 2035 50.8 % 2039 339%
Uzbekistan R 2031 76.1% 2031 798% 2043 23.3%
Nigeria R 2039 332% 2037 435%
India R 2031 754 % 2036 44.8% 2031 774%
Angola R 2048 159%

Table 2: Summary of the Results of our Analysis with the Equitable Fossil Fuel Phaseout Framework. For each country listed, the table shows the country’s
fair share of the provision of the total global phase-out support need. The EUand its member states are marked with an asterisk to indicate the possibility of collectively
implementing the EU’s share, rather than each member state’s individual share. For each fuel type, where applicable, the table further shows the phase-out year (i.e.
when extraction levels for the fuel drop below 90 % of current levels), and the reduction of extraction in 2030 below current production levels according to this analysis.
Countries are listed if they: have a fair share of support above 1%, or extract more than 1% of the total global volume of either oil, coal, or gas. A version of this table for all
countries is available in the online methodology supplement. That online version also shows data for each country for the elements of our composite dependence
indicator. Countries shown here are those included in the Statistical Review of World Energy, which contains some data gaps that will be closed in subsequent releases

ofthis analysis.

Whilst these effective end-dates provide a useful, intuitive sense of
timeline, they should not be interpreted as implying countries can
wait until those dates before acting. A second implication is thus
that extraction of all fossil fuels needs to decrease in all

countries, beginningimmediately. Again, this result flows Table
2 also shows the percentage reductionineach country’s extraction
thatis required by 2030.
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A third implication is that international support is crucial, at a much
larger level than is currently being proposed. Countries with
above-average capacity should provide hundreds of billions
of dollars per year to lower-capacity countries, to make their
transitions possible. While the countries of the Global North have
long sought to separate national mitigation action from the provision
of finance and other means of support, such a separation would
make absolutely no sense. The necessary phase-out timeframes
are meaningless without the provision of financial support that is
absolutely required to enable them.

Looking at the implications for specific countries, we see an echo
of the groupings in Figure 2. At the top-left of Figures 3, 4 and 5,
countries with low dependence on fossil fuels and high capacity
are assigned extraction end dates between 2030 and 2035, and
are as well providers of support. For example, the United Kingdom
phases out oil extraction by 2032 and gas by 2033, and provides
3.8 % of the required global support. The United States has only
slightly greater dependence, and thus phases out only slightly later,
in 2033 and 2034 respectively. But its very high capacity means it
provides 46.3 % of the support.

Conversely, in the bottom-right are countries with very high
dependence on fossil fuels and very low capacity. They phase out
aslateaspossible,inthe mid 2040s. The countries hereinclude Iraq
and Libya, whichare highly dependent on oilrevenues, and Trinidad
and Tobago, which depends on bothrevenue and jobs fromits gas

extraction. With very low capacity, these countries need substantial
international support.

In the top-right are countries with high dependence andalso high
capacity, including the Middle East oil exporters such as Kuwait
and Saudi Arabia, and gas exporter Qatar, all of which phase out
extractioninthe 2040s. Countries suchas Norway and the UAE have
higher dependence onoil extraction than the first group, butless than
the most-dependent countries; they therefore end extractioninthe
late 2030s (Norway 2037 for oiland 2038 for gas; UAE respectively
2039 and 2036). While these countries may need more time to
restructure theireconomies, they have high per-capita capacity,and
are still providers of support to others —thisincludes the Middle East
exporters that are not Annex Il countries in the UNFCCC.

In the bottom left are countries with low dependence and low
capacity,suchasIndia, Tunisiaand Peru. Since their dependenceis
relatively low, they canaim for arapid transition by the early 2030s,
but given their low capacity, this can only happen with sufficient
support. Whilst it might seem counterintuitive to have Southern
countries moving so fast, this group illustrates more than any the
centralimportance of international support to our framework.

Finally, the countries marked in green do not extract meaningful
amounts of fossil fuels; nonetheless, with above-average per-capita
capacity, they should provide their fair share of transition-enabling
support in lower-capacity countries. While they do not extract
themselves, these countries are consumers and hence beneficiaries
of fossil fuels, and so must play their part.

We have, inthis report, had little to say about corporations, despite the fact that oiland gas and coal corporations, both private or state
owned, are major political and economic actors with immense wealth and power, actors that have done everything to ensure that
humanity will remain dependent on fossil fuels for as long as possible.

Thisisanimmense topic, but we will make only a few brief points. The firstis simply that, for all the power of the fossil-fuel corporations,
and corporations in general, this remains a world of nations. When push comes to shove, and it soon will, the world's nations have the
power to regulate, the power to tax, even the power to nationalize. This should not be forgotten.

Second, in a strange and even ironic twist on today’s injustice, the only entities that are legally protected from the adverse impacts
of accelerated decarbonization are not workers, or governments, or communities, but the very corporations that have done most to
cause the climate problem, under an extensive array of investment treaties. Changing those is also within the power of governments.

Third, the astute reader will note that this framework does not propose the creation of some new extraction-responsibility metric based
on a country’s cumulative historic extraction. This is in part because extraction is not well correlated with benefits — many countries
have hosted immense mining and drilling operations that produced immense amounts of social and ecological damage, but seen very
little by way of rewards. But note — this caveat does not apply to corporations, which have throughout history benefited in clear and
unqualified ways from their extractivist enterprises.

Corporations, in other words, bear their own historical responsibilities. This follows from numerous moral principles including not only
“polluter pays” but also “beneficiary pays,” and of course “ability to pay.”

Fossil fuel corporations will, when they are at last faced with strong policies designed to shut down their core activities, claim that they
have the right to recompense. On the contrary, they should be made to contribute a large share of the costs of the climate transition,
including for fossil fuel extraction phaseout.*!

Also, these companies have the responsibility to reach agreements with trade unions on ways to support their direct and indirect
workers in the transition. Bringing fossil fuels phase-out plans to collective bargaining is key to ensuring that companies realise their
duty of care. As seeninthe Spanish case, above, when governments mandate a no-lay-offs rule, important resources are freed up for
other, more vulnerable workers and communities and for regional economic diversification.
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REFLECTIONS, PATHS FORWARD

This equity reference framework is, we believe, both ethically
and structurally appropriate to the challenges of rapid fossil fuel
extraction phaseout. That said, we willingly admit that, initself, it is
notcomplete. Four pointsin particular bear focused consideration:

First,no-one knows what it would cost —at the whole of society level
—torapidly phase out fossil fuel extraction, either globally or within
any given nation. What we can say, as discussed above, is that the
costwillalmost certainly be onthe scale of $ 100s of billions, and that
thisknowledge alone takes us pretty far. Still, the equity challenges
posed by an extraction phaseout, like the equity challenges posed
by the other major aspects of the climate transition — mitigation,
adaptation,andloss & damage —demand proper, concrete, bottom-
up needs assessment processes that are capable of weighing
the just transition challenges posed by any fair approach to rapid
fossil-fuel extraction phaseout.*?

Second, the fossil-fuel extraction phaseout must be taken together
with an equally ambitious program of emissions mitigation. This
seems almost too obvious to state, and yet it should be stated, if
only to ensure that the challenge of equitable extraction phaseout
is not misunderstood as a project that can be pursued on its own.
Rather, we are turning towards extraction phaseout because it
has become altogether impossible to believe that rapid emissions
mitigation will occur entirely on the demand side of the problem,
without simultaneous action on the supply side. Whichinturnmeans
that the 100s of billions of dollars needed for the extraction phaseout
must be understood in addition to the similarly scaled need on the
mitigation side of the decarbonization challenge, to the considerable
global adaptation and loss & damage needs. This brings us to the
overarching question of climate finance, which is very challenging
indeed. We are talking about many hundreds of billions of dollars
a year, much of which must be public, and of a transition that must
provide such sumsona predictable basis for decades. Canfinance
onthis scale be mobilized without an overarchingagreement onthe
future of climate finance —an agreement that goes beyond extraction
phaseout toinclude mitigation, adaptation,andloss & damage? And
can such an overarching finance agreement be reached without
a conjoint agreement on the future of differentiation? We do not
know, for we do not know how willing the elites will prove to be

when it comes to delivering truly meaningful reforms of the IMF, the
multilateral banks, the international debt and subsidy systems, nor
how willing they will be to tax the fossil-fuel corporations and, more
generally, the rich countries andrich people that today consume so
much of the fossil fuel that we are proposing to phase out.

Relatedly, there is the matter of non-financial conditions, including the
reform of institutions and governance architectures at alllevels. Such
reform willabsolutely be necessary if we're to meet the challenging
fossil-fuel phase-out timeframes discussed above. At a minimum,
we need a credible vision of a multilateral governance regime that
is capable of “managing” a transition in which the phase out of
fossil fuels and the phase in of a renewable-based global energy
system are coordinated and balanced. Such balance cannot be
left to chance, not given the tumult and disruption that's likely inany
adequately rapid global energy transition. We must avoid wrenching
price volatility and ensure a tolerably smooth phaseout, particularly
for economically vulnerable countries and communities, and this
cannot happen if conventional energy markets remainin command.
Their reality —obscure interactions between competition, collusion,
corruption, and subsidies — will need to be transformed, virtually
beyond recognition, before they can be governed by equitable
national phase-out timeframes.

Finally,and onasomewhat different note, the national dependence
analysis at the heart of this framework will almost certainly have
to become more nuanced. It is here laid out in terms of three
principle factors — (i) the share of primary energy consumption
that is met from domestically-extracted fossil fuels, (ii) the share of
government revenues that comes from fossil fuel extraction, and
(iii) the share of workforce employed in fossil fuel extraction — that,
taken together, capture core aspects of the economic diversification
and just transition challenges that confront any nation that sets
out to earnestly eliminate its dependence on fossil extraction.
However, these three factors may not be enough to assess national
dependence properly. For example, the consideration of the share
that fossil fuels play in overall economic activity, or in exports,
may well produce a higher resolution picture of overall national
dependence on fossil-fuel extraction.
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FACING REALITY

Our key takeaways and conclusions are as follows:

Fossil fuel extraction must be stopped urgently where it
violates human rights, especially the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples.

Tohave adecentchance of holding tothe 1.5 °Climit, fossil fuel
extraction must begin to decline immediately, phase down
rapidly inthe coming decades, and cease worldwide by 2050.

Thereisnoroomfor new oiland gas fields or coalmines tobe
opened anywhere in the world. All investment in the further
build-out of fossil-fuel infrastructure must stop immediately.

Allcountries must phase out fossilfuel extractionas quickly as
possible. Giventhe challenges, this will be politically achievable
onlyifitis widely accepted as fair.

Countries that are highly dependent on extraction will need
time to disentangle their societies from fossil fuels and build
new economies (although this does not give them license to
continue extraction when it violates human rights). This will

challenging prospects —must phase out much more quickly.
The least socio-economically dependent countries like
Canada, the United States, Norway, Australia, and the UK,
must end fossil fuel extraction by the very early 2030s.

In addition, wealthy countries must provide significant
amounts of climate finance and international phase-out
supporttothe transitionin poorer,dependent countries. This
support and finance should eventually be based on proper
country-led need-based assessment processes, however
our initial analysis —which merely defines a very conservative
lower bound —finds that support on the order of hundreds of
billions of dollars per year willbe needed.

The support and climate finance necessary to empower
rapid fossil-fuel extraction phaseout must be provided by
the countries with the highest capacity and the highest
responsibility for historic emissions. These include both
countries that extract large amounts of fossil fuels (US, Canada
etc.) andthose that do not (France, Japan etc)), for after all the
latter industrialized and grew wealthy in a world where they

be extremely difficult in poorer countries such as Irag and themselves benefitted from unconstrained fossil fuel use.

South Sudan, where fossil fuels account for the vast majority

of economic activity. Conclusions like these are not surprising. The global 1.5 °C carbon

budgetis almost entirely exhausted, making these takeaways almost
inevitable. Thereal questionis if our governance systems, societies,
andeconomies are capable of responding to these realities, intime
andin good faith.

- To leave highly-dependent, poorer countries with enough
carbon budget to phase out extraction in a reasonably just
manner, less-dependent countries — which face much less

ONLINE METHODOLOGY SUPPLEMENT

See https://www.equityreview.org/methodology-appendix-2023
for an online methodology supplement. This living document
contains detailed information about our methodological approach,
normative decisions, and data sources, as well as detailed and

sometimes interactive versions of the charts and tables presented
here and additional background information and supplementary
analyses, which will be updated with new results (including sensitivity
analyses) andimprovements to the model asit evolves.
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