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400 ppm: Climate Threshold Crossed, but No Solution in Sight!
The greenhouse gases have reached 400 parts per million in the atmosphere but emissions keep
growing and the political solution needed to curb them is still elusive.

about 375 ppm in 2000 before jumping to 400 ppm
now.
At this rate, we are on track not for a 2-degree
temperature rise but for a 3-to-5-degree increase by
the end of the century  a catastrophe.
The present temperature is 0.8 degrees above
the pre-industrial level and we are already seeing
the major adverse effects. Imagine a 2-degree and
worse a 4-degree world that our children and
grandchildren will inherit.
What needs to be done? Most importantly, the
level of emissions has to be cut significantly.
The UN Environment Programmes 2012
report on emissions gap, written by 55 scientists,
shows that the total global emission in 2011 was 50
billion or giga tonnes (Gton) of CO2 equivalent
(meaning CO2 plus other greenhouse gases like
methane but expressed in terms of CO2).
The CO2 equivalent emission level has been
rising rapidly; it was 40 Gton in 2000 before climbing
to 50.1 Gton in 2011. This means that the annual
global emission has risen by10 Gton or by 25% in
just a decade.
The UNEP report estimates that if we are to
keep the worlds temperature to 2 degrees below the
pre-industrial level, the annual global emissions must
be brought down to 44 Gton by 2020 and then
continue to decrease.
However, if there are no policy changes (a
business-as-usual scenario), the emissions are
projected to rise to 58 Gton in 2020.
The good news is that governments of many
countries have pledged to take actions to cut their
emissions.
The bad news is that these pledges are not
enough. In the best scenario (if governments succeed
in keeping their best pledges and in the best
conditions), the 2020 emission level will be 52 Gton.

Bonn, (Martin Khor*)  A key threshold measuring
the march of global warming was crossed recently,
when the concentration of carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere topped 400 parts per million.
On 10 May scientists announced that 400.03
ppm had been measured at a climate-observing
station in Hawaii that is often used as a benchmark.
The global average is expected to cross the 400 ppm
mark in the next year.
This means that for every one million
molecules in the Earths atmosphere, there are 400
molecules of carbon dioxide.
CO2 concentration in the air is linked to the
Earths temperature. The widely believed
relationship is that the 450 ppm level should not be
crossed if global warming is to be below 2 degrees
Celsius compared to the pre-industrial revolution
level of around 1750.
In fact more recently, some prominent scientists
like James Hansen have found that crossing 350 ppm
is already dangerous. In line with this, the existing
CO2 in the atmosphere should be reduced  though
how this can be done is really unclear.
Already the impacts of climate change are
being felt in dramatic ways in the increase in extreme
weather events, ranging from higher rainfall and
extensive flooding in Pakistan, China, South-East
Asia and the United Kingdom, drought in parts of
Africa and the United States, raging fires in Australia
and Russia, and big storms or hurricanes in the
Philippines, Central America and the United States.
How far worse will the situation be when more
climate change is induced when the CO2
concentration increases from 400 ppm to 450 ppm
and beyond?
The increase in concentration has been
dramatic. In 1958, it was 315 ppm, and this rose to
3

distribution of effort and who will bear the costs.
Developing countries believe that the rich
countries have a historical responsibility to take the
lead in emissions cutting, and to pay (at least
significantly) for the expenses incurred by
developing countries in switching to low-carbon
technologies and policies.
This historical responsibility is due to the fact
that the developed countries are responsible for
putting most of the CO2 in the atmosphere so far.
They have grown rich partly because their economies
grew on the basis of cheap fossil fuels. And they
have richer economies.
The developing countries fear that if they are
to take on the full burden of changes, their economic
growth will be affected and their development efforts
will be diverted from food and health care and from
economic development towards climate measures.
They thus want the rich countries to transfer
funds and technology to support their switch to a
climate-friendly growth path.
Developed countries on the other hand are
reluctant to accept historical responsibility, arguing
that they cannot be held responsible for what their
forefathers, in ignorance, did.
They are willing in theory to provide funds and
technology. But in practice little funds and very little
(if any) technology have been transferred to the
developing countries.
The developed countries also want all countries
(not only themselves) to sign on to the same type of
obligations in emission cuts.
This is seen by developing countries to be
contrary to the principles of equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities that are central to the
UN Climate Change Convention.
Thus the battle of principles and words has
continued in the past few years, and the prospect
that a comprehensive agreement will be signed by
2015 (the current deadline) is not bright.
While the science of what is happening to our
climate is getting clearer, and the technical solutions
as to how to curb emissions in various sectors are
being developed, it is the politics of climate change
that needs to be resolved.
There are no easy solutions even as the 400
ppm threshold is being broken and as the world
sprints towards the next threshold of 450 ppm.

Chart: Global Emissions, 1990-2010 and
Scenarios for 2020

Notes: the above bars show levels of emission in GtonCO2e
(Gigaton of Carbon Dioxide equivalent). 1990, 2005, and 2010
bars show actual emission levels. The four bars on the right
are scenarios of emission levels for year 2020.
(A): Level of emission that has to be reduced to, in order to
be on a 2oC path;
(B): Business-As-Usual level (if there are no policy changes);
(C): Emission level if countries implement their lowerambition pledges, and are subject to lenient accounting
rules;
(D): Emission level if countries adopt higher-ambition
pledges and are subject to strict accounting rules.
Source: The data is from and graph is adapted from UNEP
Emission Gap Report (2012).

That is way higher than the 44 Gton limit
required to keep temperatures below the 2-degree
level, though lower than business-as-usual.
And in the worst scenario (governments take
actions but in the lower end of the range in their
pledges, and with bad conditions), the 2020 emission
level will be 57 Gton, which is almost the same as
the business-as-usual level of 58 Gton.
In any case, the projected emissions in 2020
will miss the 2-degree boat. They are in line with
boats going towards 3 to 5 degrees, in other words
towards a climate disaster.
How to bring the emissions by 2020 down to
44 Gton?
The technical solutions are not that difficult to
conceptualise. The UNEP report provides
suggestions on cutting emissions through changes
in buildings, transport and forestry practices and
policies. To that can be added policies in energy,
industry and agriculture.
The problem is the politics and costs of change.
A global climate agreement is difficult to achieve
because of differing perspectives on what is a fair

(* Martin Khor is the Executive Director of South
Centre.)
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Adoption of UNFCCCs Subsidiary Body on Implementation
Agenda Delayed
future work of the UNFCCC where the UN rules
are followed and applied, and where it is the
sovereign right of all countries to express their views
and to be heard. In a later intervention during the
course of the plenary, the Russian representative also
referred to the Doha climate talks. Belarus and
Ukraine also expressed similar sentiments as Russia.
(At the Doha climate talks in December last
year, these three countries strongly objected to the
way the Qatari COP/CMP President gavelled the
decision on the Kyoto Protocol, which severely
limited the amount of credits or surplus allowances
accumulated under the first commitment period, that
can be used or traded as a means to avoid emission
cuts under the second commitment period [CP2].
Russia did not make a commitment under CP2.)
Following the clarification by Russia, Belarus
and Ukraine, the SBI Chair proposed the adoption
of the supplementary provisional agenda, which
included the new agenda item.
Fiji, on behalf of the G77 and China, did not
agree and wanted work to proceed on the basis of
the provisional agenda and not the supplementary
provisional agenda.
The European Union also could not accept the
proposal by the SBI Chair, saying that although the
three countries raised important questions, it was not
an issue for the SBI to decide but for the COP to do
so.
(Poland is the incoming COP/CMP
Presidency.)
The Chair then proposed that the SBI launch
its work on the basis of the supplementary agenda,
while informal consultations are conducted by the
Vice-chair of the SBI on the proposal by the three
Parties, the outcome of which will then be reported
to the SBI.
When asked for further clarification on the
proposal, the SBI Chair referred to the precedent in
Durban in relation to a proposal by India to include
three additional items on the COP agenda (on equity,

Bonn, 4 June (Meena Raman)  The 38th session of
the Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI) of the
UNFCCC could not begin work on the first day of
its meeting on 3 June, in Bonn, Germany.
The provisional agenda could not be adopted
due to wrangling over a proposal by the Russian
Federation, Belarus and Ukraine to include a new
agenda item. The three Parties had requested the
UNFCCC secretariat (sometime between April and
May) to include an item on the provisional agenda
for the 38th SBI session on procedural and legal
issues relating to decision-making by the Conference
of Parties (COP) and the COP serving as the meeting
of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP).
(Apart from the SBI, the Subsidiary Body for
Scientific and Technological Advice [SBSTA] as
well as well as the Ad Hoc Working Group for
Enhanced Action under the Durban Platform [ADP]
are also meeting in Bonn. SBSTA began its work as
scheduled on 3 June while the ADP will commence
its work on 4 June. The meetings of these bodies are
scheduled to end on 14 June.)
At the opening plenary of the SBI session
which began around 10.30 am, Mr. Tomasz
Chruszczow (Poland), who is the SBI Chair,
informed Parties that following the request from
Russia, Belarus and Ukraine to include the new
agenda item, in accordance with rule 12 of the draft
rules of procedure being applied, the proposed item
was included in the supplementary provisional
agenda as item 19. He then invited the Russian
Federation, Belarus and Ukraine to clarify their
proposal.
The Russian delegate, in explaining the
proposal, said that the process of the negotiations
these past years has shown serious deficiencies
regarding how the rules of procedure are not applied
properly. He was of the view that the meetings were
not conducted correctly, referring to previous COP/
CMP meetings in Copenhagen, Cancun and Durban.
He wanted to ensure that conditions are right in the
5

agenda item or not). After the consultations, the SBI
Chair is to report to the plenary on the outcome and
for the agenda to be formally adopted.
The G77 proposal was supported by the
Alliance of Small Island States, the LDC group, the
African Group, the Independent Alliance of Latin
America and the Caribbean (AILAC), the EU, the
Environmental Integrity Group, China, India,
Singapore, Gambia, Brazil, Saudi Arabia and Papua
New Guinea.
India referred to the Durban precedent and said
that it had tabled three new agenda items, which were
no less important than the issue raised by the three
Parties. It said that when the COP Presidency
requested India to step aside so that discussions
continue on other agenda items, in the spirit of
constructive attitude and compromise, it allowed the
proceedings to continue while informal consultations
were held. Since the issues raised by India did not
enjoy consensus, it respected the process. It asked
for this precedent to be followed.
Russia, Belarus and Ukraine could not accept
the proposal put forward.
The SBI Chair then adjourned the session till
the morning of 4 June, and asked Parties to seriously
engage and said that this was a good time to get rid
of the bad ghost of the past and to find new spirit.

intellectual property rights and unilateral measures),
where the COP decided to launch its work pending
consultations among Parties on the Indian proposal.
The G77 and China said that the precedent
referred to by the SBI Chair related to matters under
the COP and not under the SBI, an issue also raised
by the EU, and wanted the work of the SBI to proceed
on the basis of the provisional agenda.
The SBI Chair then clarified that given the
views of the G77 and China and the EU as to whether
the agenda item proposed belongs to the SBI or to
the COP, the proposal was to launch work on the
basis of the provisional agenda and to conduct
informal consultations on the additional agenda item
on whether to include it or not.
This was not acceptable to Russia, Belarus or
Ukraine. Given the lack of consensus on the matter,
the SBI Chair suspended the meeting at around noon
for informal consultations with the heads of the
various country groupings.
The SBI plenary resumed at around 5.45 pm.
The G77 and China then proposed, as a sign of
flexibility, that work proceed on the basis of the
supplementary agenda, without its adoption, pending
consultations on the new agenda item 19 (the focus
of the consultations being whether to include the

6
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SBSTA Begins Work on Wide Range of Issues

would the emissions gap be addressed. It expressed
extreme disappointment over the Annex I ambition,
which impacted the various discussions being held
under the Convention. A process has been agreed to
raise the ambition levels of KP Annex I Parties before
2014.
Thailand said there is no parallel process
available to ratchet the ambition levels of non-KP
Annex I Parties in a comparable manner. The work
programme under the SBSTA must continue the
process of clarifying the QERTs of developed
countries and must deliver on establishing
comparability of mitigation commitments among
developed countries through inter alia development
of common accounting rules.
On the 2013-15 review, it called for focus, in
an integrated and holistic manner, on the assessment
of the adequacy of long-term global goal and of the
overall progress in achieving this, particularly
through the implementation of commitments under
the Convention. The assessment of gaps in the
implementation of commitments will be an eyeopener to guide our future actions. It wanted the
review to be initiated without delay in a transparent
and inclusive manner.
Thailand said that discussions in the SBSTA
on the issues related to technology transfer and
implementation of the Technology Mechanism must
facilitate access to and transfer of environmentally
sound technologies including addressing barriers
such as IPRs. It expressed disappointment with the
Doha outcome on the issue of IPRs and called for a
revisit of this issue including in the context of the
Technology Mechanism.
On the development of general guidelines for
domestically supported mitigation actions in
developing countries, it stressed that the purpose of
these guidelines is only to provide a general guidance
and not to create MRV standards for developing
countries. Any work on guidelines for domestic MRV

Bonn, 4 June (Hilary Chiew)  The 38th session of
the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological
Advice (SBSTA) of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) began
its work on 3 June in Bonn, Germany and will
conclude its work on 14 June.
Parties expressed what they saw as issues of
priority for them, with developing countries stressing
the need for developed countries to raise their
mitigation ambition and address the emissions gap.
Concerns were expressed over the issue of
agriculture, new market-based mechanisms, and
general guidelines for monitoring, reporting and
verification (MRV) for domestically supported
nationally appropriate mitigation actions of
developing countries (NAMAs). Developed
countries wanted progress on modalities for new
market mechanisms.
Representing the Group of 77 and China, Fiji
stressed that mitigation actions were widely explored
for the longest time but not adaptation, which is
necessary for developing countries. It said the
SBSTA must request the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC) to undertake a
comprehensive approach to adaptation as it is in the
best position to provide Parties with scientific input.
It said the realities and concrete experience show
that adaptation and mitigation are two faces of the
same coin in addressing climate change.
Thailand, representing the Like-Minded
Developing Countries, said at Doha that Parties
could not definitively settle several key issues under
consideration in the Bali processes and some of these
issues now form part of the SBSTA agenda.
Resolution of these issues is critical to the work under
the Durban Platform and a fruitful outcome in 2015.
It reminded Parties of its call in Doha for Annex
I Parties under the KP to raise their ambition levels
to 40-50% below 1990 levels with other Annex I
Parties taking comparable commitments. Only then
7

non-market approaches in order to preserve
environmental integrity.
Speaking for BASIC comprising Brazil,
India, South Africa and China, India said the low
ambition of developed country Parties that is far
below the 25% to 40% below 1990 levels as required
by science and historical responsibility remains a
great concern. It urged Annex 1 members in the
Kyoto Protocol to adopt the amendments agreed to
in Doha (in relation to the second commitment
period) and other developed countries to undertake
comparable efforts.
It said the low ambition level has already
created an oversupply of carbon credits driving down
the market price. Therefore, the work programme to
clarify quantified economic-wide emission reduction
targets (QERTs) will contribute significantly to the
ADP discussion. It said the framework for various
approaches should not be in isolation and equal
attention needs to be paid to non-market-based
approaches.
India said the actions of developing countries
can be enhanced further with financial support and
technology transfer and expects the SBSTA to
discuss the issue of intellectual property rights
(IPRs), which was not satisfactorily addressed at the
last session in Doha. On agriculture, it stressed that
the focus must remain on adaptation only, in light of
the linkages to the livelihood for billions, food
security and poverty eradication.
It also called for clear guidelines for the ICAO
and IMO to follow. Noting the recent resolution on
technology cooperation and technology transfer of
the IMO, which acknowledges the principle of
CBDR, it said this clearly showed that CBDR is not
a hindrance and a similar message needs to be sent
to the ICAO as well.
Nauru for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) referred to the breaching of the 400 ppm
of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, reminding
Parties that those countries most in peril and which
face the prospect of extinction are the small island
States. At this rate, the target set in Cancun of limiting
global warming to 2°C above pre-industrial levels
is becoming more difficult, much less the target
demanded by AOSIS of limiting warming to as far
below 1.5°C as possible. Therefore, when we address
the issue of the 2013 to 2015 review, the adequacy
of the long-term global goal should be the focus of
discussions. The review must be based on the best,
the latest and the most relevant science.
It wanted the review to also consider the
impacts of a business-as-usual scenario, a 4°C
scenario, a 2°C scenario and the 1.5°C scenario on

of domestically-funded NAMAs must be consistent
with the principles set forth in Doha and not introduce
new obligations for developing countries.
In relation to agriculture, Thailand stressed that
the focus of discussions must remain on adaptation
only and not on mitigation. We do not agree that the
work programme should address mitigation,
especially when developing countries are
undertaking subsistence agriculture and struggle for
food security, whereas those in developed countries
perform commercial farming and enjoy heavy
agricultural subsidies.
On the issue of developments on climate
change matters in the International Civil Aviation
Organisation (ICAO), Thailand expressed concern.
The move to forge market-based measures (MBM)
in disregard of the positions of a large number of
developing countries and without regard to CBDR
and equity is an unfortunate development. On
emissions from the international aviation and
maritime sectors, it called for guidance to be provided
to ICAO and the International Maritime Organisation
(IMO) to ensure that they respect and adhere to the
principles of the Convention, in particular, CBDR.
Any MBM adopted, including a framework for
MBMs, should be voluntary and with mutual consent
of participating countries. By adopting CBDR in its
resolution recently, the IMO has sent a message to
the world community that CBDR is not a hindrance
to addressing issues of climate change.
On the Forum for Response Measures, it
welcomed the partnership between Parties to further
the understanding of the direct or indirect adverse
impacts of response measures on social and
economic activities of developing countries that
include, but are not limited to, impacts on labour
markets, impacts on economic growth and impacts
on trade. It looked forward to continuing the work
on the Forum and the work programme on response
measures in order to produce assessment tools for
policies and the impacts of these policies on
developing countries. We also realise the need for
deliverables that would allow Annex I Parties to
report on their efforts to avoid or at least minimise
the implications of their mitigation actions.
Thailand also questioned the utility of a new
market mechanism given the prevalent low levels
of Annex I ambition and the poor state of the Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) market. It believed
that Annex I Parties who do not have legally binding
economy-wide quantified emission reduction and
limitation targets should not be allowed access to
market mechanisms. It stressed that the focus of
discussions under various approaches should be on
8

On the Technology Mechanism, Nepal was
satisfied with the progress made by the Advisory
Board of the Climate Technology Centre and
Network (CTCN). It hoped that modalities and
procedures of the CTCN can be adopted without
further delay. It also wanted finalisation of the
institutional arrangement between the Technology
Executive Committee (TEC) and the CTCN so that
work can progress in a coordinated manner.
On agriculture, it noted that this is a
controversial topic. Some of these issues are beyond
the mandate of the SBSTA. It believed that the
SBSTA should develop work on identifying means
of addressing the impacts of climate change on
agriculture. For most LDCs, agriculture is a mainstay
of our economies and contributes significantly to
food security and poverty reduction.
On methodological issues under the
Convention and the Kyoto Protocol, Nepal believed
that the biennial reports, national communication and
national inventories by developed country Parties
must ensure transparency, accuracy and verifiability.
On the 2013-15 review, the LDCs believe that the
centrality of science is fundamental and the
structured expert dialogue should have a significant
scientific input in its work.
Bolivia representing ALBA (Bolivarian
Alliance for the Peoples of Our America) said that
the developed countries have forgotten their
historical commitments and responsibilities under
the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol and are
shifting the responsibilities to the developing
countries.
On the issue of the impact, vulnerability and
adaptation to climate change, Bolivia said this is an
issue of the highest priority and is closely related to
the provision of finance, technology and capacity
building. It called for implementation of the
Technology Mechanism that will allow access to
technologies at no cost to developing countries.
On the issue of reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation in developing
countries (REDD-plus), it stressed the importance
of funding, which must come from public sources
and be channelled through the Green Climate Fund.
It called for the promotion of a joint-mechanism for
sustainable management of forests for mitigation and
adaptation.
On the issue of market mechanisms, Bolivia
stressed the importance of this to the ratification by
the developed countries of the second commitment
period of the Kyoto Protocol and the need for
increased ambition. It said that there cannot be a
decision on the markets if these are focused to further
promote global warming without achieving a real

the most vulnerable countries. It wanted
consideration of what needs to be done to change
the trend in emissions to reduce concentrations of
greenhouse gases to 350 ppm.
On the work programme on clarification of the
QERTs of developed countries and the workshop
organised by the Secretariat, the deliberations under
this agenda item can contribute significantly with
respect to assessing how Annex I Parties are meeting
their obligations to reduce their emissions both under
the Convention and under the Kyoto Protocol. This
can then be used to ascertain what needs to be done
and by whom to meet the 1.5° target. In this regard,
it noted the IPCC 4th Assessment Report calling for
Annex I Parties to reduce their emissions by 25% to
40% below 1990 levels, in order to keep within the
450ppm scenario; however, according to the
UNFCCC technical paper done last year, current
Annex I Party targets only point to 12%-18%
emission reductions. It called for the work
programme to help build the political momentum
for the adoption of more ambitious targets by
developed countries. A failure by developed
countries to show leadership to close the pre-2020
mitigation ambition gap will have profound
implications for the scale and nature of obligations
under the 2015 agreement.
Egypt representing the Arab Group called on
Parties not to hide behind science solely but to stick
to the principles of the Convention with regard to
historical responsibility. Parties need to intensify
actions and they can only adapt if they are working
together and scientific input must be sourced from
scientists from all over the world and not favour a
select few. It also noted that there can be no
technology transfer if it is not linked to the funding
mechanism, as currently there are no guidelines on
funding for technology transfer, particularly in the
Green Climate Fund.
Speaking for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs), Nepal said the group is gravely concerned
about the current climate change crisis we are facing.
Recently, the atmospheric research lab on Mauna
Loa, Hawaii identified the very disturbing fact that
carbon dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere
have now reached 400ppm and called for urgent
action.
On the Nairobi Work Programme (on
adaptation), it believed that work should begin to
focus on creating outcomes that deliver actions on
the ground and in different ecosystems. Therefore,
it believed that some elements of the programme
could best be addressed under the Subsidiary Body
for Implementation (SBI). It wanted joint work
between the SBSTA and SBI in this regard.
9

reinvigorated by organising work around key sectors
and ensuring that the new phase of the programme
is targeted on adaptation. Recognising that there is
considerable work on REDD-plus, it said Parties
need to prioritise efforts on methodological issues,
adding that discussion on institutional arrangements
for forests is premature. It wants to see progress on
agriculture where moving forward with MRV of
mitigation in the sector is its priority. On new market
mechanisms, it said enhancing the role of markets
in the pre-2020 and post-2020 agreements would
incentivise foreign investment and technology
transfer.
The Philippines viewed the 2013-15 review
as an important component of the work of the
SBSTA. It wanted focus, on the assessment of the
adequacy of the long-term global goal and of the
overall progress in achieving this, particularly
through the implementation of commitments under
the Convention. This will require Parties to look at
the impacts of climate change; the emission reduction
efforts and trajectories of Parties, particularly of
Annex 1 Parties taking the lead in mitigation; the
extent to which Parties are adapting to climate change
impacts; and the extent to which developed countries
are assisting developing countries in undertaking
mitigation and adaptation under the Convention. The
assessment of gaps in the implementation of
commitments, particularly, will be an eye-opener to
guide future actions, it added.

reduction in greenhouse gases, sustainable
development and environmental integrity. It said the
non-market mechanism is the only chance to build a
holistic approach to advance the protection of the
integrity of Mother Earth and the rights of nature.
Swaziland speaking for the African Group
said that the guidelines for measuring, reporting and
verification (MRV) of domestically supported
NAMAs for developing countries should not be too
prescriptive.
The European Union said it would like to see
enhancement of the Nairobi Work Programme
including dissemination and exchange of
information. It also would like to have more clarity
on mitigation actions including clarification of
pledges and work towards agreement of modalities
on market mechanisms. It said science must be at
the core of the discussion of the 2013-15 review and
look forward to a positive start to the expert dialogue.
South Korea speaking for the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG) said the guidelines for
domestic MRV of domestically supported NAMAs
is a crucial pillar and must be advanced. It would
like to have substantial decisions on the framework
for various approaches and new market mechanisms
at COP 19. On REDD-plus, it hoped to see the
completion of methodologies on MRV and
safeguards reporting.
Representing the Umbrella Group, Australia
said the Nairobi Work Programme should be

10
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UNFCCC Principles Must Guide Work of IMO and ICAO  Say
Developing Countries


Article 2.2 of the Kyoto Protocol, by which
Annex I Parties shall pursue limitation or
reduction of emissions of greenhouse gases of
international maritime and aviation working
through the ICAO and IMO;

Full respect be given to the principles and
provisions of the Convention and its Kyoto
Protocol, in particular the principle of CBDR,
and that the measures taken should not
constitute disguised restrictions on
international trade;

Explicit recognition of the legal distinction of
obligations between developed and developing
countries while addressing climate change;

Comprehensive assessment of the possible
(direct and indirect) social, economic and
environmental implications of the measures
under discussion for developing countries,
taking into account that international aviation
and maritime transport play a vital role in the
facilitation of world trade, and therefore on
social and economic development in
developing countries;

Respect given to the consensus rule, and to the
promotion of an inclusive and transparent
process and

Promotion of transfer of financial,
technological and capacity-building support
from developed countries to developing
countries, in accordance with the developed
countries obligations under the Convention.
In relation to the specific work of the IMO, it
noted the progress made in the IMOs 65th Session
of the MEPC of May 2013 with the recognition in
the resolution on Promotion of Technical Cooperation and Transfer of Technology relating to the
Improvement of Energy Efficiency of Ships to the
UNFCCC principles, in particular the principle of

Bonn, 5 June (Hilary Chiew)  Developing countries
called for the work of the International Civil Aviation
Organisation (ICAO) and International Maritime
Organisation (IMO) to be guided by the principles
and provisions of the UNFCCC in dealing with
aviation and maritime transport emissions.
This was expressed by developing countries at
the 38th session of the Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice (SBSTA), when it
considered an agenda item on Emissions from fuel
used for international aviation and maritime
transport [item 10(e)] on 3 June.
Several developing countries noted the
progress made at the IMOs 65th Session of the
Marine Environment Protection Committee (MEPC)
in May 2013 on the resolution on Promotion of
Technical Co-operation and Transfer of Technology
relating to the Improvement of Energy Efficiency of
Ships which gave recognition to the UNFCCC
principles, in particular the principle of common but
differentiated responsibilities (CBDR).
They also said that by adopting CBDR in its
resolution recently, the IMO has sent a message to
the world community that CBDR is not a hindrance
to addressing issues of climate change.
Cuba, speaking also for Algeria, Argentina,
Bolivia, Brazil, China, Ecuador, Egypt, El
Salvador, Malaysia, Nicaragua, the Philippines,
Saudi Arabia, Venezuela, Thailand, India,
Uruguay, Sierra Leone, Paraguay and Pakistan,
reaffirmed the importance it attached to
multilateralism in addressing climate change in
accordance with the principles and provisions of the
Convention, in opposition to unilateral measures in
the international maritime and aviation transport. It
reiterated that in the context of multilateral
discussions, the following elements should guide the
ICAO and IMO when addressing climate change:
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In this sense, it echoed the views expressed by
the ICAO in their submission that the ICAO Council
in March 2013 agreed that the ICAO and its member
states need to express a clear concern, in particular
through the UNFCCC process, to ensure that
international aviation would not be targeted as a
source of revenue for long-term climate finance. It
hoped that the ICAO and IMO will take these matters
under consideration in their work and in their reports
and communications in future SBSTA sessions.
In an earlier intervention, Thailand, speaking
at the opening plenary of the SBSTA for the Likeminded Developing Countries (LMDCs), referred
to developments on climate change matters in the
ICAO and expressed concerns. The move to forge
MBMs in disregard of the positions of a large number
of developing countries and without regard to CBDR
and equity is an unfortunate development. On
emissions from the international aviation and
maritime sectors, it called for guidance to be provided
to the ICAO and the IMO to ensure that they respect
and adhere to the principles of the Convention, in
particular, CBDR. Any MBM adopted, including a
framework for MBMs, should be voluntary and with
mutual consent of participating countries. By
adopting CBDR in its resolution recently, the IMO
has sent a message to the world community that
CBDR is not a hindrance to addressing issues of
climate change.
China, in echoing Cuba, stressed the
significance of the recognition of the CBDR principle
by the IMO member states for the first time in its
resolution, demonstrating the wider recognition of
the principle. It said the IMO has shown a spirit of
compromise. It said Parties should give instructions
to the ICAO to embody the principles of the
UNFCCC, especially CBDR, and any market-based
actions should be based on mutual consent and on a
voluntary basis and not jeopardise developing
countries.
Japan asserted that with regard to the
resolution on technology transfer adopted at the
IMOs 65th MEPC, the adoption of the preamble
paragraph, which addressed CBDR, should not limit
the activities of the IMO. It stressed that its reiteration
of this point was recorded in the meeting (65th
MEPC) report. It also reiterated that in the field of
maritime and aviation transport, it will be
inappropriate to apply the principle of CBDR
regardless of the country of operation and registration
due to the complex operation of these sectors. It
further said that issues related to international
transportation should continue to be addressed by

common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR).
Such recognition from the IMO sends a clear signal
that the organisation respects the principles and
provisions of the UNFCCC in its work related to
climate change.
Cuba said that the ICAO should send a similar
message in this regard.
It said the IMO resolution must also provide a
platform for transfer of technologies related to energy
efficiency of ships from developed to developing
countries, in accordance with multilaterally agreed
rules.
With respect to the ICAO report and
communication, Cuba welcomed multilateral
discussions on how to address climate change in
aviation. However, it recalled that several ICAO
members, from both developed and developing
countries, presented reservations to some paragraphs
of Resolution A37-19, and it trusts that this will be
taken into account in the ICAOs work and in its
future presentations in the SBSTA.
Cuba said that on the work of the ICAO,
referring to States action plans, for developing
countries, these plans must be understood as
voluntary actions that take into account the specific
national contexts, and not as part of a global goal in
international transport, and it welcomed the
expressions by the ICAO in its submission that there
is a need to facilitate the provision of technical and
financial assistance, as well as facilitate access to
existing and new financial resources, technology
transfer and capacity building to developing
countries. This would be necessary in the context of
developing countries undertaking specific action
plans in the aviation sector, it added.
It is important that when the framework for
market-based measures (MBMs) is discussed in the
ICAO, this should be done with mutual consent and
should have a voluntary basis. Unilateral measures
should be eschewed completely and any measures
discussed multilaterally should not be turned into
financing measures related to MBM but have a clear
focus on addressing climate change in the
international civil aviation sector, in accordance with
the principles of the UNFCCC, said Cuba.
Cuba expressed concern at proposals to
include, among the alternative sources of finance for
climate change, possible revenues from marketbased measures applied to international maritime and
aviation transport, due to their negative potential
implications in terms of imposing an additional cost
to air and maritime freights, and therefore on
international trade.
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Singapore said it supported the global MBM
scheme. It said the ICAO and IMO had demonstrated
progress in their work with expertise and they remain
the most competent bodies to limit emissions and
support the growth of these sectors.
The United States also supported the on-going
work of the ICAO and the IMO as they are governed
by non-discrimination treatment.
Australia said it had passed domestic law in
support of the IMO energy-efficient ships and
continued to have confidence in both agencies.

the IMO and ICAO, and member states are already
taking steps to address emissions.
South Korea strongly supported that the ICAO
and IMO address greenhouse gas emissions from the
aviation and maritime sectors as they had been taking
the lead ahead of other sectors. Therefore, the
UNFCCC needs to respect the achievement of these
two organisations. It warned that the imposition of
excessive burden or duties on these two sectors could
undermine international cooperation.
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Durban Platform: Parties Reiterate Positions
(CBDRRC); (iv) Negotiations under the ADP must
be a party-driven process, and must be fully inclusive
and transparent; (v) It must lead to a balanced,
ambitious, fair and equitable outcome under the
Convention; and (vi) Progress depends on a balanced
approach between mitigation, adaptation and means
of implementation in accordance with the spirit of
the Convention.
It said further that the Durban and Doha
decisions provide the mandate for the ADP and a
balanced approach was needed. Fiji said that the
members of the Group are prepared to do their part
but the developed countries must demonstrate
leadership, which is critical. The outcome of the work
must enable the full, effective and sustained
implementation of the Convention. It must strengthen
the multilateral rules-based regime to achieve the
ultimate objective of the Convention. It applauded
the amendments to the Kyoto Protocol (KP) in Doha
on the second commitment period (CP2) and called
for a focus on efforts to give legal effect to the
amendments.
Sudan, speaking for the Like-Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC), referred to the
reflections note prepared by the Co-chairs and said
that it had reservations on the annexes to the informal
note. It added that there was no engagement between
or consensus among the Parties on these and there
cannot be convergence on selective issues that
portray a skewed picture of ADP progress.
Convergence can be based on the ADPs mandate
from Durban and Doha for enhanced action under
the four main pillars of the Convention, said Sudan.
Referring to the technical paper prepared by
the secretariat in relation to workstream 2 on the
mitigation benefits, initiatives and options to enhance
mitigation ambition, it said the paper failed to fully
capture the views of developing countries. It was
concerned over the lack of balance and stressed that
this could not carry any legal weight in the ADP
process or negotiations.

Bonn, 5 June (Meena Raman)  The Ad Hoc
Working Group under the Durban Platform (ADP)
resumed its work in Bonn on 4 June, with an opening
plenary.
The resumed session, following its last meeting
in Bonn four weeks ago (29 April-3 May), was
chaired by Mr. Jayant Mauskar (India) and Mr.
Harald Dovland (Norway).
In his opening remarks, Mauskar referred to
the reflections note prepared by the Co-chairs at the
last Bonn session, which identified perceived areas
of common ground which were in two annexes to
their note for workstreams 1 and 2. (Workstream 1
relates to the agreement to be concluded by 2015
while workstream 2 deals with the pre-2020
ambition.) He said that the perceptions of broad
areas of common ground in the note were what the
Co-chairs had spoken about at the last session on
the final roundtable and were written down to assist
Parties and they are of no other value.
Developing countries from the Like-Minded
Developing Countries raised concerns over the
perceptions by the Co-chairs, saying that there was
no engagement between Parties or consensus among
them on the issues for there to be a convergence on
selective issues that portrayed a skewed picture of
the ADPs progress.
Fiji, speaking for the G77 and China,
reiterated its six points as the position of the Group
on the ADP: (i) The work of the ADP must be under
the Convention and should be based on its principles,
provisions and related commitments and
responsibilities with regard to mitigation, adaptation
and the means of implementation; (ii) The process
under the ADP should not lead to a reinterpretation
or rewriting of the Convention; (iii) The outcome
must be in accordance with the Conventions
objective, principles and provisions, including the
principles of equity and common but differentiated
responsibility and respective capabilities
14

such as a result-oriented approach, endangers the
process. It is only the Convention approach  where
developed countries take the lead and support
developing countries in implementing the
Convention  that will give positive results.
Sudan stressed the four pillars of the
Convention and the mandate of the ADP from
Durban and Doha. Both paragraph 5, decision 1/
CP.17, and paragraph 6, decision 2/CP.18, lay out
the scope and the elements to be covered as part of
the plan of work of the ADP under workstream 1.
These elements are: mitigation, adaptation, finance,
technology development and transfer, transparency
of action and support, and capacity-building. It
wanted focus on these existing common ground
elements, and build on them as integral,
comprehensive, holistic, and interlinked components
of the outcome of the ADP by 2015.
It said that based on the four pillars of the
Convention and the agreed elements from Durban
and Doha, the ADP negotiations should address the
following: enhanced Annex 1 mitigation
commitments; enabled and supported non-Annex 1
nationally appropriate mitigation actions; enhanced
action and support to adaptation in developing
countries and an effective international mechanism
on loss and damage; the enhanced provision of
finance, including for technology development and
transfer; enhanced technology access, transfer, and
development, including through removal of barriers
such as intellectual property rights; enhanced
capacity-building; forest activities, including through
non-market-based mechanisms; effectively
addressing the economic and social consequences
of response measures on developing countries; and
transparency and compliance.
On process, it said negotiations must be open,
transparent, Party-driven, fully participatory, and
provide mutual benefits for all. The negotiating
approach, pace, and procedural and substantive
progress of all issues and their elements must be
appropriately sequenced and balanced, based on the
four pillars. It wanted the chairs of the COPs other
subsidiary bodies to periodically brief the ADP.
India, speaking for the BASIC (Brazil, South
Africa, India and China), reaffirmed that the
objective of the ADP is to further strengthen the
multilateral climate regime. It is for the full, effective
and sustained implementation of the Convention and
not to renegotiate, reinterpret or rewrite its principles
and provisions. Both the process and the outcome
must adhere to the Conventions principles and
provisions, especially the principle of equity and
CBDRRC. The ADPs work is not in a vacuum but
is based and built on the Bali Roadmap and its work

Sudan said that equitable and durable win-winwin solutions for the people, the climate, and
sustainable development cannot be achieved by
wasting time discussing some new concepts and
ideas deviating from, renegotiating, rewriting,
replacing, restricting, and reinterpreting, the
principles, provisions, and structure of the
Convention. The ADP should instead advance its
work through constructive, progressive, and positive
engagement by all Parties in accordance with its
mandate.
It called for a balanced in both workstreams.
Annex I Parties should immediately take the lead in
showing pre-2020 ambition. Annex 1 KP Parties
must immediately ratify the KP amendment for CP2
and increase their quantified emission limitation and
reduction objectives substantially, and remove any
conditions for doing so. The non-KP Annex 1 Parties
should make comparable unconditional increases in
their mitigation targets under the Bali Action Plan
outcome. These should be done no later than April
2014.
It wanted developed countries to also show
increased ambition by fully financing mitigation
projects, including those already in the Clean
Development Mechanism pipeline (amounting to 6
gigatons of reductions), in developing countries
regardless of the carbon price and without seeking
to get emission reduction credits for doing so.
On the selection of themes for the roundtables
and workshops, Sudan called for balance and
comprehensiveness across all sectors and to reflect
the different elements within the two workstreams.
Specific themes are needed on enhanced provision
of finance and on enhanced technology development
and transfer, including removal of barriers. Themes
that do not reflect the agreed elements of the
workstreams, such as investments and enabling
environment for such investments, divert from the
problem of the inadequate provision of financing and
technology from developed countries.
It wanted workshops on enhancing the
provision of the finance and technology support
under workstream 1, and a roundtable on how
developed countries take the lead after 2020. Under
workstream 2, the equity issue and increasing the
pre-2020 ambition on finance and technology
support from developed countries should also have
workshops. It was concerned with proposals which
seek to discuss a selective list of issues as sectoral
activities under workstream 2, some of which imply
imposing additional burdens on developing countries
contrary to the Convention.
It added that any shift in approach in
workstream 2 away from the Convention approach,
15

As regards workstream 2, it called for
discussion on enhanced actions to be expanded to
incorporate issues of compliance with scientifically
determined targets and the measuring, reporting and
verification (MRV) of the means of implementation.
It called for leadership from developed countries in
raising ambition as a basis for building trust.
To facilitate fairness in the contributions by
various Parties towards the achievement of the global
goals, as well as towards operationalisation of equity,
a non-binding, principle-based Equity Reference
Framework that reflects relative fair efforts by
Parties in responding to mitigation and adaptation is
necessary. The relative efforts should consider the
combined mitigation, adaptation, finance and
technology responsibility of a Party, against which
nationally derived commitments can be assessed. It
called for a September session this year to deepen
the discussion on the ADP and for the Co-chairs to
produce a report that the new Co-chairs could use
for continuity.
Nauru, for AOSIS, said that the scientists have
confirmed that unless we dramatically reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in the short term, well
before 2020, the opportunity to keep global warming
below the 1.5° threshold may be irrevocably lost. In
the ADP workstream 2, we must promote
opportunities to mitigate by focusing on specific
mitigation policies and actions that have the greatest
promise, are cost effective and scalable. Then, we
must enable interested Parties to deploy these
immediately, by engaging those with on-the-ground
expertise in the development and implementation of
successful mitigation actions, and by overcoming
barriers to implementation, such as the delivery of
scaled-up financial resources, technology, and
capacity-building. It is also important to remember
that a failure to close the mitigation ambition gap by
acting decisively now will have profound
implications for the scale and nature of obligations
under the 2015 agreement.
Discussions under workstream 1 must also be
ambitious enough to protect the interests of future
generations as well as our own. It is the view of
AOSIS that the outcome of the process launched in
Durban should be a Protocol under the Convention
applicable to all Parties, to be adopted no later than
2015. As we continue to develop the core elements
of the new legally binding agreement, we should
build on the foundations of the Convention and the
Kyoto Protocol, including their fundamental
principles and provisions. The new legally binding
agreement should be based on the best-available

must be based on information from the IPCCC, the
2013-15 review and the subsidiary bodies. The ADP
should institutionalise a mechanism for receiving and
accounting for regular feedback. It is important that
technical work in the subsidiary bodies/mechanisms
is formalised in decisions between now and 2015.
The work of the DP is a comprehensive process,
covering mitigation, adaptation, technology,
capacity-building and transparency. Enhanced
actions should translate into enhanced actions under
each of these pillars. Focused discussions are needed
to find convergence.
India stressed that the pre-2020 ambition
should primarily be addressed in the context of
actions of Parties under the KPs CP2 and the agreed
outcome under the Bali Action Plan. The low
ambition level of the developed countries under the
KP and the Convention remains a cause of grave
concern. There is a huge ambition gap between the
pledges of developed countries and what is required
by science and historical responsibility. It underlined
that developed countries under CP2 should raise their
ambition level by 2014, consistent with science and
historical responsibility, while those under the
Convention should raise their ambition in the same
time frame and take comparable mitigation
commitments under the Convention. The ambition
gap can be overachieved if they demonstrate the
leadership not only in addressing the mitigation gap
but also in the provision of financial resources,
technologies and capacity-building support for both
adaptation and mitigation. Capitalisation of the
Green Climate Fund is important for the building of
trust. The operationalisation of the Technology
Mechanism and the Adaptation Committee is also
needed.
Swaziland for the African Group said that in
respect of the 2015 agreement, all the principles and
provisions of the Convention apply. The ADP is not
a renegotiation of the Convention and its annexes.
The work of the ADP is the realisation of a balanced
package from Durban that will guide the
implementation of the Convention beyond 2020.
Sustainable development and poverty eradication
remain the priorities for the African continent. The
agreement should reinforce a fair, multilateral rulesbased regime that brings into effect the right to
equitable access to sustainable development. It said
adaptation is a key issue and welcomed the workshop
on enhancing adaptation through the 2015 agreement
and called for discussions to consider a global
adaptation goal that is linked to the global
temperature goal.
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commitments without the means of implementation.
Article 4 of the Convention makes clear the
differentiation between what all Parties have to do
and the specific obligations of the developed
countries. It was concerned that some Parties want
to ignore Article 4.7 and the historic debt owed by
developed countries. Historical responsibility cannot
be washed away. This will not be in line with the
CBDR principle and with what was agreed by world
leaders at Rio-plus 20. It also expressed concerns
about impacts on Mother Earth and reminded Annex
1 Parties of the KP to give effect to the immediate
entry into force of CP2 and to raise their ambition
levels.
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group stressed that
the UNFCCC and the KP principles and provisions
are the foundation of any agreement.
The principles of equity, CBDR, historical
responsibility are key, with developing country
priorities being sustainable development and poverty
eradication. It also stressed that there should be no
reinterpretation or renegotiation of the Convention
and that the new agreement is for its full, effective
and sustained implementation. It called for Annex 1
Parties to show the lead and deliver their
commitments under CP2 and the Convention, as well
as on the delivery of finance, technology transfer
and capacity-building. It stressed that the ADP is not
only about mitigation. As regards the Co-chairs
perceived common ground it had concerns, as they
did not reflect the Bali Action Plan. On the pre-2020
ambition, it was not just a focus on the mitigation
gap but on all the ambition gap. It was not happy
with references to result-oriented actions when the
focus should be on the commitments of Parties under
the Convention. It called for an up-scaling of Annex
1 pledges and commitments and not to transfer the
burden to developing counties. It said that the
secretariats technical paper under workstream 2 did
not reflect viewpoints of developing countries.
Costa Rica for the Central American
Integration System (SICA) wanted one contact
group for effective follow-up. It called for closing
the ambition gap, including the financing gap. It also
called for Annex 1 Parties to raise the level of
ambition under the KP and for comparable efforts
by Annex 1 Parties under the Convention. It also
stressed the importance of the loss-and-damage
mechanism and wanted a roadmap for financing pre2020 and post-2020, with public financing being
important. It called for a robust MRV for financing.
Chile for the Independent Alliance of Latin
America and the Caribbean (AILAC) said that the
alliance is for building bridges among different
groups. The purpose of the ADP is for enhancing

science, strengthen the multilateral rules-based and
legally binding regime, and ensure the survival of
the most vulnerable. Being applicable to all, it will
require universal participation and contributions
from every Party.
Nauru said that in addition to other key
elements raised in the Co-chairs note, elements that
AOSIS sees as absolutely essential to the ADP
agreement include: mitigation ambition at a scale
that can keep warming well below 1.5°Celsius; a
mechanism to address loss and damage; and a
compliance system to give confidence that the
commitments of all Parties will be met. It welcomed
the announcement made by UN Secretary-General
Ban that he will convene a leaders summit in 2014
and sees it as an important decision point for Parties,
with developed countries taking the lead by putting
forward more ambitious targets using the 2014 KP
ratchet mechanism and for non-KP Parties to make
comparable commitments.
Nepal for LDCs said there is a need for a new
protocol applicable to all in 2015. Achievement of
the 2°C goal leading towards 1.5°C requires
ambitious reductions by all Parties. Under
workstream 1, it expressed concern over discussions
which will move toward locking some Parties in a
vicious circle of low ambition under an unsustainable
bottom-up approach. The new 2015 agreement
would only be meaningful if it is based on a clear
science-based approach and consistent with the
Convention. It welcomed the workshop on
adaptation. It expected to clarify the added value of
the new treaty for adaptation. It wanted a focused
workshop on the role of means of implementation
to trigger effective climate actions in developing
countries. An international mechanism on loss and
damage should be incorporated within a new legal
agreement. It proposed the calling of proposals on
legal form in Warsaw.
On workstream 2, it called for enhanced
pledges by Annex 1 KP Parties through the KP
review process by 2014; moving the Annex 1 Party
commitments under the Convention towards the
upper end of the range and enhanced NAMAs by
developing countries. It reiterated the importance for
developed countries to ratify the amendments to the
KP as early as possible.
Nicaragua for the ALBA said that the mandate
of the DP decision should not be misinterpreted and
expressed concern that some Parties seem to have
interpreted the mandate to change the Convention,
its principles and annexes. It said the decision (1/
CP.17) makes clear that the agreement must cover
adaptation, mitigation, finance, technology and
capacity-building. It should not have legally binding
17

Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity
Group (EIG) said the new agreement must provide
a clear message that the future is about low-carbon
economies and to establish robust and predictable
legally binding mechanism for action.
The pre-2020 ambition is fundamental for the
transformation into a low-carbon future. A sufficient
level of ambition needs political willingness and a
fair and dynamic differentiation between Parties
according to CBDRRC. It wanted workstream 1 to
advance the common understanding on fair
differentiation under the Convention; formulation of
mitigation commitments by all Parties, including
targets or actions; the process for accompanying the
formulation of commitments; and on internationally
determined rules for accounting and transparency
underlying these mitigation commitments; empower
Parties on adaptation efforts; catalyse means of
implementation and climate-friendly investments,
ensuring both a fair burden-sharing and targeted
support for effective action to those who need
support; and how best to build on existing
institutional arrangements. It called for sufficient
time to be allowed to determine the commitments in
a meaningful manner, develop common rules for
accounting and MRV and to get clear understanding
on the legally binding framework and timeframe in
which the commitments are anchored. On
workstream 2, Switzerland said there is a need to
recognise current action and encourage further
action.
The EU wanted an agreement that includes
mitigation commitments for all in such a way that is
fair and reflects evolving economic realities and
development opportunities for all Parties consistent
with the need to limit temperature increase below
2°C. There is a need to elaborate on the elements of
the 2015 agreement in order to prepare a draft text
by the end of 2014. On workstream 2, there is a need
to continue identifying concrete actions that will help
close the gap between what science tells us and the
pledges put forward. It welcomed the work of the
secretariat in compiling the technical paper on the
list of international cooperative initiatives. It had
made a submission setting out a proposal for a COP
decision in relation to phasing down HFCs under
the Montreal Protocol.
At the outset of the plenary, Co-chair Mauskar
said that the June session needs to provide a solid
basis for future work, including appropriate
modalities for the organisation of future work and
how to move towards textual work in line with the
milestones set out by decision 2/CP.18. The ADP
will also have to determine the need for any

action to achieve the long-term goal and all have
something to contribute. The aggregate effort (in
mitigation) is insufficient and there is a need for
urgency and transformational change in our work.
The design of the new agreement could combine a
bottom-up approach taking into account relevant
national circumstances and with elements of topdown to ensure comparability of efforts and MRV.
Differentiation requires accurate data analysis with
a robust review process, which is differentiated
according to Parties. There should be ex-ante and
ex-post review. It also stressed the importance of
finance, technology transfer, capacity-building and
adaptation in the new agreement as well as loss and
damage.
Papua New Guinea for the Coalition of
Rainforest Nations wanted a REDD-plus
mechanism to be supported in the 2015 agreement.
Bangladesh spoke for the Cartagena
Dialogue (which involves countries from both
developed and developing countries) and called for
an ambitious and effective new agreement. The 2015
agreement needed to be effective, robust, multilateral
rules-based and lead to effective climate action as
called for by climate science. It should be based on
CBDRRC and differing national circumstances
supported by means of implementation where
needed. There should be a spectrum of commitments
for all Parties in line with differing capabilities.
Australia for the Umbrella Group said there
is a need for solutions to strengthen the UNFCCC
legal framework for the challenges of a new century,
promote national action and development cobenefits. It was of the view that ideas are maturing
and areas of potential convergence are clearer. It
wanted discussion on how to define a spectrum of
commitments; what elements could ensure
transparency, ambition and fairness of those
commitments; what is the best way to promote and
support implementation; how adaptation should be
reflected in the new agreement and the use of flexible
mechanisms for meeting commitments.
On the ambition workstream, it wanted
concrete and practical discussion on where there is
potential to scale up action to cut GHG emissions
individually and collectively; help the 100-odd
countries who have not put in their pledges to do so
and those who have made pledges to increase their
ambition with incentives and support. It also
supported complementary initiatives including
engagement with non-state actors. Australia wanted
the Co-chairs to prepare a hand-over note to the
in-coming Co-chairs of the ADP to capture the
progress made.
18

Mauskar said that under workstream 1, the
main objective for the June session is to continue
identifying the main contours and central elements
of the 2015 agreement, taking into account the
progress made during April/May. He believed that
the areas where there may be common ground can
be enlarged, and also explore areas where there are
differences and see how we can address these.
Concerning workstream 2, he said discussions
on pre-2020 ambition will further explore proposals
on concrete options and ways to increase ambition
through enhanced action at the national and
international levels as well as the role of finance,
technology and capacity-building enablement and
support for such an increase in ambition.

additional sessions in 2014 before the end of this
year and the need for any additional sessions in 2015
before the end of 2014.
He said the Co-chairs intended to continue
discussions with Parties on the following matters
concerning the work of the ADP, which are relevant
to both workstreams, in an informal setting: possible
additional meetings during 2014 and also indications
for 2015 if possible; any specific requests to the
secretariat to support the work of the ADP; or best
utilisation of the time between the June session and
the Warsaw Conference in November; or whether to
capture progress made and if so how; closure or
suspension of this second session.
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SBI Chair Updates Plenary Briefly and Suspends Session Again
Bonn, 6 June (Zhenyan Zhu and Meena Raman) 
The Chair of the UNFCCCs Subsidiary Body on
Implementation (SBI) convened a brief plenary
session of the body on Wednesday, 5 June, to update
Parties on the status of informal consultations with
Parties over a proposal by the Russian Federation,
Belarus and Ukraine to include a new agenda item
on the provisional agenda for the 38th session.
(The new agenda item proposed for addition
was on procedural and legal issues relating to
decision-making by the Conference of Parties (COP)
and the COP serving as the meeting of the Parties to
the Kyoto Protocol (CMP).)
On Monday, 3 June, the provisional agenda
could not be adopted due to wrangling over the issue
and was adjourned to enable informal exchanges to
continue, in an effort to find a solution on the matter.
Parties had expected the SBI session to resume
on Tuesday, 4 June, as originally indicated by the
Chair, Mr. Tomasz Chruszczow (Poland), but this
did not materialise until the convening of the plenary
for a very brief session on Wednesday, 5 June, in the
evening at around 6 pm which lasted around half an
hour and was then suspended again.
Chruszczow informed Parties that informal
consultations continued on Tuesday and he had
dialogues with the African Group, India, the Russian
Federation, Belarus, Ukraine, China and the Chair
of G77+China. He observed some steps forward on
the issue but it was not sufficient to bridge a
divergence of views.
On Wednesday, 5 June, the SBI Chair reported
that he had consultations with the European Union,
the three proponents of the agenda amendment and
the G77 and China. He said that Parties had decided
to exchange in dialogue directly, and he trusted that
this would deliver good results.
He pointed out that after careful legal analysis
of the legal mandates for various activities, sessions
have started on some matters:

The response measures in-forum workshop
did not require any additional action and could
proceed;



The workshop on the structured expert
dialogue of the 2013-2015 review is not part
of a contact group meeting and could go on;

The workshop on reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation in
developing countries (REDD-plus) could go
on;

The meeting of the Durban Forum on capacitybuilding was within the mandate and could
proceed.

The dialogue on Article 6 of the Convention is
not linked to the SBI agenda and could go on
as well as the

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM)
workshops.
However, the SBI Chair said that as the joint
contact group on development and transfer of
technologies and implementation of the Technology
Mechanism required work to be launched by both
the SBI and SBSTA, it could not be constituted.
The Chair then said that as Parties are trying to
find a solution and that the Chair of the G77 and
China and the amendment proponents are continuing
to have a dialogue, Parties would be informed via
the CCTV if the plenary could be resumed by 7 pm
on Wednesday.
Following these remarks by the Chair, Saudi
Arabia informed the plenary that the Chair of the
G77 and China and some members of the Group were
not present in the plenary hall, and that it would share
the information with them.
In response, the SBI Chair said the G77 and
China Chair (Fiji) was aware of the convening of
the plenary. Chruszczow added that the SBI needed
to have clarity and suspended the session.
Many Parties and observers were seen to linger
around the halls of the meeting venue until around 8
pm or so, when the announcement over the CCTV
showed that the SBI would not resume again for the
day.
It remains uncertain if the SBI will be able to
resume on Thursday, 6 June.
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Durban Platform: Concerns Expressed over Direction of Discussions
e. The work in this Ad-hoc Working Group
should lead to a balanced, ambitious, fair and
equitable outcome under the Convention; and
f. Progress depends on following a balanced
approach that will include mitigation, adaptation and
means of implementation, in accordance with the
spirit of the Convention.
ii. The decisions of Durban and Doha provide
the mandate for the work of the ADP and the Group
emphasises that we need a balanced approach to our
work.
iii. In the work of the ADP the leadership of
developed countries is critical. Members of the G77
and China are prepared to do our part, developed
parties need to demonstrate their leadership.
The Philippines speaking for the LMDC said
that the informal ADP roundtables and workshops
were intended to assist Parties to exchange views
analytically and conceptually so as to advance mutual
understanding and clarify issues mandated by the
Durban and Doha decisions  mitigation, adaptation,
financing, technology transfer, capacity building,
transparency of support and action. We should focus
on these existing common ground elements, and
build on them as integral, comprehensive, holistic,
and interlinked components of the outcome of the
ADP by 2015.
It was concerned to see that these roundtables
and workshops are moving away from that intent.
The topics of these informal roundtables reflect the
issues or areas indicated in the Co-chairs informal
Reflections Note as perceived areas of common
ground for workstreams 1 and 2. The Philippines
said that the LMDC had expressed reservations on
the informal note and its annexes.
It said that these perceived areas of common
ground are misperceived and are not common in
terms of having been agreed to by all Parties, and
they are not grounded on the Convention. The four
pillars of the Convention are not treated in a balanced
manner, and most of these areas shift the focus away

Bonn, 7 June (Meena Raman)  Developing
countries expressed concern that the roundtables and
workshops held under the Ad Hoc Working Group
on the Durban Platform (ADP) were being used to
introduce new concepts and models for climate
actions that moved Parties away from the UNFCCCs
principles and provisions.
They also called for a stop to the informal
roundtables and workshops and proposed Partydriven negotiations to begin on how to enhance
action on implementing of the four pillars of the
Convention for the post-2020 period viz. mitigation,
adaptation, finance, and technology transfer.
These views were expressed by the LikeMinded Developing Countries in Climate Change
(LMDC), whose statement was delivered by the
Philippines at the roundtable session to discuss a
variety of enhanced actions under workstream 1
(on the 2015 agreement) on Thursday, 6 June in
Bonn.
Malaysia, speaking for the G77 and China,
reiterated
i. The six points raised at the April session on
behalf of the Group as the Group position on the
ADP;
a. The work under the Ad-hoc Working Group
must be under the Convention and should be based
on its principles and provisions related to
commitments and responsibilities with regard to
mitigation, adaptation and means of implementation;
b. The process under the ADP must not lead to
a reinterpretation or a rewriting of the Convention;
c. The outcome of the ADP must be in
accordance with the objective, principles and
provisions stipulated in the Convention, including
the principles of equity and common but
differentiated responsibility and respective
capabilities;
d. The negotiations under the ADP must be a
party-driven process, and must be fully inclusive and
transparent;
21

The new conceptual models for the ADP
outcome that developed countries have suggested
in these informal roundtables on variety of actions
 whether of the top-down, bottom-up, or hybrid kind
 will lead to an outcome in 2015 that lacks
credibility; is unfair and inequitable, especially to
the poor and most vulnerable; weakens
environmental and sustainable development
integrity; and moves us farther away from meeting
the objective of the Convention. These models
weaken the ambition of developed countries under
the Convention to take the lead in reducing their
emissions and to provide finance, technology and
capacity building for enhancing developing
countries own climate change actions. Any model
has to apply in a differentiated manner to developing
countries, in accordance with CBDR. This means,
for example, that closing the ambition gap requires
Annex I Parties leading in doing so. Any consultation
process on increasing ambition to close the gap must
focus on Annex I Parties.
The Philippines believed that the only model
that can deliver the outcome for the future we all
want is the Convention model. There is no need to
re-invent it, only to fully implement it in all its
aspects.
The varieties of enhanced action to implement
the Convention should be focused on the four pillars
of the Convention in a holistic, balanced and
comprehensive manner. Enhanced action is not
simply about mitigation and transparency of
mitigation action. It is also about enhancing action
on commitments on the other pillars of adaptation,
finance, technology transfer, and capacity building,
in a way that is conducive to sustainable development
and that does not cause harm on the sustainable
development prospects of developing countries. We
need to discuss barriers to technology transfer like
intellectual property rights (IPRs) under enhanced
action of technology development and transfer. In
this context, it requested the Co-chairs to start using
the Convention language whenever we talk about
means of implementation including using the phrase
providing scaled up, new and additional, adequate
and predictable finance.
The Philippines said these informal ADP
roundtables may be useful in fostering informal
dialogue and discussion among Parties. They cannot
be the means through which conclusions from the
ADP Co-chairs shape the form or content of the 2015
agreement for use as the basis for future negotiations.
Such conclusions can only be drawn from a formal,
structured, open, participatory, and Party-driven
negotiating process, which the informal roundtables
and workshops emphatically are not. Only a formal

from the Convention. It noted the statement of the
Co-chairs at the opening plenary clarifying that the
annexes do not have any further status in the
discussions.
These informal roundtables are being used to
introduce new concepts and models for multilateral
climate change actions that move us away from the
Convention. These distract us from our work and
create further barriers to the trust-building and mutual
understanding that is needed in order to have a
credible, legitimate, and timely outcome in 2015.
The Philippines gave the example of concepts
of a common accounting framework for all Parties
with respect to actions in the post-2020 period; of
having a variety of nationally determined enhanced
actions by all Parties under international rules; or of
having a process of consultations and assessment of
such national actions that would be applicable to all
Parties. These ignore the principles of equity and
common but differentiated responsibility (CBDR).
It reminded that Parties had agreed in Doha that the
principles of the Convention, including equity and
CBDR, would guide the work of the ADP.
It said that the application of CBDR in the post2020 regime requires that differentiation between
Annex I and non-Annex I Parties be reflected. Under
the Convention, common accounting applies only
to Annex I Parties, as they are required to have
comparable mitigation ambition. Under the
Convention, developed countries have specific
commitments to reduce emissions and to provide
finance, technology, adaptation support, and
developing countries do nationally determined
actions. Under the Convention, Annex I and II
implementation is assessed on a country-by-country
and aggregate basis while non-Annex I
implementation is assessed on an overall aggregated
basis.
This differentiation is based on real differences
between Annex I and non-Annex I Parties,
particularly with respect to historical responsibility
and capability. The principle of CBDR lies at the
heart of the Convention. To disregard, ignore, or twist
it, is to rip out the heart of the Convention. To do so
is to risk the collapse of this process.
On the issue of transparency, the LMDC
proposed that the ADP should undertake a review of
the adequacy of the specific emission reduction
commitments of Annex I Parties as provided for in
Article 4.2(d) of the Convention. This will be a truly
transparent process to evaluate whether the level and
extent of implementation of their commitments under
Art. 4.2(a) and 4.2(b) of the Convention are adequate.
This will set the base for further work on enhanced
actions under the ADP.
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developed countries, which originates from historical
responsibility. We need to consider enhanced
actions in a balanced manner and not just focus on
mitigation. We perceive a trend or tendency to focus
on mitigation issues; this is not balanced. There is a
need to re-focus on the four pillars of the Convention
on the implementation of commitments.
On the variety of actions, China said that it is
clear from the Durban decision that this relates to
actions on mitigation, adaptation and implementation
of the commitments for finance, technology transfer
and capacity building. In another sense, it should
not be an excuse to dilute the form of commitments
under the Convention. The Convention should be
implemented, including the principles, provisions,
structure and annexes. The ADP process and outcome
is guided by CBDR and equity. It was concerned
about ideas during the roundtable that deviate from
the UNFCCC principles and provisions. It referred
to notions around national circumstances and
nationally determined actions for Annex 1 Parties,
which it said should not be used. Ideas were
forwarded for common accounting rules and
comparability of efforts for all Parties. Since the
commitments between Annex 1 and non-Annex 1
Parties are differentiated, the idea of common
accounting rules is contradictory to the Convention,
said China. There can be common rules for
developed countries as the contents of their
commitments are different, which would continue
to be economy-wide reductions based on a particular
base year.
For developing countries, enhanced actions are
supported and enabled with finance and technology
transfer. Another important element for developing
country actions on mitigation and adaptation is that
it has to be implemented in the overall context of
sustainable development.
On transparency, China said that this should
be considered in the context of the Convention and
the agreed outcome from the Bali process. This is
also differentiated for developed and developing
countries. This issue is being discussed in the
subsidiary bodies, which would provide further
guidance.
On the topic of the present roundtable on
managing ambition in accordance with science and
equity, China said that the process will be informed
by the IPCC as well as the 2013-15 review. It also
stressed the need to include in this regard, a review
of the adequacy of the commitments of Annex 1
Parties in implementing their commitments under
the Convention in accordance with Article 4.2 (d).
Several other countries also echoed the views
of the LMDC and the G77 and China and these

negotiating process can deliver results in a
methodical manner through consensual Party
agreements on the elements of the 2015 outcome,
the fleshing out of these elements, and their
appropriate reflection in a formally negotiated text
for adoption by 2015.
Given the time that we have remaining until
2015, the Philippines called for focus on the four
pillars of the Convention in a more organised and
structured way, consistent with the mandate of the
ADP from Durban and Doha. In this context, it
suggested structuring the negotiations around the
four pillars, as developed through the negotiating
process. For the rest of this session, we should stop
the informal roundtables and workshops. Partydriven negotiations should start on how to enhance
action on implementing of the four pillars of the
Convention for the post-2020 period.
It said the Convention is not an abstract
conjecture. It is a treaty that reflects important
common ground. It is the reason for being of the
process that we are in. It is neither dogma nor a
legendary mystery. The Convention is not merely
aspirational, but a legally binding basis for actions.
Our job is to enhance its implementation, not to
enhance its demise. We hold the principles and
provisions of the Convention dearly not merely
because it feels good to do so, but because for us, it
is the only way to ensure we address climate change
effectively and equitably. Our countries are doing
more than our fair share, in large part with our own
resources, on climate action under the Convention.
We can do so much more under the Convention if it
is fully implemented by others whom we believe
have the capability to fully do so. The Philippines
asked why others have such a problem with
implementing the principles and provisions of the
Convention.
China said the roundtable and workshops are
not held in a vacuum but there is a context. The basis
of the roundtables/workshops is the Convention, its
principles, provisions and annexes. There is a
common understanding not to rewrite and
renegotiate the Convention but to enhance its
implementation from 2020. Enhancing action is not
mitigation but relates to the commitments of all
Parties especially under Article 4. After clarifying
the various issues, we need a plan of work and
address issues on how we can further enhance actions
on mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology
transfer and capacity building. The issue of
transparency is both for mitigation and for the
provision of finance and technology transfer by
developed countries. There are very clear
commitments in the Convention on the part of
23

been substantive discussions. Australia said it found
value in the roundtables and workshops.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity
Group (EIG) wanted the roundtables to continue
and discussion on concrete elements and concepts.
The ADP Co-chair, Harald Dovland (Norway),
said that there would be an informal meeting on
Friday, 7 June, and asked Parties to come with
proposals on how to continue the process.

included Dominica, Venezuela, Egypt, Ecuador, Iran,
Pakistan, El Salvador, Thailand and Cuba.
Brazil said that a variety of actions should
reflect the principles and provisions of the
Convention, including CBDR and the annexes,
which respects historical responsibility. It wanted
guidance on how the work would proceed.
The European Union said that the roundtables
and the workshops had been useful and there had
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REDD+: Discussions Begin on Non-market-based Approaches
countries wish to receive payments for non-carbon
benefits, which can utilise proxies, community
monitoring and guidance under other relevant
processes, including the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD), FCPF (Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility), UN-REDD, the FIP (Forest Investment
Programme), and the REDD+ SES (REDD+ Social
and Environmental Standards).
A member of the Accra Caucus on Forests
and Climate Change stated that non-market-based
approaches to reducing deforestation and forest
degradation can offer environmental, social and
governance benefits (non-carbon benefits) while
reducing emissions. However, they noted with
concern that in some tropical forested countries, local
forest-based communities are being blamed as the
drivers of deforestation, based on analyses which
under-communicates the role of the major industrial
drivers of deforestation. This can result in measures
taken to counteract the drivers of deforestation that
target local forest-based communities. The Caucus
recommended that all Parties must adequately
identify and address the drivers to deforestation to
prevent leakage and to ensure that forest-based
communities do not become victims of REDD+.
The International Indigenous Peoples
Caucus on Climate Change (the IP Caucus)
reminded governments that most of the worlds
remaining forests are found in indigenous peoples
customary owned or managed territories. They stated
that non-carbon benefits should be defined within a
human rights framework, and non-market
approaches should be supported in all aspects of
REDD+. In addition, they put forward priority
proposals to frame the non-carbon benefits, including
establishing mechanisms for full and effective
participation of indigenous peoples, in line with their
right to free prior and informed consent (FPIC);
encouraging governments to provide legal measures
to recognise indigenous peoples in all stages of
REDD+; to prevent forced eviction and relocation

Bonn, 7 June (Kate Dooley)  The contact group on
reducing emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation (REDD+) under the Subsidiary Body
on Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) met
on Thursday 6 June, to commence discussions on
how non-market-based approaches such as joint
mitigation and adaptation approaches could be
developed, and to initiate work on methodological
issues related to non-carbon benefits. Paragraphs 39
and 40 of the Doha decision (1/CP.18) requested the
SBSTA to consider these issues.
There was widespread support for the
importance of non-carbon benefits from observers,
and both developed and developing countries, with
Indonesia, Cameroon, the Philippines, Thailand and
Ghana noting that different methodologies and
approaches are needed for non-carbon benefits. The
EU and Norway said that utilising and monitoring
non-carbon benefits is the prerogative and
responsibility of developing countries, while the
Philippines, the US and Brazil noted the relationship
between safeguards and non-carbon benefits needs
to be clarified.
Observers emphasised participation for
indigenous peoples and the need to address the
drivers to deforestation and degradation, points
which Tuvalu reiterated. Indonesia supported the
need for non-market-based approaches, with Bolivia
emphasising they would like to see a decision with
specific methodologies for non-market-based
approaches in Warsaw.
After the Chair opened the session first to
observers, a representative of the Safeguards
Working Group defined non-carbon benefits as
positive social, governance, and environmental
outcomes of REDD+ that are essential for achieving
lasting emission reductions. They are important
tangible benefits linked to safeguards
implementation and they need to be incentivised
through all phases of REDD+. They stated that
guidance on assessing results will be needed if
25

deforestation  with some developing countries now
importing products which have caused deforestation
elsewhere, as a consequence of domestic actions to
protect their own forests.
Japan noted that forests provide social and
environmental benefits, but that measuring these
benefits will be an additional burden for Parties.
Brazil sees the issue of non-carbon benefits as
closely linked with other issues, in particular drivers
and safeguards, and linked with other forums such
as the UNFF. It requested a very clear conceptual
discussion on non-carbon benefits, in order to avoid
reopening previous discussions and decisions. Brazil
saw it as important to incentivise the multiple
benefits of forests in order to incentivise the
distribution of resources, which will arise from
carbon results.
Cameroon thanked observers for their
contribution and noted that in COMIFAC countries,
the level of deforestation and degradation is very
small, so incentives are needed which are not based
only on reduced emissions. The work done to protect
forests in the Congo Basin region contributes to
stabilisation of the climate, and so it would like to
see the international community give more
importance to non-carbon results.
The Philippines said it was important to keep
in mind that REDD+ objectives are in line with the
objectives of the Convention, which are not limited
to emission reductions, but also include sustainable
development. Non-carbon benefits will address the
underlying causes of deforestation. Broad criteria
will need to be developed to define non-carbon
benefits, and the link to safeguards must be clarified.
Bolivia stated that it has engaged constructively
in REDD+ discussions, despite its disagreement with
the current REDD+ approach, and it feels that it is
now time for other Parties to engage in the
development of a non-market approach. Non-market
approaches require a discussion about approaches,
finance and methodologies. Bolivia has proposed a
joint adaptation and mitigation approach as a holistic
approach to achieve sustainable development, and
wants to see a decision to move this forward at
Warsaw, with specific methodological guidance.
Bolivia noted that non-market-based
approaches must form part of results-based finance
in order to recognise ex-ante public finance delivered
through the GCF.
Norway agreed with previous statements that
REDD+ can provide important social and
environmental co-benefits to produce a triple win
and that the maintenance of standing forests are
contributing to these co-benefits. Norway observed
that it is in the national responsibility and national

of indigenous peoples; and to establish grievance
mechanisms at the local, national and international
levels.
The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)
said that non-carbon benefits are necessary but not
sufficient to achieve emission reductions  resultsbased payments should therefore be based on
quantified emission reductions. WWF said that the
implementation of REDD+ can lead to a wide variety
of economic, social and environmental benefits.
Parties should be explicit on the goal of the noncarbon benefits in order to move forward with the
work, keeping in mind that not all benefits will be
relevant to all Parties and their national
circumstances.
The Chair then opened the floor to Parties, with
the US taking the floor to state that it appreciated
the opportunity to hear first from observers. It noted
that REDD+ brings a host of benefits in addition to
mitigation, which goes beyond the safeguards
themselves. The US stated that in the context of the
UNFCCC the focus must be on reducing emissions,
which it believes can be achieved through noncarbon benefits, and that non-market approaches are
an appropriate way to finance REDD+ if this is in a
Partys interest and a Party chooses this channel of
finance. The US noted that methodological issues
specific to non-market-based approaches have not
yet been identified, and it is interested to explore if
differentiated methodologies are needed for nonmarket-based approaches.
Indonesia said it was pleased to see recognition
in terms of the complexity of methodological aspects
related to non-carbon benefits  there is a wide range
of non-carbon benefits, which cannot be addressed
with the same methodologies as carbon benefits. It
said there is a need to understand how non-carbon
benefits will apply in the context of national
circumstance, so the discussion may take some time.
For non-market-based approaches, Indonesia
noted the need to define what we mean by this, and
that even in phase 3 (of REDD+) there is a need for
actions, which are not practical for market
approaches.
Tuvalu thanked observers for their comments
and noted that the point raised by the IP Caucus on
participation is critical  if we are determining a
regime which will reflect the rights of indigenous
peoples, we must reflect their views in discussions.
It also noted the point raised by the Accra Caucus
on drivers of deforestation and forest degradation 
we cannot address deforestation without addressing
the drivers. Tuvalu reminded other Parties that
developed countries are not the only consumers of
internationally traded products which drive
26

The EU stated that non-carbon benefits are an
important issue and crucial for the success of REDD+
 to that end the EU provides specific support, which
contributes to enhancing non-carbon benefits such
as improving forest governance. It noted that
countries decide their own REDD+ strategies and
action plans and can highlight what they think is
important. In terms of methodologies for non-carbon
benefits, the EU sees that not only the safeguards,
but also the principles in the Cancun decision, reflect
this. Methodological issues need to explore further
what role safeguards already play to stimulate noncarbon benefits.
On non-market-based approaches the EU
thought it was possible within the current REDD+
structure to have a joint mitigation and adaptation
approach and so it did not see the need for specific
additional guidance at the international level, as this
was a pathway a country could decide at the national
level.
Bolivias intervention had been clear that it sees
the joint adaptation and mitigation approach as an
alternative approach to REDD+, and not something
that fits within the principles of REDD+.
The Chair concluded the session with six
countries still on the speaking list due to lack of time.
The group will continue to meet in informal sessions
and drafting groups to advance their discussions on
a wide range of issues, in particular monitoring,
reporting and verification (MRV); additional
guidance on safeguard information systems; the
drivers of deforestation and forest degradation; and
technical assessments for reference emission levels/
reference levels.

interests to implement REDD+ in a way that provides
these co-benefits. Norway sees that we need to come
to a specific understanding of what non-carbon
benefits are, before we can enter into a
methodological discussion. It stated that non-carbon
benefits may be achieved outside the Convention,
through multilateral and bilateral arrangements and
in other bodies.
Malaysia understands that non-carbon benefits
are needed and should be addressed alongside and
in the context of safeguards and other ongoing
international Conventions. Practical and costeffective processes need to be in place to address
non-carbon benefits based on national experiences.
Thailand thanked observers for their
interventions, noting their valuable experience on
these issues and suggesting a platform to get further
observer views into the process. It noted we need a
clear definition of non-carbon benefits to then
explore whether methodologies can be developed
and policy incentives utilised. Monitoring noncarbon benefits remains a responsibility at the
national level.
Ghana noted that payment for environmental
services (PES) can cover both carbon and non-carbon
benefits, in order to achieve sustainable land use.
Non-carbon benefits are intangible and will need to
be appreciated by quantifying them to recognise their
contribution. Sustainable forest management,
biodiversity conservation and conserving forests are
a huge cost and incentives are needed for the
countries that provide these services in order to meet
their opportunity costs.
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ADP: Developed Countries Can Close Emissions Gap by
Raising Pledges
of Saturdays session (8 June) would be finance,
technology and capacity building.
Dr. Joseph Alcamo (UNEP) presented the
gap reports, which suggested global emission
pathways in order to limit warming to 2°C. The gap
is how far projected emissions are from this pathway.
He suggested that emissions would need to peak by
2020, be 23% lower than today in 2030 and 56%
lower in 2050 to meet the median-pathways to limit
warming to 2°C. [He did not state the probabilities
related to these pathways.] He said current 2020
targets suggested there was a gap of between 8 and
14 gigatonnes of CO2 emissions from a 2°C emission
pathway (which required global emissions to be at
44Gt in 2020). He noted that a failure to meet the
gap and limit warming to 2°C would require much
greater adaptation efforts. He also outlined the 17Gt
of mitigation potential that UNEP had identified,
focused on particular sectors such as transportation,
buildings, and forestry. He said each showed there
were significant co-benefits to taking mitigation
actions. He warned that failing to take action now
would lock in inefficient buildings, power plants
and buildings. He concluded that stringent emission
reductions could not wait until 2020 and that the
priorities of Parties should be to tighten rules, move
to their high pledges and realise mitigation potential
in line with national and local priorities.
Dr. Alcamo was asked about the mitigation
potential of urban planning by Nauru on behalf
of AOSIS and he replied that cities in general used
fewer emissions but had not been explicitly
considered by UNEP.
China asked several inter-related questions on
the fact that a specific time-point target (such as 44Gt
in 2020) obscured the stock of emissions and that
the cumulative concentration of emissions needed
to be considered otherwise people would be looking
at the tree rather than the forest. It also asked if the
sectoral roadmap considered the social-economic

Bonn, 8 June (Alejandro Rafa)  Two roundtable
sessions under workstream 2 (WS2) of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Durban Platform for
Enhanced Action (ADP) were held on 5 June, titled
Building a practical and results-oriented approach
to increasing pre-2020 ambition.
The sessions were chaired jointly by Mr Jayant
Mauskar of India and Mr Harald Dovland of Norway
and included a presentation from Dr. Joseph Alcamo
of the United Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP), who also took questions.
Developing countries such as Mali, Kenya,
South Africa, China, and India highlighted that
developed countries could close the gap by moving
to at least 40% emission reductions on 1990 levels
by 2020 and emphasised that this should occur under
the Kyoto Protocol second commitment period (CP2)
and a comparable process for non-Kyoto developed
country Parties under the Convention. They said this
was because developing countries were already
proposing more in their mitigation pledges than
developed countries. They highlighted that the
provision of finance, technology, capacity building
and the operationalising of the GCF would also
attract more, and more ambitious, actions in
developing countries. The Alliance of Small Island
States (AOSIS) continued to elaborate on its
proposal for structured and focused work on
mitigation opportunities in the renewable energy and
energy efficiency sector.
Developed countries, particularly the
European Union (EU), indicated it would be a
technical process to review conditions on current
pledges and wanted to focus on the treatment of
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and other international
cooperative initiatives.
Co-chair Mauskar began the session by noting
that it was held on World Environment Day, calling
on Parties to advance concrete outcomes. He noted
there would be further workshops and that the focus
28

Saudi Arabia was surprised that the sector with
the highest potential listed in the UNEP report was
agriculture (higher than transport or forestry) and so
asked what options were available to respond to
agriculture.
China offered to share a copy of its analysis of
how increasing A1 pledges could close the gap and
hoped the secretariat would put it on the website.
Dr. Alcamo responded that 2°C of warming
would be 3-4°C in the Arctic and Argentina and
would lead to more flooding globally. He noted that
more intense changes would occur with higher
temperature rises and that keeping rises as low as
possible would save money and lives. He said it was
clear that higher temperature would have higher
adaptation costs. He noted Brazils experiences as
an example of how mitigation policies provided
multiple benefits. On agriculture he said the range
of potential was 1.5Gt-4Gt for mitigation because
of the relationship between agricultural development
and fertiliser dependent on nitrous oxide emissions.
He said the aim was to replace the amount of fertiliser
used per hectare to get the same yield with lower
emissions. On transport he encouraged Slovenia to
join various international initiatives and alliances for
clean fuels and vehicles and for sustainable cities.
China asked a follow-up question on the
importance of understanding the drivers of different
trajectories. It said the gap reached across
mitigation and connected to finance and adaptation
levels and called for the closing of the gap in all
respects. It reiterated that assessments showed that
by removing conditions and moving to the high end
of pledges the gap got smaller and that by Annex 1
Parties moving to 40% of their 1990 levels, the gap
closed.
Dr. Alcamo said it was important to increase
well-being while addressing energy and food as
drivers of emissions. He said it raised the question
of what style of development Parties were interested
in and that they should pay attention to the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) arising out
of the Rio+20 process. He again did not address
Chinas question as to the effect on the gap of Annex
1 Parties adopting 40% reductions as proposed by
the IPCC.
The Co-chairs then invited selected Parties to
present ice-breakers to start the broader session.
Nauru on behalf of AOSIS presented a slide
to outline how it envisaged a different way of
working that was more results orientated and
realised urgency. It said the window for enhancing
short-term mitigation is closing and that will put
1.5°C beyond reach. It said the workstream should
find specific mitigation solutions and then deploy

implications of mitigation in particular sectors or
places. It said that having the technology was not
enough as technology does not take action,
stakeholders do, and asked if thought had been given
to how to close the gap in Annex 1 pledges, which
were below the 25-40% range it said as
recommended by the IPCC. It noted that independent
analysis suggested that if Annex 1 targets were 40%
the gap identified by UNEP would be closed.
Venezuela asked if there was potential for
shifting consumption patterns and who should lead
on that.
The EU asked about whether the tidying up
of rules at the Doha conference had an impact on
the gap.
Dr. Alcamo responded that although
cumulative emissions were important as there was a
long-term impact and a legacy effect with emissions
from the past causing warming now, that did not
change the fact that there was a gap to be closed.
He said that scientists could not say why, when,
how specifically for emission reduction policies, but
said that UNEP supported a holistic approach, with
policies forming a part of the green economy. On
consumption he suggested that the assumptions
relating to the building sector and consumption
related to energy-intensive appliances were relevant.
He said there were still questions relating to the
rules, particularly what it meant that surplus
emissions were carried over into CP2 of Kyoto and
that Parties without Kyoto commitments had few
land use and land-use change and forestry
(LULUCF) rules. He did not address Chinas
question of whether Annex 1 moving to 40%
reductions would close the gap.
Bangladesh asked about how to engage
political will and the private sector.
Brazil described its success in managing
deforestation policies leading to a 83% decrease in
deforestation rates since 2004. It said it had increased
crop production by 28% but only increased the land
area used by 5%. It said this was an example of
developing countries taking the lead and bridging
the gap and so it expected those with historical
responsibility and better ways and means to assume
their role as leaders.
Kenya asked what the implications for
adaptation were under different scenarios and
encouraged UNEP to undertake such analysis. It said
that even if we stopped missions today we would
still have high level of adaptation requirements and
that UNEP should consider this.
Slovenia asked about problems with
stakeholders and mobilising finance for policy
responses in the transport sector.
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and by acknowledging the historical responsibility
of the Parties because the economic and emission
conditions have not substantially changed since
1992. It said action on mitigation in developing
countries will not be feasible if there is no technology,
finance and capacity building. It said that the means
of implementation, from public sources, with
concrete provision should be a part of a new
agreement. It said the key was for developed
countries to clarify their commitments and increase
them.
India highlighted that there cannot be a shifting
of responsibility from Annex 1 to non-Annex 1
Parties and that work in workstream 2 was under
the principles of the Convention, including CBDR.
This meant that practical and result-oriented
approaches supported the primary approach, which
is for Annex 1 Parties to meet their commitments in
order to enhance action, and not solely on mitigation.
It said that If Annex 1 Parties increased their pledges
to 40%, as required by science, the gap would be
closed as developing countries have already pledged
more action, as reports from the Stockholm
Environment Institute (SEI) show. This ambition
needs to be locked in to a ratified CP2. It suggested
that the discussion of options had only arrived
because basic commitments have not been met, as
demanded by the Convention and science. It
reminded Parties that maximum results could be
achieved with respect to the gap if Annex 1 Parties
ratcheted up their targets.
On the means of implementation, India said it
was obvious that highest priority should accord to
it but called on Parties to use the words the
provision of finance. It noted that the common
wording was new and additional, which had shifted
to adequate and predictable but Parties now used
enablement, enhancement, investment, which
are terms that are hard to understand. It reaffirmed
that it wanted the provision of finance, as per the
Cancun decision, which says, scaled up, new and
additional, predictable and adequate funding shall
be provided to developing country Parties. India said
that despite that agreement now, when we are
discussing this we are hesitating to use the words
provision of finance; it concluded that we dont
need new language, we need new finance.
On technology transfer, India said that this was
one of the most challenging areas for developing
countries and that flexibilities in the intellectual
property rights (IPR) regime were needed. It said
that patents based on low scientific thresholds were
limiting competition and deployment. It suggested
concessional technology acquisition and transfer and
called for Parties to look at innovative approaches

them to build confidence for Parties to remove
conditions on their targets or to propose new actions
to be supported by the provision of the means of
implementation. It said that its slide showed larger
responsibility for Annex 1 Parties and called on them
to identify untapped mitigation potential and a
greater provision of finance, technology and capacity
building. It asked for non-Annex 1 Parties to identify
development priorities that aligned with climate
solutions. It said none of the actions would be
prescriptive for developing countries and called for
the Green Climate Fund (GCF) to play a role in
delivering the means of implementation.
The EU said it knew Parties were falling short
and thanked the Secretariat for preparing a technical
paper on mitigation options. It said Parties should
look at barriers to prevent action such as the high
cost of capital. It said the three priority areas should
be: new pledges, that it hoped would be submitted
by COP 19 in Warsaw; increasing ambition of
existing pledges by adding new sectors or actions
or increasing to the higher end if the conditions are
right, which for the EU is 30%; and initiatives in
other areas, such as on HFCs. It said it agreed with
the part of the AOSIS proposal that involved bringing
in experts and reminded Parties that workstream
2 will not end in Warsaw and so asked how do we
take it forward? It said the UN Secretary-Generals
summit should be considered an opportunity to
secure high-level political direction.
Indonesia said that common challenges such
as barriers to finance, technology transfer and
capacity showed a need to engage stakeholders. It
said that this was connected and not separate from
ambitious mitigation action. It suggested that the
workstream should consolidate technical information
and engage experts. It noted the link between
international and national actions and said it was
imperative to have in place a genuine commitment.
It said that developing countries were ready to do
their part but were waiting for action from developed
countries. In following up the UNEP presentation it
suggested that the workstream could consider: how
the proposed scenarios in UNEP could be
differentiated among Parties with respect to CBDR
and developed countries taking the lead; what
timeframe was necessary to take the actions to meet
the targets; and the links across the pre- and post2020 streams of work.
Irans presentation highlighted that tools exist
to increase ambition but that the problem is
implementation. It outlined how to increase pre2020 ambition based on the Convention including:
under Article 2 (its objective) and Article 4 (7) and
via the principles of the Convention with CBDR;
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with developed countries, who need to take the lead
in the process. It will not accept a shifting of the
burden.
Cuba said it was time for political will to be
shown and that it was fundamental that action to
increase ambition pre-2020 was guided by the
Convention and its principles, particularly equity. It
said that the first increase in pre-2020 ambition
should be achieved through the implementation of
CP2 or through its immediate ratification with
increased targets. It said this should be accompanied
by an increase in mitigation ambition targets in a
comparable manner by those not under Kyoto. It said
this should be followed by a comprehensive
approach to concrete actions on mitigation, finance,
technology and adaptation. The support for these
needed to be measured, reported and verified (MRV).
With respect to mitigation it saw three priorities:
recognition of historical responsibility and the need
for leadership by developed countries; the priority
of eradicating poverty; and the need for the means
of implementation. It said a clear roadmap for finance
to deliver the US$100 billion in 2020 was crucial.
Co-chair Dovland noted that not only Annex
1 Parties were needed to ratify the Kyoto amendment
but that about 144 countries were required for it to
enter into force.
Nepal, on behalf of LDCs, said the three
priorities of work should be the means of
implementation, international cooperative initiatives
and building momentum. It said that enhanced
means of implementation is fundamental to increase
and step up action. It said that the GCF will be a key
pillar of the new regime and that its full
operationalisation was essential to pre-2020 action.
It noted that it requires early and adequate
replenishment and that it should ensure benefits to
the most vulnerable countries. It said that
international cooperative initiatives could not replace
mid-term or long-term objectives necessary to keep
warming below 1.5°C by the end of the century but
could play a complementary role and alleviate
concerns that increased national efforts were not
possible. It said that joint targets for renewable
energy generation would send important signals. It
also highlighted that the 2014 review under the KP
was a crucial way to engage political players and
build momentum. It said that the release of the
IPCCs AR5 should give indicators of the relevant
targets to connect with a pathway for a 1.5°C
warming target.
Switzerland agreed that the workstream could
not shift the burden from Annex 1 to non-Annex 1
and that the work was under the Convention
including all of its principles such as precaution, cost-

to issues like the long-term payment for royalties,
such as through the Conventions financial
mechanisms.
On sectoral approaches it expressed regret that
Parties did away with the entire draft text from
Doha but noted that many were outside of the
UNFCCC, and so it would cause a problem to count
them as a part of the UNFCCC. It reiterated that
unilateral action and measures have no place in the
global response to climate change and that national
priorities and actions should not be restricted.
On HFCs, India pointed out that they are nonozone-depleting, and therefore their emissions are
controlled under the UNFCCC and Kyoto and not
the Montreal Protocol. It said that HFCs emerged as
the main option after the phase-out of Ozone
Depleting Substances (ODS) and that they are used
widely in developing countries. It said that due to
the phase-out of HCFCs, only HFCs were left. It
said there was no case to legally shift the issue to
Montreal, and did not understand the anxiety to send
the issue there. It likened the situation to saying: I
love you very much but you have no place in my
house. It continued that the UNFCCC works under
CBDR but it was not clear that the Montreal Protocol
does; developing countries would have to take targets
in that forum. It concluded that non-HFC alternatives
are limited and these technologies are only in
developed countries and so theres a good business
in selling these technologies to developing countries.
It urged Parties that wanted to work on HFCs to
work on them here.
On agriculture, India argued that a focus on
mitigation in that sector completely ignored the
reality that in developing countries millions are
dependent on agriculture for life and livelihoods and
undertake subsistence agriculture, not commercial,
on small plots. So while its important to take action
in agriculture its important to remember were
dealing with a human being, not a building or a city
 so we have to be extremely careful on how we
discuss it. Otherwise it will be a travesty of justice.
On energy, India highlighted Article 4.8 of the
Convention, which talks about countries that are
highly dependent on income from fossil fuels having
difficulty switching, and so they are vulnerable
Parties. It said we need to discuss these Parties and
to help them, but not to capture them in a net as if to
say I know you are vulnerable so Im going to catch
you; if they are vulnerable we should take care of
the vulnerabilities and not make them an object of
sanctions, it added.
India concluded that despite all the constraints
faced by developing countries, they were still doing
more than developed countries and so the action lies
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into pledges and encouraged 20 of the worlds top
50 emitters to do so. It said workstream 2 should
engage at the political level, including with Ministers
at Warsaw.
South Africa said that leadership from
developed countries was essential and that given
pledges from developed countries were lower than
those of developing countries, there was a need to
raise pledges. This was true for Kyoto Parties and
comparable efforts were necessary from non-Kyoto
developed country Parties. It said that the provision
of means of implementation was equally important
and that developed countries needed to commit
explicitly as to how the $100 billion by 2020 target
would be reached. It suggested that $60 billion by
2015 was a robust target. It emphasised that
international cooperative initiatives were
supplementary to domestic action and so accounting
rules were necessary to prevent double-counting. It
then proposed a range of actions, which with the
provision of the means of implementation, would
meet the mandate agreed in Durban. These include:
phasing out fossil fuel subsidies in developed
countries; enhanced capacity building to allow for
the creation of more nationally appropriate mitigation
actions (NAMAs), national adaptation plans (NAPs)
and national adaptation programmes of action
(NAPAs); addressing of the ambition gap; integrating
climate change and risk management; identifying
sectors around which developed countries could fund
flagship projects; engaging stakeholders in cities
and for technology; and including women and youth
in climate action.
Mexico said that developed countries should
maintain leadership but that developing countries
should take on effort within their respective
capabilities. It agreed with the AOSIS proposal of
engaging stakeholders. It said there was also value
in initiatives outside of the UNCCCC  such as on
black carbon or HFCs. It said it had initiated
procedures to ratify to the Kyoto amendment and
would be in a position to do so by September.
The United States said it wanted to enhance
action without division but also by looking at the
low-cost objective. It said grounded and technical
discussions would identify opportunities. It said it
would continue to work with the Climate and Clean
Air Coalition to draw attention to non-CO2 gases
and the Major Economies Forum to look at the
building sector. It supported South Africas inclusion
of the role of cities and suggested a high profile
event with Ministers and Mayors. It said it supported
ministerial discussions on the broad topic of
mitigation ambition.

effectiveness and CBDR. It said CBDR is not about
running away from responsibilities but about
common responsibilities, differentiated by reflecting
respective capabilities. It said only looking at past
emissions was flawed as we cannot undo them and
future emissions are the only thing we can stop. It
also said that Switzerland never had a carbonintensive past due to the use of hydro and that as it
asserted, it did not have much of a share of the past
emissions that could be a way for not doing much in
the future, but that would be wrong. It said that
blaming each other was not the right atmosphere to
go forward. It also said that trying to artificially
create a divide was an unwelcome element, for
example on agriculture  it said it was not a proposal
by developed countries but by developing countries
such as those in the African Group. It also recognised
that agriculture was about adaptation. On HFCs it
argued that as an ODS substitute there was a clear
link to Montreal and that the financial mechanism
under the Protocol would make a strong link between
finance and new obligations. It said HFCs could not
be moved to Montreal without also moving finance
and this was a clear understanding for Switzerland.
It wanted more time to consider Naurus proposal
but said it should focus on sectors not in Annex 1
or non-Annex 1 that need intervention. It said new
pledges by Parties were important and there was a
potential increase of pledges but that would require
a close technical look.
Kenya emphasised that opportunities to reduce
emissions were there but the global discussion, as
indicated by Cuba, must be guided by principles,
particularly the leadership of developed countries.
This could be demonstrated by the enhancement of
pledges and the removal of conditionalities to give a
positive signal. It noted that many developing
countries already had strategies and proposals but
without clarity on whether there would be means to
implement there was little incentive to submit more.
Therefore the capitalisation of the GCF should be a
priority. It called for clarity on how issues outside of
the UNFCCC would make a contribution and to see
that they were voluntary. It concluded that a political
process was necessary to help leaders understand the
importance.
Australia said it was important to focus on cobenefits and not just costs of action. It said this was
the groundwork for 2020 and the 2°C goal as
decisions taken now would lock in infrastructure.
It said it was necessary to work inventory and
MRV to feel confident Parties were committing to
action. It said there was value in translating action

32

a concrete financial mechanism as UNEP suggested
the cost of abatement was $50-100 but the certified
emission reductions (CERs) were at 20-30 cents and
so a feed-in tariff with the price of carbon at $10
could be one approach, if worked on collaboratively
would enhance action that all Parties want.
Saudi Arabia said that the actions must be
conducive to sustainable development and should
not shift the burden to developing countries. It said
the workshops had shown there were many sectors
with great potential, with agriculture having the
highest and so proposed a workshop to discuss this.
It also noted that sectors such as agriculture and
energy touch on lives and development in different
ways. In this regard, it said, using the word
transformation is very dangerous and provocative.
Whenever we discuss these sectors, it said, Parties
need to look at the sustainable development of and
not hamper peoples needs. It said the approach
should be to encourage access of people to these
sectors and not limit it. It concluded that the approach
needed to be comprehensive in considering all gases,
such as methane, nitrogen oxide and others as well
as all sources, sinks and reservoirs as described in
the Convention.
Co-chair Dovland provided a personal
concluding remark that Parties could close the gap
if they wanted to do so, but he could not understand
how they could close the gap if they continued the
way they have been working for year upon year. He
urged them, as a personal remark, to start stepping
out of old positions.

Co-chair Dovland said that the incoming cochairs would be informed of the need for workshops
on industry and urban areas, including transportation.
Norway said it was important for Parties to
step up individually and collectively but did not think
new mitigation pledges or binding commitments
would be introduced under workstream 2. It
encouraged AOSIS and the EU to collaborate on
getting the right experts into the discussion. It also
suggested that briefing from the Technology
Mechanism could be useful.
Mali associated with Cuba and India as their
approach was focused and consistent with past
decisions. It emphasised that the CP2 review process
was important and a similar process should be
decided for all developed country Parties under the
Convention. It said that honouring past commitments
such as on finance, support for the Climate
Technology Centre and Network (CTCN), and the
operationalisation of the GCF to ensure delivery of
the $100 billion annually would attract new and
ambitious NAMAs. It said that international
cooperative initiatives needed to be in line with the
Convention, with clear assumptions and accounting
including on gases covered and expected outcomes
to prevent double-counting. It agreed cities were
important but questioned how they could be
captured given they are already reflected in national
inventories. It reacted positively to the AOSIS
proposal, noting that renewable energy could deliver
1.5-25 Gt. It concluded that a missing element was
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ADP: Parties Continue Exchange of Views on 2015 Agreement
timing of actions needed to be specified with
effective and robust review mechanisms. Bangladesh
said serious political engagement is needed sooner
rather than later.
Australia said that on how a variety of
enhanced actions can allow global participation, this
could be a spectrum of commitments. It is important
to recognise the need to examine the place for
adaptation in the new agreement and how the means
of implementation can promote mitigation and
adaptation. The focus on mitigation is central to the
2015 agreement.
As regards a hybrid approach, it said
mitigation commitments are nationally determined
through a bottom-up approach but rules are
determined internationally and is top-down for all
Parties. Thus, commitments are nationally
determined within a robust set of internationally
agreed rules. All Parties come forward with their
commitments and the design of the agreement should
allow them to account for ambition over time in line
with a global goal. We could create a platform for
every Party to post their 2020 commitments which
are nationally determined and they will have a final
say on how this commitment is locked in. This is
bottom-up. Then, there should be a simple set of
international rules on how commitments are defined
to promote predictability and transparency. This
could include commitments which are quantifiable,
with standardisation across commitment types; it
should cover all sectors and gases; provide upfront
information to fully understand the attributes and
impacts of those commitments. International
transparency and accounting frameworks are needed
which could have flexibilities for national election
of approaches according to capacities.
On ambition and fairness, top-down generated
rules can ensure overall progress to reaching a global
goal consistent with climate science. A hybrid
approach is consistent with the principles of the
Convention as well as equity and CBDRRC. It is
also a dynamic approach.

Bonn, 6 June (Meena Raman and Hilary Chiew) 
Parties at the climate talks under the Ad Hoc Working
Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action
(ADP) of the UNFCCC continued to exchange views
on the 2015 agreement.
A roundtable discussion under workstream 1
(on the 2015 agreement) was held on Tuesday, 4
June on the theme Variety of Actions. The
roundtable was chaired by Mr Harald Dovland
(Norway).
Dovland invited Parties to deliberate on the
variety of enhanced actions, the types of
commitments and targets for the 2015 agreement,
taking into account how to manage ambition
according to science and equity. As regards the latter,
he said it was not a choice between top-down and
bottom-up approaches but a combination of both and
wanted Parties views. To lead off the roundtable,
he invited Bangladesh, Australia, Brazil, Ecuador,
the United Arab Emirates and the European Union
to give their views.
Bangladesh said the agreement has to be rulesbased, predictable, robust and legally binding and
Parties have to take into account the scientific
findings of the Inter-governmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) and other research findings. The
principles of equity, common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities
(CBDRRC) and historical responsibility must be
clearly laid out within the agreement. It noted that
national circumstances in terms of access to natural
resources, markets and vulnerabilities of countries
had to be considered and those who are highly
vulnerable need to be given special emphasis.
It said countries at the forefront of climate
change impacts cannot wait for mitigation to happen
as adaptation is more urgent but also noted that they
cannot be expected to continue to adapt, underscoring
the need for bold commitments (in terms of emission
cuts) from Parties. There should be delivery of
finance, technology transfer and other commitments
particularly loss and damage. The sequencing and
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development. However, we need ambitious results
to face climate change to assure the right to life, food,
water, health; the rights of indigenous peoples,
human security, among others. In this context, it is
essential to promote, in the heart of the international
community, the Universal Declaration on the Rights
of Nature as an instrument to protect the Earth and
its ecosystems, and enhance and strengthen the
Universal Declaration on Human Rights. To respect
those rights, we suggest the creation of an
International Court of Climate Justice, with all Party
States as members.
Additionally, the ADP needs to take into
account a new consideration regarding mitigation,
in that way it needs to achieve a net balance reduction
and avoidance of emissions, at the national and
global levels. It is necessary to strengthen the
multilateral regime under the Convention and cover
all interrelated issues: adaptation, mitigation, finance,
technology transfer and capacity building, under a
shared vision that recognises the needs of present
and future generations, and the rights of nature.
However, any agreement for enhanced ambition
made under the ADP shall mandate the provision of
financial support for developing countries.
In that sense, the measurement, reporting and
verification (MRV) of financial support needs to be
considered. By measurement, it referred to funds
exclusively aimed at supporting enhanced action on
mitigation, adaptation, technology development and
transfer, report drafting, and capacity building for
non-Annex I Parties, from public, private, bilateral,
multilateral and alternative sources. It said that
administrative costs indirectly related to the
provision of climate change funds for developing
countries will not be considered as climate finance.
Regarding reporting, it proposed the
establishment of a Financial Support Registry, which
will be open and transparent, accessible to all Parties.
For verification, it suggested that the source and
character of funds should be able to be traced on the
part of non-Annex I Parties.
Ecuador said developed countries must assume
their historical responsibility, raise their level of
ambition and agree on legally binding commitments,
based on what the planet requires, not what each
country considers for itself. This required a top-down
approach.
Experiences from the past have shown the
important requirement to develop robust mechanisms
for compliance, accountability and transparency so
that the ADP is not a new instrument that will once
again not be fulfilled. It underlined that measures
taken to combat climate change, including unilateral
ones, should not constitute a means of arbitrary or

Australia said that each country can judge its
fair-share, taking into account its national
circumstance. There is also diversity among
developing countries where the diversities are
obscured under current approach. By agreeing to
rules for all Parties to take efforts, we create floors
and encourage further ambition, with the continued
developed country leadership. With a design that is
dynamic, there are internationally agreed rules and
for scope to update the commitments. This can be
done through national schedules which record the
national details in the schedules, which can be
updated without renegotiations over time. We can
consider how timing of the international rules fit with
commitments.
Dovland then requested Brazil to present its
Brazilian proposal (which relates to historical
responsibility).
Brazil said that its proposal was tabled in 1997
during the Berlin Mandate process which led to the
Kyoto Protocol. This proposal was important for the
principle of CBDR. It explained that responsibility
for the impacts of emissions cannot be based on
current emissions, unlike that of other pollutants. It
is different in the case of greenhouse gases (GHGs)
as there is a time difference between the emissions,
the increase in concentration, the temperature
increase and the impacts. CO2 stays in the
atmosphere for 2,000 years and does not decay at
all. Hence, some countries would have more
responsibilities than others and a focus on current
emissions does not tell the whole story. It explained
further that the proposal was introduced to reach
agreement on what is a fair contribution by Parties
to global warming. It is now refreshing and revisiting
the proposal and will have a proper presentation later
on.
Ecuador stressed that the principles of the
Convention are the basis for negotiations under the
DP. The ADP needs to concentrate its work on the
benefit of present and future generations, on the basis
of equity and in accordance with their common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities. Specific needs and special
circumstances of developing countries need to be
taken into account. Precautionary measures to
anticipate, prevent or minimise the causes of climate
change and to prevent its adverse effects should be
considered. Policies and measures have to apply
according to the different socio-economic contexts
to ensure sustainability and must be integrated into
national development programmes.
Developed countries should recognise their
historical responsibility and respect the right of
developing countries to achieve their economic
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recalled that the experience during the negotiation
for the second commitment period (CP2) of the
Kyoto Protocol which demonstrated that this
approach will deliver (emission cuts) well below the
expectation of science.
It said Parties need to look at a top-down
approach as it is legally binding and nations are more
likely to act if the commitment is submitted to their
Parliament, while a bottom-up approach is just a
political commitment. It explained that a top-down
approach can be differentiated among Parties and
would like to approach the discussion in the ADP
looking at both the merits and demerits of top-down
and bottom-up approaches.
In response, Dovland said that a bottom-up
approach is well established based on submissions
and national circumstances and asked Parties to
consider what is top-down. He assumed it had to do
with using scientific information on how to limit the
2°C temperature rise.
Representing the African Group, Swaziland
said actions taken need to have a reference level and
timeframe as a 2°C temperature increase means
different impacts for different continents. It raised
the need to understand enhanced actions by all and
how do we take care of the different circumstances
of countries. It wanted to know how Parties can
ensure political will especially from developed
countries, to help and guide the process not only in
terms of mitigation but means of implementation and
adaptation.
Nauru said the 2015 agreement must be legally
binding, based on science and subjected to
international MRV. It must address loss and damage
to ensure survival of small island development states.
It said the annexes (in the Co-chairs reflections
note) referring to areas of perceived common
ground are useful in capturing a set of issues but
further discussion is needed to find out if we do
indeed have common ground.
Dovland asserted that the annexes have no
formal status.
Nepal for the LDCs expressed concern that
the current roundtable will lock Parties in low
ambition as there is no assurance that any of these
approaches are consistent with ensuring keeping
temperature rise below 2°C and even less likely for
1.5°C. It believed that Parties will bring various
contributions to the various efforts according to their
capabilities but there is a need to establish clear rules.
Who has to do what and when needs to be clear in
line with the global objective. Parties with high levels
of responsibilities and capabilities cannot pick and
choose between options that do not support deep cuts.

unjustifiable discrimination or a disguised restriction
on international trade.
The European Union said that the rationale
for the post-2015 agreement is to ensure the highest
possible mitigation from all Parties. It cannot be a
pledge-and-review approach; it must be rules-based
and needs to be ambitious, fully transparent and
quantifiable. It needs to be underpinned by clear
accounting rules and a framework; subject to a
credible process of assessment informed by science;
it should be fair, consistent with the Convention and
is collectively enough to raise ambition to an
adequate level.
It proposed the following steps in relation to
the commitments needed by all Parties. (i)
Identification of the types of commitments that
Parties might take; what commitment types exist and
what kind of information exists for ex ante clarity;
and what accounting rules would underpin them
which has to be considered in parallel; (ii) what
commitments Parties would take; and (iii) Parties
assess if they have ex ante information; is it
comparable with each other; is it fair and equitable
with each other and is it ambitious enough for the
2°C goal.
The EU said that the assessment period is vital
and there is a need for sufficient time for this. It called
for initial offers (on mitigation) by the end of 2014.
To summarise, the EU reiterated the steps: (i) agree
on the various commitment types; (ii) all Parties
come with commitments in 2014; and (iii) there be a
period to assess and raise ambition if it is not
adequate and (iv) Parties inscribe them in the 2015
agreement.
The United Arab Emirates said the 2015
agreement must ensure an adequate solution to the
climate crisis in a fair manner with support for
developing countries to play their part. It preferred
flexibility for countries to decide over the
prescriptive approach. On mutual scrutiny, it said
each country should provide its own explanation,
using a yardstick considered to be appropriate and
applying the CBDR principle.
Dovland then invited others to also provide
their views.
Gambia speaking on behalf of LDCs stressed
that Article 2 of the Convention provides the
overarching objective to stabilise GHGs and to
prevent dangerous climate change. With the survival
of so many nations at stake, only a high ambition by
all Parties is acceptable. It expressed concern with
some Parties calling for a bottom-up approach, as
this means self-defined actions according to national
circumstances by Parties with conditionality. It
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The Philippines referred to the objective of
the Convention and the need for enhanced action
within that context of stabilisation of GHG
concentration and also the parameters related to
adaptation, food production and sustainable
development. It said there is a need to also address
consumption patterns. It called for enhanced actions
on all the pillars of the Convention including
adaptation, mitigation, finance and technology
transfer. It said there is a gap in the MRV of finance
and this needs to be addressed.
On the top-down approach, it stressed that this
is guided by science and the bottom-up approach
has not been working. It also stressed differentiated
obligations for developed and developing countries
which are reflected in the annexes of the Convention.
Ethiopia said a hybrid approach is the way
forward. On the top-down approach, it referred to
the setting of a global target to limiting temperature
rise to 1.5°C. On the bottom-up, this is about
understanding what the national target is to meet the
global challenge as presented by individual countries.
Parties needed to decide what comes first. The
top-down approach needs to be finalised first and
has to be agreed to. This gives guidance to countries
to come up with their target to meet the global target.
It said that the time has come to depart from
qualitative expressions or objectives. The targets
have to be set according to science and there needs
to be a quantitative method to calculate and quantify
the global target. This same methodology is applied
for the national target. Delivering the mitigation
target and the financial target is key.
The United States said that the approach in
the 2015 agreement is to be applicable to all and
must attract participation. There needs to be a
structure that is transparent and inclusive.
All Parties take nationally defined
commitments defined by national circumstances with
sufficient ex ante information on how contributions
relate to the ambition. There is a consultative period
to examine ambition and fairness. This approach
offers flexibility, transparency and incentives for
Parties to put forward their best foot. Any rules will
need to be simple for a broad range of national
circumstances. There is a need for a transparency
and accounting framework. Parties contributions
reflect a diversity of national circumstances and
capability. Those who are most developed would play
a leadership role. A consultation period is a new step
under the Convention and is distinct from the past.
Ex ante clarity of commitments encourages certainty
and confidence on how Parties will contribute, with
proposals for updating and improving them.

It stressed that the new regime should be a rulesbased mechanism and most importantly designed to
meet the needs of LDCs.
Norway said there must be collective effort
through international rules. On adaptation, the new
agreement needs to have relevant measures for
stronger actions. On mitigation, this is guided by
limiting the temperature limit to well below 2°C.
There is a need to explore the framing of
commitments, reflecting different capabilities and
responsibilities with common elements.
Commitments needed to be quantified or quantifiable
and should include all GHGs not in the Montreal
Protocol and global warming potential values should
be based on most recent times. It agreed with the
EU that the commitments have to be defined over a
period of time based on a single year. It also stressed
the use of carbon markets and to ensure flexibility
in addressing national circumstances.
Mexico said that a bottom-up approach alone
is not enough but has to be informed by science. A
hybrid approach could be considered. It also stressed
the need for a process for sound review of the
mitigation commitments.
Switzerland said that a top-down approach
means developing guidance centrally which Parties
develop together. This approach gives stability,
robustness, and builds trust in the regime. A bottomup process allows to reach the highest possible
contributions and a hybrid approach brings both
together. It referred to four phases  formulating
rules; formulate expectations; there is a consultative
period and commitments are then formally adopted;
there is also an MRV and a compliance system.
There is a need for rules according to different
commitments which should be quantified or
quantifiable and are accompanied by ex ante
information. Parties should follow common
accounting rules including related to land use.
Nationally determined commitments should be
unconditional. On the formulation of expectations,
Switzerland said there should be an understanding
of evolving the principle of CBDRRC. Those with a
high income range and have a significant share of
GHG emissions per capita, should strive to be the
most ambitious.
Japan said that on adaptation and finance, this
should be based on existing arrangements. Mitigation
has some core elements to be considered: ex ante
consultation; common accounting rules; have an
MRV system which is facilitative to increase the level
of ambition of Parties which is efficient and effective.
On ex ante consultation, it supported the EU and US
proposal. The length of consultation needed to be
considered.
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Response Measures: North-South Divergence Continues
preoccupied with the wrangling over the SBI agenda
that is still not adopted; a friends of the chair setting
was set up on Friday 7 June to resolve the impasse.)
Argentina representing the Group of 77 and
China pointed out that the mandate from the Doha
decision allowed Parties to discuss unilateral
measures in the forum, citing paragraph 54 of
Decision 1/CP.18.
(Paragraph 54 of 1/CP.18 adopted in Doha,
Qatar in 2012 reads: Welcomes the progress made in
the work of the forum on the impact of the
implementation of response measures being
convened under the Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice and the Subsidiary Body
for Implementation and invites Parties to continue
to participate in the forum, including the sharing of
views on policy issues of concern, such as unilateral
measures; )
Argentina said in this context, unilateral
measures should be discussed as a cross-cutting issue
in the forum in the different areas of the work
programme and proposed that a workshop be
conducted in Warsaw.
It stressed that the G77 and China supports
multilateralism and is in opposition to unilateral
measures that undermine the spirit of multilateral
cooperation and that could be contrary to the
principles and provisions of the UNFCCC, in
particular Article 3.5.
(Article 3.5 reads: The Parties should
cooperate to promote a supportive and open
international economic system that would lead to
sustainable economic growth and development in all
Parties, particularly developing country Parties, thus
enabling them better to address the problems of
climate change. Measures taken to combat climate
change, including unilateral ones, should not
constitute a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable
discrimination or a disguised restriction on
international trade.)
China in supporting the idea of the workshop
said it noticed that from the presentations of Parties

Bonn, 8 June (Hilary Chiew)  Parties differed in
their views on the treatment of the issue of unilateral
measures under the forum and work programme on
the impacts of the implementation of response
measures.
Developing countries call for a workshop to
discuss the matter under the forum at the year-end
United Nations climate conference in Warsaw,
Poland was rejected by developed countries led by
the United States and the European Union.
The United States strongly opposed the
proposal saying it had firm views on this matter and
would never agree to any discussion on unilateral
measures in the forum nor at any other fora of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC).
The exchanges took place in all three
workshops, operating as a contact group, at the 38th
sessions of the Subsidiary Body for Implementation
(SBI) and Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA). The forum is
convened under the SBI and SBSTA.
Developing country Parties also expressed
concerns that the workshop discussions were losing
focus, particularly in the area of assessment and
analysis on impacts and the modelling work
generated, which they felt failed to take into account
the special provisions of the Convention on the
obligations of the developed countries and the special
needs of developing countries.
On 4 June, Parties exchanged experiences and
discussed opportunities for economic diversification
and transformation. On 5 June, Parties engaged in
the workshop titled Just transition of the workforce
and the creation of decent work and quality job. On
6 June, Parties discussed the assessment and analysis
of impacts. The forum closed with an expert meeting
on economic modelling and socio-economic trends
which was held on 7 June. All the meetings were
chaired by Richard Muyungi (Tanzania), who is chair
of SBSTA and co-chairs the forum with the SBI chair,
Tomasz Chruszczow (Poland). (The latter was
38

obligations in the climate regime. It may stand
in violation of the UNFCCC and not respect
the principles of CBDR (common but
differentiated responsibilities);

Whilst multilaterally agreed policies 
developed through negotiated compromises
between consenting states  implicitly
command legitimacy, unilateral measures that
seek to govern actors beyond their borders raise
serious legitimacy concerns;

Unilateral measures, if taken, show a disregard
for multilaterally negotiated regimes and in fact
it is an indirect threat that measures will be
taken by them unless others comply with their
wishes. Consequently, unilateral measures lend
themselves to a perception of partiality and
therefore affect the confidence-building that is
central to the multilateral climate negotiations;

It is also worth bearing in mind that if nations
are allowed to engage in unilateral measures,
they will have little incentive to participate and
reach compromise solutions in the multilateral
process. Far from furthering the fight against
climate change, unilateral measures chip away
at the multilateral process and the principles
on which the climate regime is built.
Instead, India said, it is of the strong view that
the UNFCCC process should expand on Article 3.5
and agreed that Parties completely eschew unilateral
measures and have a way to take corrective steps in
case it happens. It stressed that developed country
Parties shall not resort to any form of unilateral
measures on any grounds related to climate change.
In conclusion, India said, it is important to
understand that the threat of unilateral measures is
not a theoretical discussion but is very real, citing
the example of the EU-Emission Trading Scheme to
curb emissions in international civil aviation. These
measures were not restricted to the EU only but all
airlines from all countries from the point of departure.
Consequently, several countries sent their voice of
protest, after which the EU has decided to stop the
clock. In other words, they have suspended but not
withdrawn these measures and the threat remains of
it being revived.
It further raised its concern over the discussion
of market-based measures in the International Civil
Aviation Organisation but fortunately, discussion is
now going on in a multilateral setting.
Presenting on behalf of the G77 and China,
Argentina said the assessment and analysis of the
impacts from response measures had to be seen in
the broader context of the achievement of sustainable
development, in accordance with nationally defined
priorities for developing countries.

(on the different areas of the work programme) this
issue is faced by many developing countries and
stressed that the discussion is to find solutions to
those problems arising from implementation of
unilateral measures.
Referring to paragraph 54, the United States
concurred that the decision from Doha meant the
issue can be discussed in the forum but not to give it
specific status and it wanted its intervention to be
reflected in the workshop report later.
Supporting the United States, the European
Union said Parties had lots of discussion of unilateral
measures in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Longterm Cooperative Action under the Convention
(AWG-LCA) and although the wordings were there,
it is against having a separate debate on the issue.
Australia also disagreed with the workshop
proposal.
On 5 June, Argentina on behalf of the G77
and China said as there will only be one workshop
under the forum in Warsaw and as there is a mandate
to discuss the issue further, it reiterated its proposal
for a specific workshop for unilateral measures. It
asked those countries that opposed the idea to give
substantive explanations on their concerns.
The United States said the AWG-LCA
(decision in Doha) has absolutely no mandate for a
workshop in Warsaw but is clear that the issue can
be discussed in the forum. It asked Argentina to share
its view. In response, Argentina said it would consult
the G77 and China members on this matter.
Assessment and Analysis of Impacts
At this 6 June workshop, India focused its
presentation on unilateral measures. It lamented that
although Article 3.5 provides the protection against
unilateral measures, the talks on imposing those
measures on developing countries are continuing. It
listed five reasons why Parties must refrain from
taking unilateral measures:

The UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol, and
COP/CMP decisions  is and must remain the
principal forum for fashioning international
climate policy. The climate regime with nearuniversal membership, sophisticated
multilaterally agreed principles, rules and
institutions to draw on, and frequent negotiating
opportunities offers the best chance of arriving
at an equitable and effective solution. Unilateral
measures taken by countries and the retaliatory
actions they spawn can only lead to sub-optimal
climate policy;

Climate policies crafted nationally/regionally
and imposed beyond borders are unlikely to
accurately reflect the principled balance of
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transfer of technology, financial resources and
capacity building, should be included.
These, Argentina stressed, could assist in the
development of endogenous capacities in developing
countries, in order for them to meet the agreed full
incremental costs of implementing measures in
accordance to Articles 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7 of the
Convention.
However, developing countries expressed
dissatisfaction with developed countries reluctance
to engage substantially in assessing and analysing
the impacts of the implementation of response
measures.
Argentina said while the G77 and China
welcomed the mitigation efforts of developed
countries in combating climate change, especially
in the domestic actions that they had taken, it would
like to see more focus on how developed country
Parties are striving to minimise the negative impacts
and how they are fulfilling their obligations to
developing countries.
In support, Venezuela said it agreed that the
cost of inaction is greater than actions in addressing
climate change, but the point is not about actions
but the impacts of the actions taken by developed
countries on developing countries in compliance with
the provisions of the Convention.
China said there were major differences in the
presentations by Parties at this particular workshop
and reminded Parties that they need to focus on
specific actions at this stage of negotiation. It agreed
with India, and also viewed the implementation of
unilateral measures seriously as its economy will
suffer. It hoped to have dedicated time to discuss the
matter with a view on how to resolve and better
implement those actions.
The presentations of developed country Parties
(the European Union and Australia) focused on the
environmental and economic co-benefits of response
measures. The EUs presentation said the range of
co-benefits far outweighed the investment costs in
low-carbon infrastructure but not all climate policies
have obvious co-benefits, and there can be conflicts
or trade-offs between different objectives. It said the
bottom-line is promising with sensible policies
design. Later, in response to the reactions of
developing country Parties, it said it is inevitable that
measures taken to combat climate change are in a
sense unilateral but noted that policies do not stay
forever and are subjected to review and update.
Australia said a modelling by its Treasury
showed that the Australian economy will continue
to grow strongly while cutting emissions and moving
to a clean energy future. It further said reducing
emissions can deliver benefits, particularly to

It said the results of the Rio+20 conference last
June (UN Conference on Sustainable Development
in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil) should be taken into
account as an overarching framework. Twenty years
after the landmark 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, the
international community reaffirmed sustainable
development as the central paradigm in its three
pillars (environmental, social and economic) as well
as the Rio principles, in particular common but
differentiated responsibilities.
It said Parties need to avoid and minimise
negative economic and social consequences in the
context in which all developing countries face those
consequences in different ways, research and
assessment of those impacts is a new field, and the
UNFCCC is the mandated forum to discuss the issues
including unilateral measures.
It urged developed countries to undertake an
assessment in the design and implementation of their
response measures, including unilateral ones, of
those socio-economic impacts on, inter alia,
employment, income, economic growth rates and
living standards in developing countries.
The assessment needs to be undertaken in both
quantitative and qualitative terms and ex ante and
ex post as well as taking into account the specific
national conditions of developing countries and their
priorities, needs and circumstances.
It further said such assessments will help to
promote understanding about the nature and
magnitude of the socio-economic consequences; help
developing countries in identifying and addressing
the impacts of response measures; and explore ways
to avoid and minimise these negative impacts.
The assessment should be consistent with the
principles and provisions of the Convention, in
particular the principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities, Articles 3.5, 4.8 and 4.9 of the
Convention and Articles 2.3 and 3.14 of the Kyoto
Protocol.
It should also include consideration of the
special socio-economic conditions of developing
countries (and their first and foremost overriding
priorities in terms of economic and social
development and poverty eradication) in the design
and implementation of response measures.
Furthermore, Argentina said, the assessment
should provide information about consultation with
potentially affected developing country Parties,
include scientific basis of the measure, and analysis
if the measure is the most effective means to achieve
the objective of combating climate change.
It also said the fulfilment of developed
countries obligations related to the provision of
specific support to developing countries, in terms of
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Saudi Arabia emphasised the context of the
work programme and expressed concern that the
discussion was not relevant to the topic. It understood
that the forum is not about actions versus non-actions
but to understand how response measures undertaken
by developed country Parties will affect developing
countries.
China agreed that the modelling work
presented did not address the concerns of developing
countries. It suggested cooperation between
modelling experts from both developed and
developing countries to ensure a higher quality of
results. Indonesia, Venezuela, Egypt and the
United Arab Emirates supported the developing
countries interventions.

vulnerable developing countries most at risk of
climate impacts, adding that sustainable development
can help developing countries build social and
economic resilience. It said Australia provided
funding for vulnerable developing countries to adapt
to the impacts of climate change accounting for over
50% of the countrys A$599 million in fast-start
finance besides its efforts in developing and
deploying low-emissions technologies.
Manuel Montes of South Centre said
response measures are already affecting developing
countries yet there is no reporting of actions by
Annex 1 (developed) countries to minimise the
negative impacts of their response measures in their
national communications. He said it is unclear how
much of the burden of the mitigation measures has
been passed on to developing countries without their
consent. He said that to avoid and minimise negative
economic and social consequences on developing
countries, response measures must be assessed
during design and before deployment. Montes also
said as developed country Parties response measures
affect multiple Parties in a variety of ways, response
measures should be evaluated in a multilaterallybased body and the assessment should be undertaken
with the participation of all Parties affected.

Opportunities for economic diversification and
transformation
Argentina presenting on behalf of the Group
of 77 and China hoped that the workshop would
promote the understanding of development and
dissemination of measures, methodologies and tools
among experts and Parties to assist developing
countries in economic diversification.
It also sought to improve its knowledge on how
economic diversification can be integrated into
sustainable development plans, especially those that
promote social and economic development and
poverty eradication. However, it noted that economic
diversification entails high adjustment costs for
developing countries economies which are generally
characterised by a low economic diversification.
They have traditionally relied heavily on the
production and export of commodities that are
particularly vulnerable to climate change.
Argentina said there are still serious
development challenges in developing countries
while the costs of clean technologies remain
prohibitive for those countries. It is also important
to consider the role of barriers implemented by
developed countries such as agricultural subsidies,
standards and tariffs, as they can hinder economic
and social development of developing countries and
therefore their possibilities for economic
diversification.
Response measures such as standards and
labelling related to carbon content of goods and
services pressured developing countries to undertake
a structural economic transformation, thus
transferring the burden of the mitigation obligations
of developed countries to developing countries,
without the adequate support, and which is
inconsistent with Article 3.5.

Economic modelling and socio-economic trends
Similarly, in the expert meeting on modelling
(7 June), developing countries registered their
dissatisfaction with the lack of studies and attention
on analysing the impacts of response measures by
developed country Parties on developing countries.
Modelling experts from the World Health
Organisation, Tyndall Centre, Global E3 Modelling
and the International Centre for Trade and
Sustainable Development presented their findings.
Speaking for the G77 and China, Argentina
reaffirmed that Parties are losing focus in this forum
which should be in relation to the principles and
provisions of the Convention and to give full
consideration for actions to meet specific needs of
developing countries from the consequences of
response measures.
It stressed that developing countries want to
learn more from the modelling process but is
disappointed that not much was accomplished, but
would like the work in this area to continue. Noting
that the expert analyses have a huge focus on fossil
fuel subsidies, it reminded that access to energy is
critical to achieving sustainable development for
developing countries and the modelling should take
this concern into account.
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It reiterated that barriers implemented by
developed country Parties such as agriculture
subsidies, standards and tariffs could hinder the
workforce in developing countries. It pointed out that
the workforce in developing countries is among the
most vulnerable social group due to the rapid growth
of a young population in those countries, with the
pressure of educating them for the labour market.
It stressed that the fulfilment of developed
countries obligation to provide finance, technology
transfer and capacity building is also important to
ensure support for workers that may be affected by
social and economic consequences of response
measures.
Saudi Arabia said its predominantly young
nation with 48% of population below the age of 19
is exceptionally vulnerable to the adverse social and
economic impacts of response measures. To a
question from the representative of the International
Labour Organisation (ILO) on whether assessment
had been made on how to prepare its huge youth
population for employment, it said despite policy
changes in labour training, it is constrained by its
dependence on the petroleum industries and lack of
other economic sectors.
South Africa said its millions of workers are
employed in its energy-intensive industries and
mining which are underpinned by the abundance of
coal, mineral and industrial policy legacy and
cautioned that the process of transition must be
judiciously managed.
Marek Harsdorff of the International
Labour Organisation (ILO) said transition policies
are needed and net employment gains in greening
economy are possible; and climate actions can be
the pathway for reduced inequality and more social
inclusion. He estimated green jobs contributing to
0.5% to 2% of the global workforce in 2030, adding
that jobs in the renewable sector doubled from 2.3
million in 2006 to 5 million in 2010 and transition
to a green economy in developing countries will
leapfrog.
South Centres Manuel Montes questioned
the adequacy of the 2% job increment in the green
sector. To this, the ILO representative replied that
transition to low-carbon development will achieve
net job creation while non-action will be more costly.

Saudi Arabia said economic diversification is
a tool for alleviating the negative impact of response
measure but will not be sufficient on its own.
The European Union said it carried out
economic diversification for many reasons and not
just as response measures to climate change, adding
that it has decoupled economy growth with an
emission cut of 18.4% from 1990 to 2011.
Venezuela reminded Parties of the decisions
of various COPs of the UNFCCC that have
committed the Annex I countries to assist those nonAnnex I countries whose economies are highly
dependent on income generated from the production,
processing and export, and/or on consumption of
fossil fuels and associated energy-intensive products,
to diversify their economies.
It said the relative extent of the potential
impacts of response measures suggested that
economic diversification issues affect most
significantly the least developed countries and oilexporting countries due to the lack of economic
diversification. The lack of diversification increases
these economies vulnerability to fluctuation in
primary commodity markets and reduces their
adaptive capacity to climate change. However,
Venezuela is sceptical that adaptive capacity and
long-term prospects can be effectively addressed by
economic diversification without the sustainable
development perspective.
Mohamed Hamel, senior adviser of the
Organisation for Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC), said these countries face large and
disproportionate adverse impacts of the
implementation of response measures but economic
diversification could help if it is supported by
adequate means of implementation, in particular
technology and capacity building.
Job transition of the workforce and the creation of
decent work and quality jobs
Argentina representing the G77 and China
reminded Parties of the inclusion of just transition
in the Cancun (COP 16) decisions under shared
vision and response measures (agenda items of the
two subsidiary bodies) and in Durban (COP 17)
Parties were urged to promote just transition of the
workforce in the implementation of their policies and
measures which were reaffirmed in Doha (COP 18).
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Review: Developed Countries Determined to Narrow Scope
understanding of existing scientific knowledge and
how it could be used to address the two themes of
the review: the adequacy of the LTGG in the light of
the ultimate objective of the Convention; and overall
progress made towards achieving the LTGG,
including a consideration of the implementation of
the commitments under the Convention.
(The Doha COP set up a joint contact group of
the SBI and SBSTA to assist the COP in conducting
the review, with support from expert consideration
of inputs from workshops, etc. to start at the 38th
session of the two subsidiary bodies, through a
structured expert dialogue under the guidance of the
SBI and SBSTA. The 38th session is ongoing in Bonn
from 3 to 14 June.)
Earlier, SBSTA Chair Richard Muyungi
(Tanzania) informed that the secretariat had received
six submissions from Parties on the matter which
have been taken into account in the planning of the
workshop.
He also said the non-Annex 1 (developing
countries) Parties had selected Professor Zou Ji of
China to be the co-facilitator for the Structured
Expert Dialogue but there was no nomination from
Annex 1 Parties.
The two themes of the workshop were decided
based on the Doha outcome (through decision 1/
CP.18), where it was agreed that the Review should
periodically assess in accordance with the relevant
principles and provisions of the Convention the two
aspects in paragraph 79.
Theme 1 aimed to present and discuss possible
ways to assess the adequacy of the LTGG by using
various sources of information. This part of the
workshop started with introductory presentations by
experts providing the status of the global climate;
overview of the contribution of each working group
and of the synthesis report of the IPCC assessment
reports and their possible use in the review; and the
2°C target and associated climate risks.

Bonn, 9 June (Hilary Chiew)  Parties clashed over
the scope of the 2013-2015 Review and the source
of scientific information at the first workshop on the
review on 5 June.
Developing countries stressed that the review
should not focus only on the adequacy of the 2°C
long-term global goal (LTGG) but also on an
assessment of the overall progress that includes the
implementation of the commitments under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change. Developed countries, however, refused to
consider the latter, describing the inclusion of
discussion on the means of implementation as
duplicating the work undertaken elsewhere under the
Convention.
[Decision 1/CP.18 adopted by the Conference
of Parties (COP) in Doha in 2012 defined the scope
of the review in paragraph 79:
Decides that the review should periodically
assess, in accordance with the relevant principles
and provisions of the Convention, the following:
(a) The adequacy of the long-term global goal
in the light of the ultimate objective of the
Convention;
(b) Overall progress made towards achieving
the long-term global goal, including a consideration
of the implementation of the commitments under
the Convention;
(Emphasis added).]
Parties also have different views on the source
of scientific information for the 2013-2015 Review.
Developing countries argued that inputs from sources
other than the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) should be acceptable while
developed countries raised concern of the robustness
of non-IPCC inputs.
The goal of the 5 June workshop jointly
convened by the Subsidiary Body for
Implementation (SBI) and Subsidiary Body for
Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) under
the Structured Expert Dialogue is to increase the
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(Article 2 reads: The ultimate objective of this
Convention and any related legal instruments that
the Conference of the Parties may adopt is to achieve,
in accordance with the relevant provisions of the
Convention, stabilization of greenhouse gas
concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that
would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference
with the climate system.Such a level should be
achieved within a time-frame sufficient to allow
ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change, to
ensure that food production is not threatened and to
enable economic development to proceed in a
sustainable manner.)
It said Parties should therefore look at all the
elements that should go into the framework of the
Review and look at gaps, incentives and barriers.
It said Parties need to assess if the 2°C target is
enough or should be stronger, adequacy of the
adaptation cost, assistance by Annex 1 Parties,
comparability of the adequacy, support for
indigenous technologies and how developing
countries are doing their part. It should also include
assessment of the implementation of Article 2 and
implementation of the commitments of Parties.
New Zealand representing Australia,
Canada, Japan, New Zealand, Norway and the
United States said the Review process is very
important in this transition period when Parties can
take stock, look to the past and make sure to take a
robust policy for the future where the greatest
challenge is to keep temperature rise to 2°C or lower.
Besides holding temperature increase below
2°C, it said other relevant considerations include
aggregate greenhouse gas, aggregate mitigation
commitment of Parties, the evolving economic
circumstances and capabilities of Parties.
It said the Review is a clear platform for
reinforcing science in addressing climate change and
that it must enjoy the trust of Parties. Towards this
end, it said the IPCC 5th Assessment Report is the
foundation for the Review which should not be
undermined.
It warned against inclusion of inputs that are
not robust and that reports must be objective and
provide a balanced conclusion.
The United States responded that it would like
to start the Review now and start it correct. It noted
its view that Parties made the Review narrow in
scope so that it is not all things to all people.
It is concerned to hear that we do in fact want
to review the Convention itself, asking China and
the Philippines how they see that the proposal they
had made about broadening the scope does not

Theme 2 explored the possible use of relevant
information for the review based on the discussions
that have been carried out to date on emission
reduction commitments toward the LTGG and on
means of implementation. This part of the workshop
started with introductory presentations summarising
the previous discussions under the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Long-term Cooperative Action under the
Convention (AWG-LCA), the Ad Hoc Working
Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action
(ADP) and the subsidiary bodies on the level of
ambition and on means of implementation.
Parties then intervened with three guided
questions.
In its presentation under Theme 2, China said
the Review provides opportunities to learn from past
lessons in addressing climate change and that it could
provide useful input to the ADP mandate. It said
many institutions were established after Cancun
(COP 17) and there is a need for them to perform
their functions in a coherent manner.
China stressed that the Review should not be
limited to scientific information but should also be
based on the knowledge of the implementation. The
principles of the Review can never be overestimated
particularly in the planning stage.
We do not want it to be a finger-pointing
exercise, stressed China, adding that one important
aspect is that it is not a review of the Convention but
Parties need to assess what have been done, learn
the lessons and move forward.
It said China shared the concerns of many
developing countries of limiting the Review to just
the LTGG of 2°C, emphasising the need to include
the broader discussion on mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building.
It also wanted to assess the adequacy of Annex 1
mitigation as required by science and historical
responsibility and the socio-economic impacts from
the implementation of response measures by
developed countries.
It emphasised that the Review is a Party-driven
process that should provide balance and
comprehensiveness.
On the information sources for the Review, it
said comprehensive and balanced information should
not just be scientific knowledge but real practice and
that the IPCC is not the only source of information.
The Philippines presented that it would like
to see the link of the Review to the central role of
the UNFCCC with a view towards assessing if the
2°C goal is adequate and if Parties can meet the
objectives of Article 2 of the Convention.
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Botswana speaking for the African Group
said when Parties look at progress, they would also
want assessment of the provision of the means of
implementation. It said developing countries ability
to contribute is incumbent on the means of
implementation.
It was supported by Saudi Arabia and
Ethiopia.
Earlier under the discussion of Theme 1, China
expressed its concern over limiting information
sources to the IPCC assessment reports. It pointed
out that due to the IPCC deadline for publications to
be used as raw materials in the assessment reports,
this will exclude many most updated materials which
may provide critical information for the analysis and
assessment of scientific aspects of climate change.
Furthermore, many publications that are not in
the English language and do not go through the peer
review process, most of which are from developing
countries, can hardly contribute to the IPCC
assessment process. Therefore, Parties should
address critical information from developing
countries here in the review process.
It said the IPCC is one of the important inputs
to the review, but definitely not the only source. The
information source of review should be
comprehensive, flexible and balanced.
In considering not to duplicate the work
undertaken by the IPCC and not reopening the
findings of the IPCC, as well as the common
understanding of not referencing the conclusions of
the IPCC AR5 before it is released, Parties should
focus on the information other than the IPCC at this
stage to ensure the efficiency and effectiveness of
the review process.
With regard to the adequacy of 2°C goal, Parties
may need to do some technical work on the
information regarding the context of the LTGG, such
as social and economic consequences of the LTGG,
the impact on developing countries and the
incremental mitigation and adaptation costs of the
developing countries due to the adverse effect of the
2°C temperature rise. It suggested looking into the
materials at the regional and national levels, like
national communications, national progress reports
on climate change, taking full account of the material
from developing countries institutions.
Theme 1 saw the presentations from the World
Meteorological Organisation, the IPCC and Hadley
Centre.
In closing, Prof Zou Ji said an informal
summary of the workshop for possible consideration
by the joint Contact Group of the SBI and SBSTA
will be prepared.

contradict their assertion that the Review is not about
reviewing the Convention.
It also expressed concern over Parties stressing
the distinction between Annex 1 (A1) and non-Annex
1 (NA1) Parties, adding that the US recognised that
it must do more but again as China said pointing
the finger is not going to get us there.
The European Union said the 2°C is the global
goal and it is important for Parties to maintain the
global picture and that Parties do not duplicate the
work undertaken elsewhere under the Convention.
Agreeing with the EU on maintaining the
global picture, Japan asked China how do Parties
avoid the risk of including information that may not
have the scientific robustness.
New Zealand said the workshop is to kick off
the two-year process. As this is a fact-finding process,
finger-pointing is not useful.
It also said the Review needs to be based on
robust information that can be trusted by all Parties,
stressing that IPCC is the foundation of the Review.
In reply, China said the Doha decision is clear
that the Review is not about the Convention but about
the implementation of the Convention and
commitments of Annex 2 Parties in terms of finance
and technology transfer. The differentiation of A1
and NA1 is the foundation of the Convention.
The Philippines acknowledged that it is
important to focus on the global picture but the
picture is made up of different pictures. It agreed
that Parties should not duplicate their work but it is
important to get inputs from other processes to feed
into the Review.
Referring to paragraph 79 of Decision 1/CP.18,
it said it is clear that it is not asking for a review of
the Convention which would mean to look at the
principles and provisions but the scope of the review
clearly provides for differentiation between A1 and
NA1.
What we said here is perfectly consistent with
what we said in Doha, it stressed.
Brazil agreed with China that the Review is
not limited to the scientific aspect as the Doha
decision includes implementation of commitments
under the Convention of which the principle of
common but differentiated responsibilities is the
most important. It said the LTGG is not considered
in isolation and appreciated the Philippines
presentation as an interesting approach to be
considered for the Review.
It said China and the Philippines had put
concrete question about the need for the Review to
take a holistic approach. It also questioned the
absence of expert presentations for Theme 2.
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Work of SBI Delayed; Russia Explains Proposal
the adoption of the supplementary provisional
agenda, and that if there were no objections, it would
be considered to be adopted.
(The SBI Chair at the opening plenary of the
session on Monday, 3 June, informed Parties that
the RBU proposal was included in a supplementary
provisional agenda as a new item 19.)
Fiji, speaking for the G77 and China, said that
it had requested the floor before the SBI Chair
proposed the agenda for adoption. In responding to
the question on how to proceed as initially posed by
the SBI Chair, Fiji said that the Group had engaged
in lengthy consultations in finding a resolution. It
reiterated that the Groups proposition at the opening
plenary on Monday, 3 June, had not changed and
that it desired to conduct work following the items
listed in the supplementary agenda (without its
adoption) while holding informal consultations on
agenda item 19.
Fiji stressed the importance of proceeding with
the work of the SBI, while finding a way forward on
the RBU matter, in the spirit of genuinely wanting
to find a resolution.
It said that an overwhelming majority of Parties
had no great difficulties in proceeding in the manner
it had proposed. It asked that its proposal be
considered once again. Fiji said that discussions over
the past days had given a clear indication that the
proponents of the RBU proposal do not wish to
proceed as suggested by the G77 and China and
expressed that the Group had shown an enormous
amount of flexibility on this item and in that spirit,
requested that a small measure of reciprocity be
exhibited.
Fiji then said that the G77 and China was now
willing to go an enormous step further and suggest
that it was willing to consider the possibility of
discussing the sentiments of agenda item 19 under
item 17. This, it said, was a giant leap on its part to
proceed with the work of the SBI and encouraged
Parties to react to this proposition. Fiji said it is

Bonn, 10 June (Meena Raman)  The UNFCCCs
Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) has not
been able to commence its work for one whole week
since it first met on Monday, 3 June. This is because
efforts at finding a resolution through consultations
over a proposal by the Russian Federation, Belarus
and Ukraine (RBU proposal) to include a new agenda
item on the provisional agenda of the 38th session of
the SBI had yet to yield results, as of Saturday, 8
June.
Chair of the SBI, Mr. Tomasz Chruszczow
(Poland), convened a formal plenary on the morning
of Friday, 7 June, to ask Parties on how to move
forward and after an intense exchange of views, a
proposal by Tuvalu to convene discussions in an
open-ended friends of the Chair setting was
accepted and the meeting was suspended. It was
agreed that discussions are to centre around how to
reflect the RBU proposal for a new agenda item on
procedural and legal issues relating to decisionmaking by the Conference of Parties (COP) and the
COP serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Kyoto Protocol (CMP), under the existing
provisional agenda item 17 on Arrangements for
intergovernmental meetings.
Following the consultations, it is learnt that
there is a draft text of a statement of the Chair to be
read out to the SBI plenary when it convenes. It is
not known if this draft is a final one decided on by
the friends of the Chair meeting or whether there
would be a further meeting of the friends.
At the Friday plenary session, Russia gave a
lengthy clarification on the substance of its proposal,
which it said was about systemic issues relating to
the conduct of the COP/CMP meetings.
Below are highlights of the Friday plenary
meeting of the SBI on this issue.
The SBI Chair began the plenary by asking
Parties how to move forward as regards the adoption
of the agenda. After an initial pause, when he saw
no Party requesting the floor to speak, he proposed
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measures], the COP decided to launch its work
pending consultations among Parties on the Indian
proposal.)
The SBI Chair then said that the proposal by
the EU had not been tested, which was: (i) for the
annotations to the agenda to clearly state what kind
of work programme this item will include and for a
proposal to start a contact group on arrangements
for intergovernmental meetings after the agenda is
adopted; or (ii) for a decision to provisionally launch
the work of the SBI and come back on Wednesday
to consider the advance of work on all items
including the discussion on the RBU proposal. He
asked Parties to address these proposals.
India expressed full support for the G77 and
China proposal. It said that greatest flexibility had
been displayed with what was the G77 and Chinas
fifth proposal. It lamented that all the earlier
proposals were not accepted. It did not want to waste
time anymore on discussing procedural issues. It
stressed that procedures and rules were there but were
not being followed. Referring to the G77 and Chinas
Chair mention of taking a huge leap of faith, it
explained why this was so. It referred to Article 7.3
of the Convention which states that the COP shall
adopt its own rules of procedures as well as those of
the subsidiary bodies established by the Convention,
which shall include decision-making procedures for
matters not already covered by decision-making
procedures stipulated in the Convention.
This, said India, makes it very clear that
decision-making lies only with the COP and not with
the SBI. This issue therefore does not belong to the
SBI. In addition, rule 13 of the draft Rules of
Procedure of the UNFCCC states that only an item
considered by the COP to be urgent and important
may be added to the agenda. While it can be
hypothetically assumed that the issue (before the
SBI) is important, India was of the view that it is not
urgent. The item has to be both urgent and important.
It underlined that because Parties are looking at the
item in the SBI which is not in conformity with the
Convention, the G77 and China was taking a leap of
faith. It was willing to discuss the RBU proposal
under agenda item 17. It added that the issue did not
even belong under agenda item 17.
It was not convinced that there is a need to
annotate the agenda. India said that an agenda exists.
Having the RBU issue under arrangements for
intergovernmental meetings when it is not an
arrangement and to put it under the SBI agenda,
was a matter of concern. It stressed that the
proponents have the sovereign right to bring this
matter to the COP. The contact group is not a helpful
idea at all.

necessary for the work to commence, bearing in mind
the assurances Parties gave one another on the
importance of discussing agenda item 19.
The European Union suggested the following
 Parties could first agree to discuss the substantive
matter under agenda item 17 on arrangements for
intergovernmental meetings. In order not to hide
the issues raised by RBU, there could be an annotated
agenda that makes clear that the RBU proposal is
going to be discussed under this agenda item. The
SBI Chair could propose a time schedule to the
plenary that clearly reflects that these issues will be
discussed at the beginning of agenda item 17 and
taken up right after the plenary adopts the agenda.
This should allay the fears and concerns of RBU.
Should that still not be possible, the EU made
an alternative proposal to make a decision to get work
on the other agenda items going, and provisionally
start work and come back to the issue of RBU on
Wednesday (12 June). It said there were many agenda
items that had to be addressed following the decisions
from Cancun, Durban and Doha and the SBI could
not be seen as wasting tax-payers money. It hoped
RBU could join everyone and move forward for the
adoption of the agenda.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity
Group (EIG) said that Parties have to move forward
on the agenda and underlined that it also shared the
sentiments on the issues raised by RBU. It supported
the addressing of the RBU proposal under agenda
item 17.
The United States said that it was supportive
of the concerns raised by RBU about the process. It
was important for all countries to be recognised and
to be heard. It said that there need to be discussions
within the SBI of this issue to ensure that the process
for the future is smooth and that meetings conclude
in an orderly fashion. It also stressed the importance
of getting started with the work of the SBI. It said
that it did not reflect well on Parties to stall on
procedural issues. The US suggested that Parties
could proceed as they did in Durban on the COP
agenda where the COP did not hold up work. It also
agreed that discussions could occur under agenda
item 17 and either formally or informally reflected,
with some assurances given. It said it had much in
common on the substance of the RBU proposal and
it would be helpful for proponents to clarify what
they would like to discuss on the agenda item and
what they want concluded or decided as a result of
these conversations.
(In Durban, in relation to a proposal by India
to include three additional items on the COP agenda
[on equity, intellectual property rights and unilateral
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17, said there is a group who does not intend to do
that in this manner. It did not recollect anyone
presenting any motion as there had been a general
discussion. It wanted clarification on the legal
options available when there was no consensus over
an agenda item.
The SBI Chair said that when he said there was
consensus on the issue as regards addressing this
issue under agenda item 17, he heard all Parties
including during the consultations and the
willingness of the proponents to discuss this in this
manner. He said it was not difficult to remove agenda
item 19. From a procedural point, voting was not an
option, he said. The only way to decide is via a
consensus. He said that the Chair is able to take
decision on points of order and not on matters of
substance, and that agenda is a point of substance.
Hence, he can only ask the meeting whether there is
a possibility of finding consensus around one of the
proposals so far. He then outlined the various
proposals:
(i) The proposal submitted by the Chair on
Monday that included deletion of agenda item 19
and as Parties were agreeing on having the substantial
proposal of RBU under agenda item 17, adding to
the headline of this agenda with explanatory notes
on what is the content of agenda item 17 viz.
arrangements for future meetings that is
traditionally taken on board on this item. He said
the SBI always takes decisions on up-coming COP/
CMP and considers dates of future meetings;
organisation of intergovernmental matters including
procedures and legal matters, i.e. taking on board
what RBU wanted so as to have a clear inscription
on the agenda;
(ii) A proposal by the G77 and China to delete
agenda item 19, and not to amend agenda item 17,
but instead provide Parties clarity by the Chair that
the RBU proposal will be discussed under agenda
item 17, with a statement by the Chair that would be
reflected in the report from the meeting and
(iii) A proposal from the EU that this kind of
reassurance could be offered to amended annotations
as three Parties wanted to include discussion on this
matter under agenda item 17, that would be included
and taken on board and be fully considered.
He said that these were the three proposals and
that there was a lot in common which is to engage in
a substantial discussion. There was readiness not to
include the discussion under agenda item 19 but
instead in agenda item 17. What is now being
discussed, he said, is on how to provide RBU with
the reassurance that this item will be taken seriously
and thoroughly discussed in the SBI so that the COP
could consider that item. He said there is no legal

It said Parties cannot have a different yardstick
for India and another one for another country or a
group of countries and this was unfair. Referring to
how it was treated in Durban on its issues, it said
India stepped aside and let the proceedings proceed
and accepted the decision of the COP. It said that
the work of the SBI should start immediately and
could not be prolonged any longer.
Russia said that it was also interested in the
work of the SBI. In order to launch the work, it
wanted a clear understanding on what Parties want
to do. In response to India, it said that the RBU
proposal was fully in line with the Rules of
Procedure. It was ready to what it wanted under the
agenda, adding that such clarification was already
made at the opening plenary on Monday.
Fiji for the G77 and China said that it was
clear that the matter of decision making belonged to
the COP. It has shown flexibility but Parties could
be accused of procedural impropriety but it was
willing to find a way forward. At this stage, it said
that the SBI Chair needed to show guidance as there
was absolutely no consensus on adopting the agenda
and Parties had arrived at a wall and need to go past
that. Fiji then asked the Chair to clarify what legal
options were available to proceed with the work.
Russia in reference to the G77 and China
comment that Parties had hit a wall, said it did not
agree that this was so. It said that the process of
negotiations is country-driven and is not for the Chair
to take decisions. The most appropriate way to handle
the issue is to use all possible efforts to achieve
consensus and it was ready to do so. It was ready to
participate in any format and provide additional
clarification.
Fiji for the G77 and China restated its view
that having heard all the interventions, it was of the
view that there was no consensus on the RBU
proposal. It wanted clarification on what legal
options were available to Parties when there was no
consensus.
The SBI Chair said that there was consensus
that the RBU issue is not under agenda item 19 but
under agenda item 17. On the legal options,
according to the rules of procedure of the UNFCCC,
the presiding officer puts a procedural motion to a
vote and there is a motion from three countries to
include an item on the agenda. Rule 42 of the Rules
of Procedure has never been agreed to and the
meeting can only decide by consensus. (Rule 42
refers to the possibility of voting in the event
consensus has been exhausted. It has yet to be
adopted by Parties.)
Fiji referring to the Chair saying that there is a
consensus for discussion of this under agenda item
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it wanted it to be introduced as a sub-item under
agenda item 17. It stressed that its proposal was
directed towards future meetings, keeping in mind
the history of the process. It said that the process is
suffering considerably. It is linked to situations that
arise when procedures are held hostage to that of
emotions. It wanted to avoid this. It recalled past
processes which it characterised as unfortunate
events. It recalled the COPs at Doha, Durban,
Cancun, Copenhagen and The Hague. It said there
were violations of the procedure in The Hague
(referring to matters over the adoption of the Kyoto
Protocol). It said that the Chair did not fulfil his role
properly which led to the COP/CMP falling apart.
This led to one of the most important countries which
is the largest emitter of GHGs leaving the Kyoto
Protocol, referring to the United States.
Referring to the COP in Copenhagen, Russia
said we saw a neglect of technical details. He said
that the Russian President was among others who
had worked on the Copenhagen Accord which
contributed to what looked like a future agreement.
Since the rules and norms of holding negotiations
were not followed, it led to a failure.
In reference to the new agreement to be
concluded under the Ad Hoc working Group under
the Durban Platform (ADP), Russia said that 2015
was not far away. It said that if we do not place the
whole process in respecting procedures, and norms
and principles, the adoption of the 2015 agreement
could once again be in crisis and it did not want
more countries to leave the process. It wanted to see
clarity in the following of procedures.
On the issue of procedural and legal issues
under the UNFCCC, it wanted the SBI to stress the
importance of transparency as part of its conclusion.
It also wanted the conclusion to stress the importance
of the basic principles of the UN Charter as reflected
in Article 2. It said that Parties could also stress that
the draft Rules of Procedure for the COP and
subsidiary bodies have still not been officially
adopted. It wanted to launch an appeal that it is an
urgent and important task to work together towards
ensuring conditions are ripe for the adoption of the
Rules of Procedure to strengthen the process.
On the notion of consensus and what it means,
it has been difficult, said Russia. Consensus is not
a synonym for full agreement or unanimity, it added.
Consensus is defined by Parties and not by an
official elected to chair the meeting. This could also
be reflected in the SBI conclusion, said Russia.
Parties could go further if there is general agreement
to ask the UN Secretary-General to give clarification
on what the notion of consensus means as practised
in the UN system. Another substantive element that

solution other than arriving where consensus is
needed.
China supported the proposal of the G77 and
China and said it was time to get over the impasse.
It respected every Partys right to make any proposal
or submission as this was the sovereignty of each
Party. It said Parties needed to be practical and
recognise the urgency of the issues that needed to be
addressed in the SBI agenda where a lot of work is
waiting to be done. Discussions can continue on how
to resolve the RBU agenda as there is no consensus
on the adoption of the agenda.
China said there was a procedural suggestion
for the SBI Chair to make a ruling without prejudice
to adoption of the agenda. It asked for the Chair to
rule that the work of the SBI begin while discussions
go on. It wanted a ruling that work begin
provisionally, without prejudice to the final decision
on the adoption of the agenda. It said either the Chair
or others appointed by him could hold formal or
informal consultations.
Russia said that it wanted to provide a
clarification on the substance of issues it was raising
as regards the agenda. In response to China, Russia
said that what was being proposed is that the Chair
should take a decision which was not in line with
the Rules. It said that any proposals offered by the
Chair on the possibility of taking a decision is not in
line with process and referred to the adoption of COP/
CMP decisions in Doha by the Qatari Presidency. It
said that Russia and others were ready to reach a
compromise. Russia said it was ready to outline what
the substance of their proposal was.
Fiji for the G77 and China then raised a point
of order saying that it wanted a ruling from the Chair,
that is to proceed with the work of the SBI
provisionally and for discussions to continue in an
informal setting.
In response, the Chair wanted to allow Russia
to speak freely.
Fiji then appealed against the ruling by the
Chair, to which the SBI Chair sought legal advice to
seek a vote as there was an appeal. The SBI Chair
then said that according to rule 34 of the Rules of
Procedure, Parties need to decide whether to support
the ruling or reject it.
He then asked Parties to vote. When he asked
Parties to raise their hands if they were in favour of
continuing discussions, no one raised their hand. He
then asked Parties to raise their hands if they were
not in favour of continuing the discussions; again
no one raised their hand. He then ruled that the appeal
had not been supported and asked Russia to speak.
Russia then sought to explain why it was
making its proposal. It stressed that in its proposal,
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context of agenda item 17 and was not sure if there
was a need for open-ended discussions.
Fiji for the G77 and China, in response to
Russia that it would like to see their agenda item
reflected as item 17 (a), said that what is being
requested is a discussion that should rightfully take
place under agenda item 2, which is on organisational
matters. It said that any discussion regarding agenda
item 19 should be under agenda item 2.
On the Tuvalu proposal to suspend the plenary
and to engage in informal consultations as friends
of the Chair in a time space of 1 hour, Fiji stressed
again the need for the SBI to launch its work, and
agreed to the Tuvalu proposal, insisting that it the
consultations be limited to an hour. It said the
discussions are to consider if agenda item 19 should
be included under agenda item 17 and that was the
parameter.
The SBI Chair then proposed to convene the
friends of the Chair on how to take on board within
agenda item 17 the procedural and legal aspects of
decision-making.
The SBI plenary was then suspended but did
not reconvene even on Saturday, 8 June. Parties were
seen meeting as friends of the Chair. Whether a
conclusion will be definitely reached on Monday,
10 June remains to be seen.
The daily programme for the Monday meeting
has scheduled an SBI plenary at 11 am.

could be in the SBI conclusion is the role of presiding
officers and how they carry out their functions.
In the end, Russia said, we can talk about what
is the most important element of decision-making,
which is the issue of voting. This is the very
problem and reason why the draft Rules of Procedure
have not been adopted. Countries have made
proposals related to amendments to the Convention
and how voting could be carried out. Why should
these issues of importance not be looked at? asked
Russia.
It also said that the role of the secretariat in
supporting the presiding officers could also be
addressed. Russia said it wanted a discussion on
issues which are of a systemic nature.
The sentiments of Russia was shared by
Ukraine and Belarus.
Tuvalu said that it had sympathy for the
concerns raised by RBU. It said there was a legal
issue of whether the SBI had competency to deal
with procedural matters of the COP. In order to find
a solution, it proposed a suspension of the meeting
and for the SBI Chair to constitute an open-ended
friends of the Chair process to find a solution and
come back in an hour.
The EU thanked Russia for raising issues of
systemic importance. It wanted to take matters
forward after having adopted the agenda in the
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Stormy Start over Developed Country Mitigation
Developed countries were generally supportive
of focusing on technical elements in the cochairs
first cluster and to consider how to interface with
work on LULUCF and market-units. Switzerland did
express interest in discussion of paragraph 8 (b).
(The Doha decision in paragraph 7 Urges
developed country Parties to increase the ambition
of their QERTs [quantified economy-wide emission
reduction targets], with a view to reducing their
aggregate anthropogenic emissions of carbon dioxide
and other greenhouse gases not controlled by the
Montreal Protocol to a level consistent with the
ranges documented in the Fourth Assessment Report
of the IPCC and subsequent Assessment Reports.
Paragraph 8 establishes a work programme
under the SBSTA to continue the process of
clarifying the QERTs of developed country Parties,
particularly in relation to the elements contained in
decision 2/CP.17, paragraph 5, with a view to:
(a) Identifying common elements for
measuring the progress made towards the
achievement of the quantified economy-wide
emission reduction targets;
(b) Ensuring the comparability of efforts
among developed country Parties, taking into
account differences in their national circumstances;
)
China on behalf of the G77 and China said
the Group believed that to ensure the comparability
of efforts, sufficient and appropriate common
elements for accounting were needed for the
developed countries, while the level of ambition on
mitigation was another key element for
comparability. Thus, it said, this two-year work
programme should result in setting common
accounting rules for developed country Parties, and
should raise the level of ambition of single-year
targets for 2020 such that they are comparable to
those under the Kyoto Protocol [including via
participation in a 2014 review].

Bonn, 11 June (Alejandro Rafa)  The first informal
consultations on the Work programme on
clarification of quantified economy-wide emission
reduction targets of developed country Parties
experienced a stormy start, with developing countries
concerned that the proposed areas of work did not
adequately reflect the mandate in the Doha decision.
The G77 and China emphasised that a failure
to ensure the comparability of efforts among
developed countries would send significant negative
signals to future work on mitigation.
The meeting took place on 8 June as part of
the agenda of the ongoing 38 th session of the
UNFCCC Subsidiary Body on Scientific and
Technological Advice. The work programme that is
mandated by Decision 1/CP.18, adopted in Doha, is
a crucial component of the outcome of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action
under the Convention.
At the 8 June informal meeting the co-chairs,
Ms. Karine Hetzberg (Norway) and Mr. Biran
Matlana (South Africa), presented a proposed
overview of areas of work clustered as to how much
further work was remaining. They included elements
such as gases, sectors, and global warming potential
values (GWPs) in one-cluster, LULUCF (land use,
land-use change and forestry) and market units in
another cluster and base-years and emission
reductions in a third.
Developing countries were very concerned that
the co-chairs proposal did not reflect the full
mandate of the Doha decision; particularly that it
excluded the issue of comparability of efforts
among developed countries contained in paragraph
8(b) of the Doha decision.
This resulted in the G77 and China consulting
before the conclusion of the session and proposing
that equal time must be given to both paragraphs 8
(a) and 8 (b) at all sessions of the SBSTA.
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issues according to the mandate. It said that the
element of expected emission reductions was also
a part of (b) (comparability).
China asked what the expected outcome was
of each of the clusters. It asked if, for example, Parties
were going to set a rule that all Annex 1 Parties use
the same GWP and gases, or were they going to
identify who has what?
The co-chair said they were not setting rules
but looking at commonalities of approach to
understand the reasons behind differences.
The EU said the special event (Event on
quantified economy-wide emission reduction targets
by developed country Parties held on 6 June) was
useful in laying down the key elements of the
substance to work on and that it hoped there would
be a similar workshop on appropriate actions from
developing countries. It said it was happy to go by
the clusters proposed by the chairs. It agreed with
South Africa that the assumptions were also
important. It also flagged the format of discussion
on LULUCF and markets as they are dealt with
elsewhere.
The co-chair said that the other work on
LULUCF and market-based mechanisms would be
completed at COP 19 (later this year in Warsaw) so
Parties should consider how to bring that into this
agenda item.
Switzerland said their preferred theme would
be the assumptions related to emission reductions
of the targets, as that makes a huge difference,
particularly if the pledge is for a single-year or a
budget. It proposed that this could be a theme for a
focused technical discussion in Warsaw. It said the
first cluster already had a great deal of convergence.
It said it was looking forward to discussions on
comparability.
China said that the outcomes for the first
cluster should have a conclusion, at least where all
Parties took a similar approach. It said conditions
should be added to a cluster.
The Marshall Islands said it understood why
LULUCF and markets were together but considers
that they needed to be discussed separately.
The co-chair clarified that they would not be
discussed together but were just placed there
logically.
New Zealand said that the purpose was not
accounting but comparability so elements could be
common but treated differently. It agreed with the
structure and also noted LULUCF and market-units
were being discussed elsewhere.
Australia said it was looking forward to
progress on its sister programme on NAMAs
(nationally appropriate mitigation actions by

It saw four main aspects of this work:
developed country Parties clarifying and submitting
information related to their QERTs; developed
country Parties clarifying the approach that is used
to measure the progress; identifying what common
elements were needed for measuring progress, while
ensuring comparability of efforts among developed
country Parties; and identifying elements for
assessing comparability.
It said that commonalities could be identified
on base year, GWP values, coverage of gases and
sectors. It also saw the importance of discussion of
accounting rules related to the LULUCF sector in
developed countries, as well as their accounting
framework for international carbon credits. However,
it noted that relevant work was being conducted
under other bodies and items, and thus, said it was
important to harmonise with this work. It called for
the common elements to be reflected in the next
update of the technical paper, as well as a
comparative analysis of the conditions and
assumptions related to developed country pledges.
The Group concluded that a failure to identify
common elements for measuring progress towards
the developed country Parties mitigation targets, or
a failure to ensure the comparability of efforts among
them, would send significant negative signals to
future work on mitigation wherever it took place,
and would cause damage to the transparency and
confidence among Parties.
South Africa associated with the G77 and
posed three questions: how the matter of associated
assumptions and conditions (as included in
paragraph 5 of 2/CP.17) would be treated; how the
issue of ensuring comparability of efforts [as
included in paragraph 8 (b) of 1/CP.18] would be
addressed; and on how the co-chairs had grouped
the issues as it did not understand why base year
and expected emission reductions was in another
cluster.
The co-chair said the omission of ambition
issues was done deliberately as the intention was
to focus the work on commonalities and lowhanging fruit in order to find progress. Similarly
the omission of issues relating to comparability [8(b)]
was to suggest they would be undertaken later on.
He said base year and expected reductions were
placed separately due to sequencing.
South Africa clarified it was not raising
ambition but associated conditions and
assumptions and called for them to be laid out in a
technical paper.
The Marshall Islands said it wished to make
the fastest possible progress, which might be
achieved from moving from the easiest to the hardest
52

Norway supported moving forward with
clearly technical issues, and to discuss more
complicated issues later.
The Republic of Korea suggested that the
base year could be included in the first cluster and
emission reductions in the second. It suggested
begin easy and work toward more politically
charged issues such as conditions.
Brazil said the linkage of credits was a chicken
and egg problem but the central element was
expected mission reductions and how LULUCF and
market mechanisms fit with strong reductions.
The co-chair said getting more complete or
in-depth information from what Parties have put into
their pledges was quite a complicated issue.
The EU suggested the facilitators of LULUCF
and various approaches come and give a state of
play update. It emphasised that this agenda item was
not to discuss rules but to understand contributions.
It supported focusing on elements first but wanted
to understand the format of discussions.
South Africa said it needed comfort regarding
the structure of the whole work programme. It
accepted there were different views on comparability
but rejected the US suggestion that addressing the
elements will ensure comparability as it is a separate
sub-paragraph. Thus, it said, the work programme
had to ensure it was dealt with by the 40th session of
the SBSTA (in June 2014). It suggested a technical
workshop on LULUCF issues in Warsaw. It said it
was important to clarify the modalities of updating
the technical paper, which is to be updated annually,
so that it includes what Parties want to see. It
suggested that assumptions should be analysed.
The co-chair concluded that Parties wished to
go through easy elements first, and to look at these
in a structured way. She noted that new reporting
guidelines for inventories would be in place from
2015. She said a lot of Parties had expressed value
in reviewing the technical paper and contributing to
future iterations, as well as to allowing for
presentations from other agenda items. She said there
had been a call for focused work on LULUCF, and
on assumptions and conditions. She asked for
clarification if Parties thought submissions were a
useful way forward and expected feedback on the
timeline to be proposed.
The Philippines said it was not clear when the
group would address paragraph 8 (b) (comparability)
and called for more clarity on when and how it would
be achieved up to COP 20.
The co-chair said they would put together an
overview bullet point of all the items to be discussed
but noted there were different perceptions on what
comparability meant.

developing countries). It said it saw a clear link
between paragraph (a) (elements) and (b)
(comparability) and proposed three steps: what 
define what a pledge is and what it looks like; how 
how each Party was approaching each element of
the pledge; and address the implications from the
different approaches. This approach would
encourage Parties that have not provided information
to do so.
South Africa asked how to capture things as
we go along. It recognised that the technical paper
would be updated but it didnt want to arrive at COP
20 and say, what happened in the last 2 years? It
said it was necessary to capture progress along the
way, and so, if there was common practice on GWPS,
we should write that down.
The co-chair said the outcome on the work
programme would be considered at COP 20 and there
was a lot of work to get into technical understanding
before outcomes could be considered. She asked how
do we move further in this meeting and called for
specific suggestions on further work in terms of
submissions/technical briefings. She proposed
moving shortly to the first cluster of issues.
The United States said Parties should start by
doing their homework and read the technical paper
and then think about what is still needed. It said that
if Parties provided information on all the elements
listed in paragraph 5 then there would be
comparability, so (a) elements, and (b)
comparability were linked. It liked Australias
question of what the implications of this were and
suggested some sort of interface with other agenda
items dealing with LULUCF and market units.
Japan called for more focused, technical and
expert meetings.
China asked for more clarification on the
timing and arrangements over the two years, noting
it had been said that comparability could be discussed
later but what does later mean.
The co-chair suggested that to avoid the
duplication of work Parties could wait until after COP
19 to see the results of work on LULUCF and market
units. She said that the overview was only a
suggestion. She said further that there seemed to be
different perceptions on comparability with some
Parties saying by looking at the elements you would
get something comparable while others were placing
more emphasis on one element over another. She
suggested that Parties focus on the first steps of this
year and then there would be a better picture of the
total work to determine useful next steps. She said it
would be difficult for us to outline the entire work
programme out to COP 20.
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At that point the session paused to allow the
G77 and China to consult. Upon returning China,
on behalf of the G77 and China, said it proposed
that paragraphs 8(a) and 8 (b) should be dealt with
equally in each session. They clarified that this meant
in every SBSTA session.
The Marshall Islands noted that not all the
issues in the mandate were present in the co-chairs
proposal and so called for a schematic that gave an
overview of all of the issues mandated to the work
programme.
The co-chair concluded that they were keen
to be loyal to the mandate and had not forgotten
the issues but had left them out to get momentum.
She said they would note the importance of issues
that were a part of the mandate but werent reflected
and would provide bullet points outlining other
elements before the next session.
A one-page note by the co-chairs is now
available in which they capture the discussion of
the informal consultations in bullet points:
http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/bonn_jun_201
3/in-session/application/pdf/sbsta38_i14_10jun2013
t1000_cn.pdf

Kenya said it felt strongly that Annex 1 Parties
needed to provide more information and that it
wanted a discussion on assumptions and conditions.
New Zealand said inputs should include
submissions, the technical paper, and ongoing
discussions. Outputs should include a better
understanding of what each is doing. In terms of
timing it proposed a cautious approach.
China supported the co-chairs to come up with
a draft-time line that included time to discuss
comparability, which Parties could engage with.
Switzerland reiterated it was looking forward
to discussing comparability.
Kenya called for submissions on
methodologies and on the difference of single-year
vs. multiple-year targets.
The Philippines sought further clarification on
when paragraph 8(b) would be addressed as it felt it
was equally important in terms of urgency as the
low hanging fruit.
The co-chair said they had not fixed a clear
timeline but would try and put together something
that facilitates a more focused discussion.
The Philippines again called for more
clarification on when 8 (b) would be discussed.

54

TWN

Bonn News Update
www.twn.my

Published by
Third World Network

15

11 June 2013

ADP: Agreement Must be Based on Equity, Applied to Science
negotiations, on how historical emissions and
concentrations of GHGs contributed to the rise in
temperatures, underscoring the historical
responsibility of developed countries.
In response to India, the US said that equity
could also distract form ambition and was concerned
about indicators that would undermine the objective
of universal participation in the new agreement. It
was worried about being bogged down in a divisive
exercise. Japan echoed the view of the US, while
Singapore expressed caution as regards the ERF and
in developing indicators. The EU and Norway were
also concerned about the indicators proposed by
developing countries.
India stressed the importance of developed
countries meeting their commitments under the
Convention in the pre-2020 period to bridge the
ambition gap. If they do not meet their commitments
in the pre-2020 period, then equity in the post-2020
period will be seriously affected. When we have
science indicating to us where we should reach, it is
inevitable that the principles of the Convention
should apply.
It rejected any notion that ambition levels in
the post-2020 period should be decided solely on
whether a country has financial resources or not  in
other words, it should not be decided solely on
respective capabilities. The future, which is being
discussed, has to be based on equity applied to
science. Otherwise, it will result in merely
transferring the commitment of developed countries
to developing countries in the post-2020 period. This
is unacceptable.
India said that equity was an important element
of the decision on the Durban Platform. Equity is a
concept that has both ethical as well as scientific
attributes in the context of climate change. It referred
to Article 3.1 of the Convention, which talks of
equity, which enjoins all Parties to protect the climate
system on the basis of equity.

Bonn, 11 June (Meena Raman)  The future
agreement under the Ad Hoc Working Group on the
Durban Platform (ADP) must be based on equity as
applied to science.
This view was expressed by India at a
discussion under the ADP on Saturday, 8 June.
Otherwise, it will result in transferring the
commitments of developed countries to developing
countries in the post-2020 period and this is
unacceptable, said India.
The Saturday session, which was continued on
Monday, 10 June, saw an interesting exchange of
views among Parties on the issue of how to manage
ambition in accordance with science and equity.
Co-chair of the ADP, Jayant Mauskar (India),
in introducing the discussion, said many Parties see
the need in the 2015 agreement for individual
contributions to be in accordance with science and
equity. He said there is a need to explore how to do
this.
He invited ice-breakers who were Gambia,
Ethiopia and Switzerland who spoke on 8 June, while
Brazil made a presentation on Monday, 10 June in
this regard. Several countries reacted to the
presentations, which included India that made a
strong statement on the meaning of equity in the
new agreement.
Gambia for the LDCs called for an equity
reference framework (ERF), with indicators of
measurement for what is equitable, including
historical responsibility, developing country needs
and vulnerabilities. The ERF was supported by South
Africa and Kenya.
Ethiopia presented a top-down approach
through establishing a fair-shares allocation of
atmospheric space for all Parties, which meets the
requirements of equity and science by taking into
account historical emissions on a per capita basis.
Brazil referred to revived interest in its proposal
introduced in 1997 during the Kyoto Protocol
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infused with equity. Enhanced action should be based
on CBDR and equity applied to science. In other
words, equity is an integral part of the post-2020
period and needs to be incorporated.
Gambia for the LDCs said the new agreement
needs the highest level of certainty for trust and
confidence to stay on track to a 1.5 degree C
temperature limit. It was of the view that no Party
disagrees that science and equity is the centrepiece
but they are divided on how to articulate this. It said
the progress in science is needed to guide Parties to
the common global goal, the adequacy of action and
progress towards achieving the ultimate objective
of the Convention. It said discussions will help on
what is fair and equitable with the expected result
that should not seek to identify a single criterion.
Historical responsibility, future needs and
vulnerabilities could be taken into account and there
is a need for an ERF and for a better definition of
its form and function. It called for the establishing
of a group of experts to develop methodologies. The
output of such work needs to be within the structured
expert dialogue of the 2013-15 review.
Ethiopia said that the raising of ambition
required both top-down and bottom-up targets. A
bottom-up target will satisfy the requirements of
science and equity if and only when it is informed
and guided by a target set in a top-down fashion.
This, it said, implies that both types of targets are
mutually supportive and interlinked. In the absence
of a top-down target, fragmentation or disorder will
prevail and thus the occurrence of a gap in actions is
evident. In the absence of a bottom-up response, a
target set through a top-down way may ultimately
remain an empty shell, it added further.
Ethiopia said that initially, a global target has
to be set, because it believed that it is a trendsetter
for national responses. It recommended pursuing a
hybrid approach in setting targets that satisfy the
requirements of science and equity to the fullest. The
next issue after determining the approach for setting
targets is to determine the nature of these targets. It
wanted a quantitative target to meet the requirements
of equity and science and proposed a quantitative
method of calculation, which responds to an equitydriven, and science-based approach. The quantitative
approach and the method of calculation enable the
following:
1. quantify and cap the average global
temperature rise;
2. quantify emission per country based on
historical data;
3. quantify emission/capita of each party up
until 2020;

Although the term itself is not defined in the
Convention, it gave practical examples in the
Convention of how equity can be achieved:
- The preamble of the Convention talks of the
largest share of emissions originating in developed
countries or the principle of historical responsibilities
as we know it;
- It talks further of the share of global emissions
originating in developing countries rising to meet
their social and development needs;
- Article 3.4 admits that economic
development is essential for adopting measures to
address climate change;
- It says that the developed countries will take
the lead in combating climate change;
- Last, but not the least, differentiated
commitments are recognised under Article 4 as
manifestations of equity.
India stressed that equity is therefore a
cornerstone of the Convention. It should continue to
be the cornerstone for the post-2020 period. The
notion that since the post-2020 arrangements are to
apply to all Parties, the principle of equity and
common but differentiated responsibility (CBDR)
no longer applies or that it be dynamically applied
according to respective capabilities only is incorrect.
This simply does not stand to reason.
The Convention without equity would be a
contradiction in terms, stressed India. Equity will
not be served by an agreement based only on
respective capabilities. It said that there is another
impression going around that equity is an
impediment to raising or reaching higher ambition
for mitigation. Often, the call for respect for equity
in the negotiations is seen as hesitation to act. It
emphatically dispelled this notion. It said that equity
is not an impediment to ambition but in fact, it is a
key enabler to action by all Parties.
India said that equity would be achieved if it
respects the right to development and the imperative
of poverty eradication of developing countries. The
right to development is a key element of what equity
seeks to articulate. It was conscious that it is not a
right to pollute. India said it is a legitimate right that
ensures sustainable development and survival for the
millions in developing countries who are most
vulnerable to climate change. It referred to its former
Prime Minister, Indira Gandhi, who stated in 1972
in the Stockholm Conference that poverty is the
greatest polluter.
India said further that equity is also not just
linked to mitigation. It permeates all aspects of
elements under negotiation. Aspects such as finance,
technology transfer, adaptation etc. all need to be
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It said that historical responsibility is not based
on flows of emissions alone. It relates to the relative
contribution of Parties to the concentrations of
emissions in cumulative terms and which has an
effect on temperature rise. It underlined the
difference between concentrations and emissions.
Brazil said that it was accused of not including land
use data and said that this could be done.
On why temperature matters, it said that there
was no explicit quantification made through the
Berlin Mandate of what the effect of overall GHG
emission reductions would mean in decreasing the
rate of temperature rise. The focus on annual
emissions in the negotiations provided snapshots and
downplayed the responsibility of countries in terms
of temperature increases. One should be looking at
the whole movie, instead of the snapshots, said
Brazil.
Looking at data from 1850 to 1990 as regards
CO2 levels, Brazil said the relative share of Annex
1 contribution to temperature increase was 89.65%
while that of non-Annex 1 was 10.35%. This is
important for historical responsibility in the context
of climate change, it added. In conclusion, Brazil
said (i) the SBSTA could invite the IPCCC to develop
a methodology that allows the exercise of emissions
and concentrations of GHGs related to historical
emissions; (ii) the SBSTA invites countries to provide
data including historical emissions for all Kyoto
gases and sectors based on guidelines to be
developed by the IPCC and (iii) the SBSTA can form
an expert group to calculate individual country
contributions to the increase in temperature, based
on data provided by countries and new simplified
IPCC methodology through the double accumulation
process (of emissions and concentrations), regarding
the relative historical contribution to temperature
increases for all Kyoto gases and all sectors.
Switzerland said the new agreement must be
informed by science. Equity and fair contribution
by all Parties according to evolving responsibility
and capabilities is key to deliver global ambition.
There needs to be fair differentiation through a hybrid
approach. It referred to four stages of the process 
national determination of commitments; developing
common rules; formulating of common expectations
and a consultative phase following initial pledges.
During the implementation, there is a common
system for measuring, reporting and verification
(MRV) and there is a common understanding of fair
differentiation.
On the formulation of expectations, it said
Parties must explain why they are deviating from
meeting the ambition by showing that they are better

4. quantify and apportion the fair share of
atmospheric space;
5. quantify emission rights of each Party up
until 2020, and
6. identify providers and quantify the support
required of them for mitigation and adaptation.
According to its proposal, three types of
emission rights would result when we quantify and
assign emission rights to each Party according to the
principle of CBDR, equity and science. Therefore,
the result of the calculation will create three
categories of Parties. In tandem with the calculation:

If the emission right of a Party is zero or
negative, then that Party has run out of its share
of atmospheric space and thus should mitigate
sufficiently so as not to continue using more
than its share of atmospheric space.

If the emission right of a Party is positive, but
slightly above zero, that Party is about to run
out of its share of atmospheric space and thus
should be encouraged and supported so as not
to exceed its share of atmospheric space.

If the emission right of a Party is positive, but
well above zero, that Party has sufficient share
of atmospheric space and thus should be
supported so as to leapfrog the trajectory of
brown economy.
Ethiopia said that apportioning emission rights
and the obligation to provide support is a necessary
condition but not sufficient. In tandem with this, we
need to design and put in place measures that help
support, motivate and reward compliance of Parties
and that help make any Party that has failed to
comply feel the consequence of non-compliance.
This can be achieved through various instruments.
It said the proposed quantitative method has taken
into account: atmospheric space, GHG emissions
since 1751, population, GDP and GDP/Capita.
Brazil referred to its proposal, which was
presented in 1997, during the Kyoto Protocol
negotiations under the Berlin Mandate. It said that
one part of the proposal on the Green Development
Fund became the Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM), following negotiations with the US. The
other part related to the impact of GHG
concentrations on temperature rise was left to other
discussions under the Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice (SBSTA) from 1998 to
2008, which took note of the scientific and
methodological approach and has not discussed the
issue since. It said the new interest in the proposal
has arisen since the decisions of Cancun where the
2 degree C limit in global temperature rise had been
agreed to, on the basis of science and equity.
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process to assess relative commitments measured
against fair efforts. It supported the call for an expert
process in this regard.
Saudi Arabia stressed the importance of the
Convention and its principles. Science also needed
to advance the component of sustainable
development related to social and economic impacts,
vulnerability, adaptation and economic
diversification. Equity has to be an integral basis of
the new agreement.
Norway said the new agreement should be
ambitious with commitments for all Parties according
to responsibilities and capabilities. It was important
for the pledges of all Parties to be understood based
on their assumptions and metrics used to assess
fairness. In the new agreement, mitigation
commitments are determined at national levels and
guided by a common framework based on science
and MRV provisions. It supported the EU and did
not want a mechanistic use of indicators.
Australia reiterated that commitments are
nationally determined through a hybrid approach of
international rules. Every country would want to
make an assessment as to what represents fair effort.
It must be informed by science and other analytical
reference points including capacity to act and benefit
from enhanced action. Equity has to be consistent
with contemporary capability and reflect contribution
to those in need. Then there is a fair regime.
Kenya also supported the call for an ERF.
Commitments, which have been nationally
determined, have not been effective and lead to an
emissions gap. There is a need for an objective
process as regards global emission reduction targets
and for commitments that meet the global goal for
mitigation, adaptation, finance and technology
transfer required. It called for an equity roundtable.
China said that science relates to both physical
science and humanity; the science of nature and the
social and economic system. There is a need to
develop conceptual thinking around ethics and
norms. Ethical considerations have to address the
historical responsibility of developed countries.
There is also a need to identify common challenges
and tasks regarding the development pathway.
Lessons must be learnt from the past of industrialised
countries, looking at drivers of historical emission
trajectories. Based on these experiences and lessons,
it is important to reshape the development path all
over the world and to build a new civilisation. For
developed countries, it was the right time to combine
climate change targets with economic recovery.
Developing countries are most vulnerable to the
impact of climate change and socio-economic
impacts of response measures. A low-carbon

able to increase ambition. On common expectations,
it proposed self-determined indictors for fair
differentiation. Through a consultative phase, if there
is a gap in meeting the ambition, it said there could
be cooperation to increase the ambition or through
collective competition. On the means of
implementation, it said that all Parties in a position
to do so according to their capabilities and
responsibilities should contribute.
The European Union said that the new
agreement has two tests: that it is individually and
collectively fair. All Parties will set ambitious
commitments according to their responsibilities and
capabilities. The principles must be applied in a
dynamic way. Those with greatest responsibility will
set the most ambitious economy-wide absolute
targets. For others, a variety of commitments can be
explored. Information should be provided to allow
for comparability of efforts. Indicators could be used
in the assessment phase which is fair and ambitious
and there is no need to negotiate that. It could
comprise what Parties put forward to explain their
commitments. The agreement should be flexible,
dynamic, robust and durable and enable a regular
assessment of the commitments in a timely manner.
It did not agree with all the details provided by the
countries which were icebreakers.
Nauru for AOSIS said that the agreement has
to be guided by science and to limit temperature rise
to well below 1.5 degrees C. Equity and CBDR are
also at the heart of the new agreement.
The Philippines stressed the importance of
enhanced ambition on all fronts and for addressing
all the gaps which could be done by raising ambition
in the provision of financial resources to developing
countries, for technology transfer to be delivered and
capacity-building enabled. It expressed concerns that
resources will be provided to only the poor and the
particularly vulnerable. This was paternalistic and it
said that in the Convention, all developing countries
are particularly vulnerable and the kind of
differentiation advanced was meant to entice some
of developing countries. Developed countries cannot
pick and choose and must be fair to all developing
countries according to the Convention.
South Africa supported the call for an ERF.
This is about reconciling the science imperative
while respecting national circumstances. Nationally
determined actions cannot be not adequate. The ERF
has a role in the ex ante process of assessment of the
adequacy of the process required for the global effort
for mitigation and adaptation in line with the
temperature goal. It has to reflect historical
responsibility, current capability and what are fair
efforts. The ERF is non-binding and is an ex ante
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exercise. Indicators are not useful and cost effective.
Each country needs to view its contribution as being
fair.
Singapore also said that commitments should
be nationally determined in the context of national
circumstances and there also need to be globally
agreed rules for a robust process to raise ambition.
It agreed that the new agreement has to be guided
by science and equity. On science, the IPCCs role
is to inform the process. Equity is fundamental and
each country must feel that the agreement is fair for
itself and to the global community. It urged caution
over proposals for a new equity framework when
the Convention is the ultimate ERF. Any process that
is launched may lead to a rewriting of the Convention
and revisions to the UNFCCC. The principles and
the provisions of the Convention are the indicators
needed. Defining indicators is not a technical
exercise but a political judgement.
Japan said that the agreement should be
equitable and all Parties must contribute. On how
Parties feel about their contribution as being fair or
not, this is a subjective value and not an objective
one. It shared the concerns of the US on the indictors
and that it is not realistically possible to agree.

development pathway should be the conventional
pathway but the question was how to find the solution
for this. This needed a global collective effort, which
combines science and equity.
Iran stressed the importance of equity in the
use of atmospheric space and the need to respect the
right to development. The means of implementation
is needed, without which mitigation and adaptation
cannot be achieved. It also wanted the issue of
intellectual property rights addressed.
The United States said that countries need to
feel that the agreement is fair. Different countries
will have different perspectives. A nationally
determined approach has the best chance and Parties
are more likely to participate and implement if they
have designed the agreement themselves.
Participation is key to ambition. It will play a
leadership role. Ex ante clarity of the commitments
subject to intentional scrutiny is important. Referring
to India saying that equity can enhance ambition,
the US said equity can also distract from ambition.
It was concerned about indicators that would
undermine the objective of universal participation.
It was worried about being bogged down in a divisive
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ADP: Parties Continue Exchange of Views on Addressing
the Ambition Gap
showed A1 per capita emissions of 940.2 tonnes of
CO2 and 223.3 tonnes of CO2 for NA1. He said this
explains why the GHG concentration in the
atmosphere is increasing.
Zou went on to compare the mitigation gap
based on the United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) Emissions Gap report with a
similar study done by the China National Centre for
Climate Change Strategy and International
Cooperation (NCSC) which yielded results close to
the findings of UNEP, showing the emission cap of
44Gt for 2020 is required to limit the 2°C target of
temperature rise.
Based on the recommendation of the 4 th
Assessment Report of the Inter-governmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC) that A1 as a whole should
reduce their emissions by 25% to 40% in 2020 below
the level in 1990, the NCSCs study showed that the
mitigation gap will close with increasingly stringent
targets of A1.
Zou said there is a need for further
understanding of the mitigation gap due to the
uncertainty of the emission cap in 2020, which is a
matter of the scenario and modelling study;
uncertainty of the scenario studies (for example
different data sources, terms and assumptions); and
highly depending on different emission pathways.
Other important dimensions of the gap are the
gap in adaptation, gap in achieving equitable access
to sustainable development relating to historical
responsibility, and the gap in levels of support to
developing countries in terms of technology, finance
and capacity building.
In conclusion, he reiterated that the mitigation
gap could be and should be closed by A1 Parties by
increasing their emissions reduction target to 40%
below 1990 level collectively. This could be achieved
through revisiting the A1 Parties QELROs
(quantified economy-wide emission limitation and
reduction objectives) under the second commitment

Bonn, 11 June (Hilary Chiew)  Parties continued
roundtable discussions in workstream 2 (WS2) of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform
for Enhanced Actions (ADP) on Building a practical
approach to increasing pre-2020 ambition and
enhancing climate finance, technology transfer and
capacity building.
The discussions took place on 8 June chaired
by Mr. Harald Dovland (Norway) and 10 June
chaired by Jayant Moreshvar Mauskar (India), the
co-chairs of the ADP. On 8 June China, the European
Union, Uganda, Venezuela and the United States
made presentations from the floor (called icebreakers) to start off the discussions on the theme.
The first presenter was Prof. Zou Ji of China
who shared his findings about the mitigation gap. In
his presentation titled Closing the Gap in the context
of WS2 of the ADP for Enhanced Actions (ADP),
Prof Zou said to discuss the pre-2020 ambition in
terms of the emissions gap, Parties will have to
consider the cause of the gap as the starting point.
He said the greenhouse effect depends on the
total amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) in the
atmosphere or cumulative emission since the
industrial revolution, adding that the pre-2020
mitigation gap is mainly caused by the cumulative
emission in history, not just the lack of mitigation
ambition in 2020. He stressed that the gap is due to
the inadequacy of mitigation commitments of Annex
1 Parties who overuse the carbon space before 2020.
Referring to a slide showing a table on historic
fossil-fuel CO2 emissions from 1750 to 2010, he said
the gap between Annex 1 (A1 -developed country
Parties) and non-Annex 1 (NA1  developing country
Parties) is large and that the gap in the table showing
the cumulative per capita carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions (1850 to 2005) is even larger.
The table on historic emissions showed A1
cumulative emissions at 69.2 gigatonnes (Gt)
compared to 30.8Gt for NA1, while the other table
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Replying to Japan first, Prof. Zou
acknowledged that in terms of the flow (current)
compared to the stock (accumulated) of the
emissions, the 2010 to 2020 decade will see a larger
contribution from developing countries but still
developed countries contributed about 70% of
emissions up to 2010. He said he realised that some
Parties are targeting China as the country experienced
fast emissions growth in the last decade but he did
not believe that the growth rate of emissions from
China or other emerging economies will be larger in
the next 10 years as they are affected by the global
recession. This will result in a slower increase of
emissions and the cumulated emissions of A1 will
still be larger. It said the NCSC study had indeed
included the LULUCF consideration. In response to
the EU, he said the NCSC looked forward to
cooperating with European colleagues in continuing
its study (on the mitigation gap). On the emissions
pathway, he said Parties should not only look at the
year 2020 but should have a broader vision of the
whole trajectory of emissions beyond 2020 to get a
better picture.
Regarding carbon leakage, he agreed that there
are serious lessons to be learnt from history, where
industrialised countries reduced their emissions by
economic restructuring and in the context of
globalisation, many carbon-intensive industries
moved to developing countries. The landscape of
emissions has thus changed, so Parties should look
at a global solution. He agreed that it is not right
when China shifts carbon emissions to other
countries but how to avoid this pattern is something
Parties need to consider.
In response to the United States, he said CO2
from energy used accounted for the majority of the
total percentage of GHG emissions, adding that
adding other GHGs will not change the overall
picture. He said the NCSC data covered the
timeframe of 1850 to today, but it could be extended
to the next decade and that for change in the future
accumulation, it would be relevant to use the past
emissions data.
Responding to the US intervention, Brazil
disagreed with the direction taken by the MATCH
assessment in its final report, adding that it will
present its view at the roundtable on equity under
workstream 1 on 10 June (See TWN Update 15 in
this regard).
The EU said the UNEP Emissions Gap report
showed opportunities and co-benefits to close the
gap and investment for sustainable development is
crucial for mobilising the potentials. It said it is about
how countries shift investment patterns from high

period (CP2 of the Kyoto Protocol) and undertaking
comparable targets under the Convention by those
A1 Parties outside CP2.
He further said A1 Parties should close the
support gap in finance, technology and capacity
building to ensure full implementation of NAMAs
(nationally appropriate mitigation actions) and avoid
lock-in effects in developing countries.
The United States said that it is important to
retain the constructive and pragmatic approach in
the discussions. Obviously, we can have
disagreement on who is responsible and how the
numbers are divided but this has been unsuccessful
in the last 20 years or we can have discussion on
how to move forward. Questioning the factual
accuracy of the Chinese presentation, it said the slide
presentation on the historical emissions focusing on
accumulated emissions is limited to carbon dioxide
from the energy sector; it should look at all sectors
including land use which will give a different picture.
It referred to the independent assessment by
the ad-hoc group for modelling and assessment of
historic contributions to climate change (MATCH)
that was formed at the invitation of the Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA) to scientifically evaluate the 1997 Brazilian
proposal. It said the data from that study showed a
combination of lots of different sources of emissions,
and that emissions from developing countries will
exceed those of developed countries by 2020, which
is quite remarkable. It said we are in a changing
landscape and should not get back and forth in he
said, she said mode but must look at the
opportunities we have individually and collectively
to tackle the problem that we face.
The European Union said it is extremely
useful to have further studies to understand the
possible actions between now and 2020 from the
Chinese NCSC as any model will give us a set of
insights but clearly we need a range of insights for
comparison to understand the situation better. It said
the EU recognised that it needs to continue increasing
ambition and it was never wary of taking
responsibilities. It wanted to know what the NCSC
model said about carbon leakage (the transfer of
emissions from one country to another).
Japan noted that the issue of global emissions
is not a matter for the developed countries only but
is the common undertaking of the international
community. It asked China how it saw emissions
between 2010 and 2020 in a changing world and
how does it treat land use, land use change and
forestry (LULUCF) in its study, which will show a
different picture.
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Indeed this also enables them to cooperate with
developing countries in order to assist them in finding
alternative development pathways in order to turn
the gap into an overlap. Venezuela said the way in
which our societies view environment is dominated
by economic considerations as this is a fact and we
must acknowledge that this is not a good omen for
the health of our environment as profit maximisation
and ensuing speculation have proved to be
unstoppable. Nevertheless, we cannot accept this
without a fight, without actively and collectively
searching for better alternatives. We are convinced
that unsustainable patterns of consumption and
production are the root cause of our environmental
problems. Clearly we need to start making significant
inroads in this direction to complement other
initiatives in our ADP discussions.
The United States said it is good to look at
ambition with a pragmatic lens and that it remained
committed. On financial commitment, it said the
challenge is how to use limited public resources in a
tangible way, admitting that finance is flowing in
the wrong way towards the brown (fossil fuel) instead
of the green (renewable) sectors. It agreed that
developed countries should provide money but
developing countries also need to strengthen their
investment attractiveness; the pull factor will be just
as important as the ability of donors to push resources
into climate-friendly investment, adding that it saw
low emission development strategies (LEDS) as
important to mobilise climate finance. It concluded
that there is no silver bullet to address the climate
finance challenge but both pull and push factors can
enhance action on finance.
Acknowledging that all Parties need to work
together to reshape the world economy and their
respective economies, China said it is mindful that
under the current global recession, public finance
cannot cover the full cost for mitigation and
adaptation but it can serve as catalyst to incentivise
the private sector, leverage funds from the capital
market and guide financial flows. Parties need to
recognise that the Convention process can contribute
to low-carbon economies in the future.
Nauru speaking for the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS) said WS2 must be guided
by urgency and needs to step up the efforts before
the opportunities disappear. It proposed the
establishment of a technical process that focuses on
energy efficiency, renewable energy and carbon
capture and storage. It said the collaborative process
can draw upon findings from other fora like the
Technology Executive Committee, the Climate
Technology Centre and Network and the capacity
development forum to work towards scaling up
mitigation technologies in a coordinated fashion. It
said to ensure access to finance, the GCF needs to

carbon to low emissions and strengthening
adaptation, and that both mitigation and adaptation
have to be integrated.
The Green Climate Fund (GCF) will promote
the paradigm shift needed and work is underway to
develop the business model. Robust long-term target
is needed to boost confidence, as indicated by the
clear messages from the investment community from
the recent Barcelona forum of the Standing
Committee on Finance. It said public sector
intervention is also needed to ensure returns of
investment from the transformation and this is to be
supported by capacity building to enable continuation
of future engagement between the government and
private sector.
Uganda said enhancing the pre-2020 ambition
is indeed an issue of concern for all of us. We have
the statistics and information and what is really
remaining is action. A complete u-turn from business
as usual may be useful but will ensure sustainable
development, which is not happening as mandated
since 1992 (referring to the Earth Summit in Rio). It
said a lot is being done by developing countries,
highlighting the low-emissions development
pathway in the Uganda national development plan
and its climate change policy. It said energy
efficiency and renewable energy strategies can go a
long way in supporting narrowing of the mitigation
gap but is hampered by insufficient internal financing
and also the unreliable financial resources from
external sources. It stressed the importance of the
multilateral spirit and a shift in thinking as
developing countries are willing but their efforts must
be supported by finance and technology transfer
which is consistent with the Convention, with
developed countries taking the lead in achieving the
global ambition to keep temperature rise to 2°C.
Venezuela started its presentation by stressing
that we are not working in a vacuum, these
negotiations are under the Convention and its guiding
principles and this must not be forgotten. It stressed
that sustainability and equity are the bedrock of the
Convention in addressing a problem to which we all
contribute in common but differentiated ways and
share common but differentiated responsibilities
and capabilities. Thus, the way by which we address
pre-2020 ambition has to fully recognise the great
challenges posed in trying to achieve sustainable
development in an increasingly greenhouse-gasconstrained world following well established
consumption and production patterns of the Annex
1 countries.
The UNEP Emissions Gap report has clearly
set out that there are still opportunities for Annex 1
Parties to meet this gap. Developed countries have
the technological know-how and the financial muscle
to implement many of these recommendations.
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outcome in WS2 is filling implementation gaps, and
increasing the pre-2020 ambition lays the basis for
achieving future success in WS1 for post-2020
enhanced action under the Convention.
Increasing pre-2020 ambition shall primarily
be achieved through the implementation of the
second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol
(KP) and the outcome of the Bali Action Plan. The
pre-2020 ambition must be addressed in a
comprehensive manner, covering mitigation,
adaptation and finance, technology transfer, and
capacity building.
It said it is deeply regrettable that A1 Parties
did not show the high ambition in terms of their
emission reduction targets that science requires of
them. The follow-up from Doha in this regard is most
critical for ramping up the targets both under the KP
and for comparability of efforts for the non-KP A1
Parties. This clearly highlights the importance of the
linkage between the work of the Subsidiary Bodies
and the ADP. A1 Parties, it said, should immediately
take the lead in showing pre-2020 ambition. A1 KP
Parties must immediately ratify the KP amendment
for the 2 nd commitment period, increase their
QELROs substantially, and remove any conditions
for doing so. Non-KP A1 Parties should make
comparable unconditional increases in their
mitigation targets under the BAP outcome. These
should be done no later than April 2014.
Annex II Parties should also show increased
ambition by fully financing mitigation projects,
including those already in the CDM pipeline
(amounting to 6 gigatons of reductions), in
developing countries regardless of the carbon price
and without seeking to get emission reduction credits
for doing so.
The LMDC was concerned and found
unacceptable those proposals, which seek to discuss
a selective list of issues as sectoral activities under
WS2, some of which imply imposing additional
burdens on developing countries, contrary to both
the letter and spirit of the Convention. Developed
countries must increase their mitigation ambition
mainly through their domestic efforts. Any
international or regional initiatives must not
introduce any new or additional commitments for
developing countries.
For developing countries, Venezuela pointed
out that their contribution to global mitigation efforts
is now far greater than that of developed countries.
However, such efforts have been largely self-funded.
Hence, the effective and timely implementation by
developed countries of their commitments on
finance, technology and capacity building support
is crucial for developing countries to enhance their
actions.

be operationalised in Warsaw (COP 19) and needs
to build the capacity of the private sector in
developing countries before it could create an
enabling investment environment.
ADP co-chair Jayant Moreshvar Mauskar
(India) presided over the continuation of the session
on 10 June with pending interventions from South
Africa, Venezuela and Brazil.
Referring to the EU presentation, South Africa
said climate-resilient development and lowemissions pathways can only take place within a
stable global economy. Therefore, it rebuked the EU
for using global economic instability as an excuse
to delay support for the means of implementation to
developing countries. In fact the disturbing trend of
slow disbursement and untimely payment of pledges
to multilateral climate funds pre-dates the current
economic crisis, it stressed. Underscoring this, South
Africa pointed out that the GCF headquarters
agreement was signed that morning with South Korea
which will allow the agreement to be tabled in
Parliament, meaning we are making progress on the
establishment of the Independent Secretariat.
Recalling the Durban COP, it said all Parties
agreed that the GCF would evolve over time and
become the main global fund for climate change
finance. The GCF can build on and add to the
already large, diverse and rich array of national
programmes addressing investments for climate
resilience and low-emissions pathways. It should not
try and re-invent the policy wheel, but it must
radically transform the process of how and where
finance and investment flows to support the national
development needs of developing countries. In this
context, it seems appropriate to consider the need
for political clarity on the initial scale of the GCF as
an important deliverable for our work in 2013, as
well as a clear confidence-building measure for the
multilateral system in general.
It called for a conclusion in 2013 with an
agreement on a pledging/replenishment process latest
by September 2014, thus providing a significant
important window for transformational change and
real impacts, both for mitigation and adaptation by
the end of this decade. It warned that the UNFCCC
process will face a major credibility issue if we fail
to capitalise the fund by then. South Africa further
said Parties need to give credibility to the work of
long-term finance by unlocking sources and scale
of finance and stressed the need for balance between
mitigation and adaptation in the discussion on
increasing ambition under WS2.
Speaking for the Like-minded Developing
Countries in Climate Change (LMDC), Venezuela
stressed that increasing the mitigation ambition in
the pre-2020 period is an extremely important
component of the work of the ADP. A successful
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technology regimes. Patents granted on low scientific
thresholds inhibits competition and technology
transfer and deployment. We need to look at
concessional technology acquisition and see how
best the GCF can be used towards this end, said
Venezuela for the LMDC.
It said that on WS2, there have been
suggestions on some specific sectors for raising this
ambition gap. At the outset, it should be in conformity
with CBDR (common but differentiated
responsibilities). Further, we have to be sensitive
when we select sectors especially HFCs
(hydrofluorocarbons), agriculture and energy.
HFCs are non-ozone-depleting substances.
Their emissions are controlled under the UNFCCC
and the KP, and not the Montreal Protocol along with
ozone-depleting substances. HFCs is the option
being used across the globe, and in all developing
countries, to phase out CFCs, HCFCs and other
ozone-depleting substances. Since CFCs have been
phased out, and HCFCs are going to be phased out
by 2015, we have only HFCs left. But why then do
we have proposals to remove HFCs from the
UNFCCC to the Montreal Protocol? Thats because
CBDR does not apply to the Montreal Protocol.
Consequently, by shifting to Montreal, developing
countries would be forced to take phasing out targets
affecting our industry adversely. Further, there is no
commercially reliable technology available. We
cannot accept this proposal, stressed Venezuela.
The LMDC view is that Parties also need to
move with utmost caution on mitigation issues when
we deal with agriculture and energy, where we should
be sensitive to the vulnerabilities of countries as
recognised in the Convention about countries
dependent on fossil fuel as well as the millions who
depend on agriculture for their livelihood and
undertake subsistence farming.
In response to the EUs call to focus on what
can be done, Brazil said the important point is about
how much more A1 can do. Referring to the call for
a paradigm shift under the GCF, it said this kind of
statement subconsciously implies that the problem
is in the developing countries. It believed structural
changes in economy means shifting to low-carbon
development but the big issue is not how this
paradigm shift is going to happen in the developing
countries but in the developed countries.
ADP co-chair Mr. Mauskar then invited Nauru
to present AOSISs proposal on the way forward to
COP19.
Nauru said that based on feedback, it has now
proposed a timeline of work, starting with a technical
process to review renewable energy, energy
efficiency and carbon capture and storage policies
which may not close the gap but are good to start
drawing expertise and allowing interactive exchange

In this regard, there should be a clear roadmap
for developed countries to fulfil their financial
support in the period of 2013 to 2020 in order to
meet the goal of providing $100 billion per year by
2020, and barriers to technology transfer, especially
IPRs (intellectual property rights), must be
addressed. The early and full operationalisation,
during the pre-2020 period, of the mechanisms for
the provision of support (finance, technology
transfer, and capacity building) to developing
countries, including particularly the actual delivery
of such support to developing countries in
measurable, reportable, and verifiable ways, will be
essential.
The LMDC stressed that it is important to
recognise that WS2 is not about shifting the
responsibility of the developed countries to the
developing countries and from A1 to non-A1
(Parties). If the developed countries had lived up to
their commitments under the Convention, we would
not need to discuss any action under WS2 since the
ambition gap would have been closed, not just in
mitigation but also in adaptation and means of
implementation, said Venezuela, adding that if the
A1 countries had lived up to the requirement of
pledges of 40% emission reduction as required for
by science, the mitigation gap would have been
closed.
According to the LMDC, this discussion is not
taking place in a vacuum but is taking place in the
backdrop of the fact that developing countries are
doing more than developed countries in the pre-2020
period. Consequently, any attempt to ask for greater
mitigation action by developing countries should be
preceded by the developed countries meeting their
commitments and bridging the gap.
For a practical and result-oriented approach,
the A1 Parties should immediately ratchet up their
ambition and conditionalities on their pledges
removed. Annex I Parties in the second commitment
period of the Kyoto Protocol are urged to ramp up
their ambitions as well.
On the finance front, the LMDC wants to
ensure that we do not invent new words by Parties
but stick to the words we have always used in our
Convention and the various COP decisions.
Providing finance by developed countries to
developing countries is the cornerstone. As we
agreed in Cancun, finance provided should be scaledup, new and additional, adequate and predictable.
We should not substitute other words to dilute the
commitment of developed countries. For enhanced
action on technology transfer, we need to address
issues hampering technology development and
transfer and address barriers. We need flexibilities
in the IPR regime given the need for public good,
and the limitations imposed by the present
64

submissions from Parties and observers to suggest
concrete actions.
The EU requested that the co-chair prepare a
handover or reflection notes capturing substance and
discuss the outcome of Warsaw, to their successors.
It said Parties should set expectation to encourage
new pledges for all countries with developed
countries taking the lead. The EU also wanted a
ministerial roundtable in Warsaw to build political
momentum.
Kenya said it will support the technical
workshop proposal (by AOSIS) provided it is done
in an inclusive manner. It also supports a ministerial
meeting in Warsaw for political input and guidance.
China stressed that WS2 is part of the ADP so
it is guided by the Convention principles. Therefore,
so-called international cooperation and initiative
outside the Convention should not be its focus.
Closing the gap, it said, is a comprehensive process
that includes not only mitigation but finance,
technology transfer, capacity building and
adaptation. It said China had made a submission on
how to close the gap, which could be and should be
closed by A1 Parties increasing their targets to 40%
from the 1990 level by 2020. It said at Warsaw, the
GCF must be operationalised with a concrete
roadmap to achieve the US$100 billion fund by 2020
as well as finalising the short-term finance.
Japan suggested that the Secretariat compile
the best practices on energy transformation. It said
the 4-step approach of the AOSIS approach seems
sensible and agreed that it is appropriate to focus on
energy efficiency and renewable energy in COP19.
Saudi Arabia said the AOSIS proposal is one
input but China also made a good proposal. It said
there are a variety of actions with potential to be
considered in all sectors, all gases, all reservoirs and
sinks, and it preferred a country-driven over a sectordriven approach.
Mali speaking for the African Group believed
that the process should fit the purpose and that we
need to adopt a comprehensive approach and not
focus on any particular options. It said we cannot
discuss mitigation and adaptation in a vacuum but
should focus on means of implementation to unlock
the ambition at the ministerial roundtable.
Bangladesh considered enhanced, effective
and efficient actions to close the gap as critical,
noting that the current trend of global emissions is
too high and will further escalate by 2020 and impact
on vulnerable countries. It said all Parties must act
with urgency, and particularly A1 countries need to
explore a range of actions to increase their ambitions.
It said Parties cannot ignore the magnitude of climate
change, and the removal of IPRs and capacity
building should be addressed properly.

between experts to build confidence and trust. It can
identify priority areas of both developed and
developing countries, guided by the principles that
all Parties have responsibilities but developed
countries must take the lead with more ambitious
cuts in the KP second commitment period as agreed
in Doha. It wanted the TEC, CTCN and GCF to be
fully operationalised and well supported to scale up
policies in a coordinated fashion.
It also wanted a technical paper on technology
by October (2013) with options to be discussed in
the technology workshop in COP19 with
participation of experts, civil society and the private
sector to deliver more mitigation action and a
ministerial roundtable in Warsaw with the objective
to build momentum for more ambitious targets.
The Philippines expressed concerns that the
AOSIS proposal focused only on mitigation in the
energy sector. It said adaptation and mitigation are
interlinked actions and should be approached in a
comprehensive manner and we no longer have the
leisure to wait for mitigation. It said the world has
changed since 1992 as indicated by the presence of
climate change impacts that are experienced in this
city (referring to the unusual flooding in Central
Europe). Ambition refers to the implementation gap
and if only countries do what they are supposed to
do, there will be no gap, it pointed out.
The Philippines stressed that the ministerial
conference at the Warsaw COP is for developed
countries to show how they are scaling up climate
finance and it is concerned that the operation of the
GCF is held hostage by business interests that had
failed the world with its market-based solutions. It
said mitigation can only progress by addressing the
big gap in MRV (measuring, reporting and
verification) of support. It further said the paradigm
shift needed is the deliberation on the wasteful
consumption lifestyle of developed countries.
Nepal, representing the Least Developed
Countries (LDCs), said there was great practical
value in the AOSIS proposal with regard to scaling
up efforts in energy efficiency and renewable energy
but the scope of WS2 is larger as the objective is to
close the mitigation gap. It said ministerial
engagement in Warsaw is needed and it has three
expectations for COP19: re-echo the urgency of
closing the gap and commitment since Durban;
detailed work plan and scaling up of ambition and
new pledges; international finance.
Indonesia said COP19 should deliver stronger
commitment and delivery of issues under the BAP
and should not extend work beyond 2014 to ensure
actions and it looked forward to submission of ideas
from developed countries on scaling up of climate
finance to US$100 billion by 2020. It would like the
Secretariat to provide a synthesis report with
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UNFCCC Body SBI in Crisis; Unable to Do Work
problems arising from the Conference of Parties and
its presiding officials not following proper
procedures. He portrayed this as contributing to the
crumbling of credibility of the UNFCCC, using the
analogy of the crumbling of ice sheets in the Arctic
and the melting of glaciers caused by global
warming.
The Russian Federation, Belarus and Ukraine
(RBU) had objected to the adoption of the agenda
as proposed by the SBI Chair. The agenda could not
be adopted due to wrangling over a proposal by the
RBU to include a new agenda item.
The three Parties wanted to include an item on
the provisional agenda for the 38th SBI session on
procedural and legal issues relating to decisionmaking by the Conference of Parties (COP) and the
COP serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Kyoto Protocol (CMP), which was reflected as
agenda item 19 in the supplementary provisional
agenda.
When the SBI plenary was convened on 11
June, the Chair reminded Parties that they were
considering agenda item 2(a) of the supplementary
provisional agenda, which was the adoption of the
agenda.
Chruszczow reminded Parties that the agenda
had yet to be adopted and as a consequence, the SBI
was not able to commence work and 8 days had been
lost. He recalled that on Monday, 3 June, the 38th
session was opened. He said that when considering
agenda item 2(a), Parties were unable to agree to its
adoption due to disagreement over agenda item 19.
Consequently, no work was launched, he added.
The SBI Chair said further that upon
suspension, a heads of delegation meeting was called.
No agreement was achieved and on 4 June, an SBI
plenary was convened but Parties were still unable
to arrive at a solution to the impasse, he said.
Following this, Chruszczow said bilateral
informal consultations were held to consider how a
solution might be found but there was no agreement

Bonn, 12 June (Meena Raman)  The 38th session
of the UNFCCCs Subsidiary Body on
Implementation (SBI) is in crisis, as it could not adopt
its agenda, nor launch its work 8 days after its first
meeting held last Monday, 3 June.
The Chair of the SBI, Mr. Tomasz Chruszczow
(Poland), convened a formal plenary meeting at
around 12.45 pm on Tuesday, 11 June, and after a 3hour exchange, adjourned the meeting and informed
Parties that the SBI will reconvene on Friday, 14
June, to close its session.
During the 11 June meeting, Chruszczow
proposed a solution that included the reading of a
Chairmans statement, the deletion of an agenda item
proposed by Russia, Belarus and Ukraine but
creating a contact group to discuss the proposed
issue under an existing agenda item. However, the
Chairs proposal was rejected by the three countries.
An appeal to the Chair by the G77 chair to gavel
through his proposal nevertheless was also not taken
up by the Chair.
After a short break, the Chair announced he
was closing the meeting, and implied he would no
longer hold further consultations or meetings to try
to resolve the issue but only convene a formal closing
meeting on Friday. Therefore, the SBI would not
have conducted any substantive work during this
two-week climate conference under the UNFCCC.
This has thrown the SBI and the UNFCCC into
a crisis of procedure and possibly of credibility. The
SBI is a vital component of the UNFCCC structure,
as it makes decisions on a wide range of important
issues on implementing the Conventions provisions
and objectives, and is thus seen as a key action arm
of the UNFCCC. The loss of two weeks of its work,
with many hundreds of delegates and observers
gathered in Bonn in frustration, is a blow to the global
climate negotiations.
The 11 June meeting also saw the Russian chief
delegate present a lengthy explanation of the issues
that his country was seeking to highlight  the
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Based on these consultations and deliberations,
he proposed the following way forward as a solution
box:
1. There will be a statement to be read by the
Chair as proposed by Parties at the SBI meeting;
2. The text of the statement will be incorporated
in the report of the 38th session of the SBI;
3. The agenda of the SBI as contained in the
supplementary provisional agenda would be adopted
with agenda item 19 deleted;
4. After the agenda is adopted, the SBI Chair
will propose the setting up of a contact group on
agenda item 17, including the agenda item as
proposed by the RBU. The contact group will be
chaired by both the SBI Chair and Vice-Chair and
will be convened at the earliest time.
The Chair said there was no other solution. He
then read out his statement as follows:
The May/June session of the SBI has
traditionally provided Parties with an opportunity
to consider how their intergovernmental process is
functioning and to exchange views on relevant
matters, including providing guidance to presiding
officers and the Secretariat. The guiding principles
of openness, transparency and inclusiveness will
continue to influence the organisation of work and
the work of presiding officers. The SBI will now
proceed to adopt its agenda with the understanding
that the submissions of Belarus, the Russian
Federation and Ukraine, entitled Procedural and
legal issues relating to decision-making by the COP/
CMP will be addressed under agenda item 17 of
the supplementary provisional agenda and that
agenda item 19 will, consequently, stand deleted.
In response, the Russian Federation
underscored that it too is interested in the work of
the SBI to begin rapidly, but in order to start its work,
it needs to have a clear agenda which takes into
account the concerns of Parties. The efforts made
have unfortunately not led to a result which might
be mutually acceptable. In the course of the informal
consultations under the friends of the Chair, it came
to an understanding that the matter it was raising
was an important one, on which discussions and
negotiations need to take place. It could not
understand why the item it raised could not be clearly
set out on the agenda and expressed deep regret. It
could not work on the basis of such a provisional
agenda and issued a warning that such an approach
in 2015 could run the risk that there will be a
provisional result and an agreement with provisional
commitments. It stated that the approach proposed
by the Chair did not suit Russia and objected to the
adoption of the agenda.

on the solution. On Wednesday, 5 June, the SBI Chair
said that he and his Vice-Chair sought to bring mutual
understanding to allow the SBI work to commence,
but a compromise was beyond reach.
He stated that a short stock-taking plenary was
convened to inform Parties about the status of the
consultations. On Thursday, 6 June, he said bilateral
consultations continued and some convergence began
to show that the issue raised by the RBU was
important and could be discussed under agenda item
17 of the agenda (on arrangements for
intergovernmental matters). The Chair said that
informal open-ended consultations were convened
to allow Parties to further explore matters.
On Friday, 7 June, following 3 days of
consultations, a plenary session was convened to take
stock of matters, he added. There was an elaboration
and clarification by the RBU on the substance of their
proposal. Parties expressed readiness to discuss the
substance of the issue under agenda item 17, he added
further.
According to the SBI Chair, what appeared to
be divisive was that the RBU wanted explicit
inscription of their proposal on the agenda item, while
a majority of Parties wanted to provide an assurance
in that regard without amendments to agenda item
17, and for agenda item 19 to be deleted. He said
that this reassurance was to be provided by the Chair
by a statement which would be reflected in the report
of the session.
The Chair said that on Friday, 7 June, Parties
entered into an informal meeting in a friends of the
Chair setting, to find options, paving the way for
the adoption of the agenda while taking into account
the RBU proposal. He invited Parties to provide
submissions on the matter and got responses from
the G77 and China and the Environmental Integrity
Group (EIG).
On Saturday, 8 June, Chruszczow said the
friends of the Chair reconvened and discussed
possible texts of the statement to be read by the SBI
Chair before the adoption of the agenda. The purpose
of the statement was a way to provide assurance to
the RBU that their proposal would be captured under
agenda item 17, without direct reference in the title
of the agenda. He added that the text was based on
the two submissions of the G77/China and the EIG
and referred to the submission by the RBU to include
their proposal, on the understanding that the text
would be incorporated in the report of the SBI
session. The RBU said that this was useful, but it
could not be considered their preferred option. The
Chair explained further that on 10 June, the friends
of the Chair was convened and in the afternoon,
consultations were held.
67

explicitly reference this in the title of the agenda item.
The new agenda item rule is a good rule, for
otherwise, every Party can add additional items at
every item and at every body of the UNFCCC.
When there is no consensus for its inclusion,
we have 2 options, said Singapore: (i) for the proposal
to be rejected in the absence of consensus; or (ii) the
proposed agenda item is held pending or in abeyance
while consultations continue and we allow the work
to proceed on all agreed items. That is the practice
we adopted in Durban (referring to the Indian
proposal to add new agenda items to the COP
agenda). It said that the RBU have not accepted both
courses and Parties have not been able to begin work
in the last 8 days.
Singapore said the RBU want an explicit
reference on agenda item 17. It said that all sovereign
states should be treated equally. In Durban, Parties
allowed work to proceed while they had
consultations by another party (India). It stressed the
need for consistency and that if exemptions are made,
then every Party will demand the same exception in
the future.
India also supported the G77/China and
recalled the Durban precedent and said that Parties
had found a way forward on the issues in a
meaningful way. It also agreed with China that
Parties were on the issue of the adoption of the
agenda and not yet on the organisation of work.
Gambia appealed to the RBU to show some
flexibility.
The SBI Chair then said that he had heard clear
objections from the RBU and also recalled the
Durban precedent. He once again proposed for the
adoption of the approach he specified in the solution
box. Russia reiterated its objection, as did Ukraine
and Belarus.
Tuvalu said an amicable way forward was
needed and Parties could not be buried in procedural
matters and there was a need to make progress in
addressing climate change.
The SBI Chair said that Parties had heard one
more time the rejection of the compromised solution
box. The rules of procedure were clear and all
substantial decisions have to be taken by consensus.
There is no procedure for voting. It was beyond the
Chair, he said, and gave a huge sigh. He said that
this body was unable to arrive at a consensus.
Fiji said it felt the gravity of the situation and
agreed that the rules did not permit a vote. It then
suggested that the Chair use the principle of
necessity to gavel the way forward, as it was
important for him to save the countries of the world.
The suggestion by Fiji was met with applause.

Ukraine also objected to the adoption of the
agenda without the inclusion of the RBU proposal.
It said that the matter was an extremely important
one and it was looking to the future when Parties are
on the threshold of a new global agreement and did
not want it to be with shortcomings. It did not want
the path of past mistakes. Belarus also objected to
the adoption of the agenda in the format suggested,
saying that it wanted greater transparency and that
there was a lack of clear rules of procedure.
Fiji speaking for the G77 and China agreed
with the manner proposed by the Chair stressing that
agenda item 19 is deleted and the issues raised be
addressed under agenda item 17. Several developing
countries supported the G77 and China, as well as
developing country groupings which included the
Least Developed Countries, Africa Group and the
Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS).
Switzerland for the EIG also supported the
proposal by the Chair with the assurances given as
the way forward. In response to Russia that it was
difficult to work on the basis of provisional agendas,
it said that Parties have worked in this way before. It
said that the Chair had also said that he would
establish a contact group on the RBU proposal and
it could not understand why the agenda could not be
adopted.
The European Union also concurred with the
Chairs statement and wanted a discussion of this
issue as soon as possible through a contact group
once the agenda is adopted.
The United States also supported the Chairs
proposal and that this would allow the matter to be
discussed through a contact group.
China, while supporting the G77/China, said
that it supported the adoption of the agenda on the
understanding that issues raised by RBU would be
addressed in the context of agenda item 17. It raised
a concern that Parties had not gotten into the stage
of organisation of work as what was being considered
was the matter of the adoption of the agenda. It will
come back to the issue when the organisation of work
is discussed.
Australia, Japan, New Zealand, Canada and
Norway all supported the proposal by the Chair as a
way forward.
Singapore in support of the G77/China said
that under the UNFCCC rules, any Party can include
an agenda item in the SBI. The RBU proposal is
within the rules of procedure. At the same time, the
rules of procedure also make it clear that there has
to be a consensus for the inclusion of any agenda
item. It is also abundantly clear that there is no
consensus on the RBU proposal to be included as
agenda item 19 or to amend agenda item 17 to
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that the rules of procedure have remained unadopted. It added that it would not be a bad thing to
work together as a matter of urgency towards
adoption of the draft rules of procedure.
It said that the UNFCCC process was melting
or thawing as were the glaciers in the Arctic. It
referred to the first commitment period of the KP
which was not ratified by the US. Another Party,
Canada, has left it and Parties had reasons to act. In
relation to the second commitment period, Russia
said there were problems, including for Japan and
New Zealand (who did not commit to the second
commitment period). In the Doha conference,
countries were questioning about their participation
in the process. It said that the UNFCCC is a haunted
house, where the light needs to be turned on and
that is transparency. It reiterated its objection on
the adoption of the agenda.
The SBI Chair then said there was no consensus
to support his proposal and there is no way to launch
the SBI work. He then recalled the Conventions
objective and said that there was no other process
than this to address climate change. He said that
necessity could not be used to gavel a decision as
transparency, inclusiveness and ownership were
important. It was for Parties to save the world, he
added.
The UNFCCC Executive Secretary, Christiana
Figueres, also spoke and agreed that the final hours
of COP 18/CMP 8 in Doha were held in a context,
which could have been avoided. The Doha Gateway
was important but what happened was not unique. It
is the sovereign right of all Parties to be heard, she
said. She said that Parties were willing to have
discussions on decision-making, including in a
formal setting.
She urged Parties not to lose sight of the
purpose of collective and urgent action in pursuit of
the ultimate objective of the Convention. She asked
if Parties are assuming their responsibility.
The SBI Chair then announced that the meeting
will reconvene on Friday, 14 June, only to close the
38th session.

The SBI Chair called for a 15-minute break.
The session then resumed with Russia speaking for
a long time, saying that the UNFCCC process was
sick and a haunted house that needed the light of
transparency.
Russia said that the time has come to look in a
sober fashion, the situation we are in at this moment.
It said that the UNFCCC process is in a difficult
situation and that the process is sick. There were
constant problems with procedural matters and
Parties were forced to resolve problems in
circumstances of haste, apprehension and anxiety.
This, it said, is not a healthy atmosphere. This is
why the RBU have considered it necessary to
examine the matter of how decisions are taken.
What is happening now is simply a
confirmation that we are giving rise to an undesirable
precedent, it added. The process is a country-driven
one and emotions must be set aside. Matters are not
resolved by emotions. The Chair of the COP carries
his or her functions under the authority of the COP
and the same applies to subsidiary bodies. Whatever
emotions arise, decisions on matters of substance
cannot be a Chairs prerogative and it is the exclusive
right of Parties.
Russia said that it is important to take history
into account on the process and referred to the
landmarks in The Hague, Copenhagen, Cancun,
Durban and Doha. It asked if rules of procedures
were going to be violated, referring to the invocation
of the principle of necessity, which is outside any
legal context. It stressed the importance of
transparency. It did not want to have to look at
footnotes and explanatory notes, referring to the
agenda proposal. It said that it was being viewed as
blocking the process but it was those who did not
want to reflect matters which are timely and
important who are the blockers.
It went back to recent history of the Convention
and Kyoto Protocol (KP) and said that the KP came
into effect because of Russia. It reiterated the need
for transparency in the UNFCCC process. It recalled
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Review Collapsed Carbon Markets Before Moving on New Markets,
Say Developing Countries
Natalyia Kushko (Ukraine) opened the session by
welcoming Parties and inviting views on four
questions: 1) the expected elements of the work
programme; 2) expectations Parties have for Warsaw
(19th meeting of the Conference of Parties) and Bonn;
3) what Parties hope to achieve here in Bonn; and 4)
what process is needed between Bonn and Warsaw
to achieve the desired outcome?
They outlined the aim of this first session as
achieving a plan for this work programme.
Bolivia opened discussions by outlining that
the market-based approach has its foundations in the
prominent role of individual private property.
Implementing the principles of the Convention 
common but differentiated responsibility (CBDR),
equity, and the commitments to promote cooperation
and diffusion of finance and technology  is based
on a non-market approach in Bolivias view.
It proposed a Joint Adaptation and Mitigation
mechanism as one of several initiatives to provide
means of implementation for non-market-based
approaches and to realign the principles of the
Convention with the non-market approach. It
outlined that this approach should be based on rights,
obligations, responsibilities, and duties.
To enable countries to jointly promote
mitigation and adaptation, Bolivia outlined the
development of an international scheme in order to
provide ex-ante public financing through the Green
Climate Fund (GCF). They proposed methodologies
to be established, including a national action plan to
address mitigation; a framework to assess ongoing
performance; and a monitoring system based on joint
adaptation and mitigation indicators.
Saint Lucia, on behalf of AOSIS, emphasised
that both market and non-market approaches are
needed under the Convention to achieve mitigation
on the scale required. It said non-market-based
approaches can achieve emission reductions where

Bonn, 12 June (Kate Dooley)  Parties have been
exchanging views on market and non-market
mechanisms under the UN Framework Convention
on Climate Change in three different contact groups
of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA).
Under SBSTA agenda item 12 Parties had a
first round of discussion on the framework for
various approaches (FVA) on 5 June, non-marketbased approaches on 4 June, and a new market-based
mechanism (NMM) also on 5 June.
In the FVA contact group, Parties expressed a
wide range of views on the purpose and scope of the
framework. While some Parties saw this as a broad
framework to guide market and non-market
approaches, others, including the European Union,
Norway, Australia and the Republic of Korea, saw
the framework as creating guidance for international
aspects of national and other markets, providing UN
oversight for internationally traded units. The
Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) cautioned
against the risk of market fragmentation in this
context, calling for existing rules and eligibility
criteria under the Kyoto Protocol (KP) to be applied
to any new markets under the Convention.
A large group of developing countries,
including the Africa Group, China, the Philippines,
India, Tuvalu, Saudi Arabia, Bolivia and Cuba,
emphasised the need to learn from the current
collapse of carbon markets to inform any discussion
on new markets, and to understand the relationship
between markets and ambition. Several countries
also raised concerns that the NMM should not shift
the mitigation burden to developing countries.
SBSTA agenda item 12(b): Non-market-based
approaches
At the 4 June meeting of the contact group,
Co-Chairs Jose Eduard Sanhueza (Chile) and
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market-based approaches, including nationally
appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs), reducing
emissions from deforestation and degradation
(REDD+) and intellectual property rights (IPRs).
Saudi Arabia emphasised the need to focus
on areas which are difficult to advance within
markets, such as adaptation, pointing to the urgent
need for some countries to adapt to extreme events
due to failure to meet the mitigation gap.
Brazil raised concerns that while many good
ideas were being raised, arriving at a decision in
Warsaw would require a focused discussion under
the framework of the Convention, and echoing the
concerns of the US regarding the need to avoid
duplication with other workstreams.
Ecuador outlined important elements for
taking discussions forward as: environmental
integrity; achieving a net decrease/avoidance of
emissions; relation to the CBDR principle; and the
need to be consistent with the objectives of other
international Conventions.
Bolivia, Brazil, Tuvalu and Angola supported
the need for technical papers, workshops and
submissions from Parties to take the work forward.
Saudi Arabia raised concerns with the provision of
a technical note by the secretariat, preferring to allow
for Party views through submissions and
interventions, to allow a Party-driven process.
Simone Lovera from the Global Forest
Coalition (GFC) made an intervention as a member
of Climate Justice Now! referring to a submission
on non-market-based approaches from a coalition
of NGOs, and underscoring the importance of this
discussion.
Co-Chair Sanhueza closed the session by
stating he had heard a number of arguments to
support the importance of these issues, and
summarising Party views. He said there were a
number of different opinions on elements to consider
in the work programme. He said it was important to
clarify the guiding principles and objectives to limit
the scope of the work programme, and the issue of
linkages and overlaps with other processes and issues
inside this forum and in other conventions needs to
be addressed. He referred to the detailed example
from Bolivia and a number of other activities which
have been proposed as part of this work programme.
In order to continue the discussion, Sanhueza
suggested that the next round of interventions focus
on the most important in the list of questions  how
are we going to deal with our mandate? He asked
for more concrete inputs on activities to consider in
the work programme, in order to structure the nonmarket-based approaches and avoid duplication of
effort with other items on the agenda.

there is low-cost mitigation potential or concerns of
non-permanence and double counting. It said
approaches which do not rely on offsets can allow
countries to access finance up-front, and should be
used where it is difficult to measure emissions
accurately or data is not reliable, such as with
reducing emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation (REDD+).
Saint Lucia outlined that it is useful to consider
how non-market-based approaches can achieve
substantial net reductions: when emission reductions
may not be additional; where ODA is involved;
where there are negative cost emission reductions;
where market-based approaches have already led to
perverse incentives (such as industrial gas projects)
or where they may lead to increased fossil fuel
dependency or leakage of emissions (industrial gases
or REDD+); and where uncertainties do not allow
measurement (such as with land use, land-use change
and forestry (LULUCF)). It said there are principled
reasons to address these issues in a way that does
not result in offsets.
Tuvalu and Senegal also suggested fossil fuel
subsidy reform, feed-in tariffs, technology and
energy efficiency standards, and the role of
technology transfer and intellectual property rights
(IPRs) as elements of a non-market-based approach.
Venezuela called for an element in the work
programme to address unsustainable consumption
patterns, inviting experts who can quantify the
abatement potential of limiting consumption
patterns. Saudi Arabia made a request that reference
to subsidy reform also includes agricultural subsidies
and other tax reforms in developed countries.
China called for clear boundaries for
discussions, noting these discussions are under the
Convention, not the KP. It stressed that countries
have the right to choose their own mitigation
approaches, including for mitigation which creates
transfer of credits among countries.
Indonesia, the EU and Australia all raised
questions over whether the non-market-based
approach would result in a unit of some description,
and how this would differ from units in market-based
mechanisms.
The US requested an assurance that we are not
duplicating efforts which are underway in other parts
of the Convention. New Zealand, Australia and
Korea echoed these concerns, and emphasised the
need to clarify what the non-market-based
mechanism is, and how it can enhance efficient, costeffective and permanent emission reductions.
The EU noted that market approaches are not
always the most cost-effective measure and
welcomed a general discussion on appropriate non71

Bolivia said that the criteria for the eligibility
of approaches should be related not only to mitigation
but also to joint adaptation approaches. Among the
different approaches to achieving sustainable
development, it sees the need to live in harmony with
Mother Earth in order to restore the integrity of the
earth ecosystem. It also emphasised non-marketbased approaches, standards to change the
unsustainable patterns of consumption, and said that
approaches should be in line with the basic science
of climate change.
Saint Lucia, on behalf of AOSIS, believes it
is fundamental for Parties to agree on the purpose of
the framework before undertaking detailed work,
emphasising the need to tackle the issue of divergent
views in order to move forward. On the purpose,
AOSIS believes that the FVA should be limited to
the regulation and coordination mechanism
established under the COP and the COP/MOP, to
develop common accounting frameworks for the
NMM and markets under the KP. The FVA should
not endorse a fragmented and decentralised approach
to the use of international offset units. An
international framework already exists under the KP
 there should be little deviation of these rules, which
can be extended to apply under the Convention.
The EU agreed on the need to make progress
on what is the scope and purpose of the framework.
It suggested the work programme could be organised
around the five elements of the Doha decision. It
suggested the FVA should address the international
aspect of the many regional and national market
mechanisms which are being initiated  in particular
units which are crossing borders and used for
compliance under the Convention.
It emphasised those units must represent real,
additional, measurable, avoidable and comparable
emission reductions, and avoid double counting,
summarising that units from the three existing
flexible mechanisms under the KP, as well as the
NMM, could be used for UN compliance, while other
units generated outside these UN mechanisms could
utilise a common accounting framework under the
FVA to provide ex-ante recognition.
Angola, on behalf of the Africa Group, said
that market approaches are important to promote
mitigation efforts and to achieve sustainable
development. The FVA should therefore guide the
multiple initiatives under the guidance of the COP.
It referred to the need to apply the principles of the
Convention where some have commitments and
some have actions to promote mitigation efforts. It
reminded Parties that to have a market under the

SBSTA agenda item 12(a): Framework for Various
Approaches
On 5 June, Co-Chairs Giza Gaspar Martins
(Angola) and Martin Cames (Germany) opened the
contact group on the Framework for Various
Approaches (FVA) by introducing this as a process
for conducting a work programme to arrive at a
decision by COP19 (19th meeting of the Conference
of Parties). They asked the group how it can structure
work in Bonn to elaborate the framework in an
efficient manner, and what is the purpose of the
framework.
Ecuador, speaking on behalf of the G77 and
China, opened discussions by emphasising the need
to develop a framework under the guidance of the
COP. It said that clarity on what the framework
should be and what approaches came under it was
important, including the need to ensure
environmental integrity and avoid double counting.
On the purpose, Ecuador said the main
objective was to harmonise concepts, practices and
criteria so all approaches for mitigation meet certain
principles. These principles should take into account
thresholds for crediting periods, sector coverage and
boundaries, fungibility and tracking, pilot schemes
for market and non-market approaches, and an
analysis of the impact of consumption patterns on
climate change.
Korea on behalf of the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG) said it would like a
substantial decision on this topic to accompany
decisions on non-markets and modalities and
procedures for the NMM at COP19. The EIG
proposed common accounting elements and
conformity checks for minimum environmental
integrity, and suggested the establishment of a pilot
phase to benefit from learning by doing, and to
promote capacity building under the framework.
It said the purpose of the framework was to
promote mitigation, facilitate an increase in ambition,
and ensure standards are met to deliver real verifiable
outcomes, avoiding double counting, and taking into
account different national circumstances.
For Bolivia it is important to focus on the
purpose of the framework and the scope of the
approaches to be included in the framework. It
pointed to the meta-theoretical language of
frameworks to provide a theory of approaches, and
said that a framework is a general platform or metalanguage to assess, compare and build climate
strategies. The purpose of the framework is therefore
to establish the criteria to assess the eligibility of
approaches.

72

progress between the sessions. Japan also suggested
that it was not productive to discuss divergence, but
to concentrate on issues with convergence, to build
elements for COP19. For Japan, the purpose of the
framework is to ensure environmental integrity when
accounting for transferred mitigation units.
Norway said that the role of the carbon market
is cost-effective emission reductions, and the
potential to raise ambition. For this to work, Norway
outlined that a proper design must ensure
environmental integrity, identify results, and see deep
cuts in emissions. It suggested UN oversight to keep
track of units that cross borders in an international
framework. Credits that do not cross borders do not
need to be assessed under the FVA. Norway said
that a strong international accounting framework
would create trust in units from different market
mechanisms and reduce the risk of fragmentation
from different carbon markets.
Australia and the US both referred to the
increasing development of emission trading schemes
(ETS) around the world, with Australia saying that
there were now 35 national and 13 sub-national ETS
in place. Australia sees the FVA as a means by which
Parties can demonstrate the environmental integrity
of their market approaches and other approaches.
The US elaborated on the purpose of the FVA
being to promote the use of high-quality market
mechanisms through comprehensive reporting and
accounting to any Party that applies units to their
UNFCCC pledge, and to any other Party that
transfers units to apply towards its pledge. Both
countries noted the need to avoid double-counting.
China said that it was only interested in
discussing mechanisms that apply to transfer
between Parties and for compliance purposes under
the Convention, not to dictate how Parties fulfil their
mitigation commitments or pledges. It said the FVA
must operate under the authority and guidance of
the COP, and the use of various approaches should
increase the ambition of developed countries. In
Chinas view the purpose of the FVA is clear  to
allow flexibility for Parties to propose nationally
appropriate ways to achieve mitigation
commitments, with procedures and rules for the
approval of such approaches.
Saudi Arabia noted that this agenda item was
introduced in the Bali Action Plan (BAP) to meet
the objective of the Convention, and should be
viewed in the context of complementing other
elements of the BAP  in particular adaptation,
finance and technology transfer. The FVA should
ensure differentiation, be consistent with the
Convention principles of equity and CBDR, and

guidance of the COP, there would need to be
commitments under the COP. Angola stated there
was a need to assess the role of new markets in the
context of climate change issues given the lack of
commitments at this stage.
The Philippines said that form follows
function, and it would therefore like to focus on the
scope of the FVA. Echoing the G77, it noted the
importance of environmental integrity as a governing
function in the discussion on markets. It emphasised
the need to learn from past experience to decide if
markets are effective, with current prices on carbon
markets not contributing to achieving the overall goal
of the Convention.
On the purpose, the Philippines said that market
mechanisms must respect environmental integrity
and not place a burden on developing countries. It
stated that opportunities for using markets must look
into differentiated responsibilities between
developed and developing countries and noted two
specific concerns with regard to this. The first was
the Durban decision language on elements of various
approaches, which referred to assisting developing
country Parties to meet part of their mitigation targets
through markets. This is also in Article 12 of the KP,
yet this Article includes a provision that the CDM is
used to assist developing countries to achieve
sustainable development, which has now been
dropped from paragraph 83 of the Durban decision.
The Philippines said that this was one way to impose
additional burdens  if you MRV (measure, report
and verify) a NAMA  it is a commitment.
The Philippines said that the NMM must be
defined under the guidance and authority of the COP
(as for the CDM), and market mechanisms should
not be used so that developing countries can assist
developed countries to meet some of their
commitments. It suggested that the way this decision
has evolved will impose additional burdens to
developing countries to assist developed countries
 this is not going to help environmental integrity,
not going to help achieve the ultimate objective and
not in accordance with Convention.
Indonesia stated that the FVA should include
market and non-market approaches that produce
verifiable and permanent mitigation reductions. It
stated that emission reductions under the FVA should
be internationally transferable and usable as domestic
offsets or to fulfil international commitments.
Japan said it would like to see the FVA
established at COP19, with the Bonn session used
to formulate elements for the COP decision. It
proposed a technical paper from the Secretariat,
based on submissions from Parties, to facilitate
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global right  the right to pollute. It considers there
are important problems attached to carbon markets,
which show an incongruity with the basic science of
climate change, and are contradictory with
environmental integrity.
Bolivia called for a decision in COP19 to
establish a moratorium on the establishment of NMM
under the precautionary principle, due to the
ineffectiveness of carbon markets with regard to
reduction of GHG emissions, and the lack of
contribution to sustainable development.
Brazil reminded Parties that the list of elements
of the NMM in the Doha decision is a list of possible
elements, not a complete list, and not a consensus
that these are essential elements for the NMM. It
stated that this work programme must coordinate
with other groups, and there is no hurry to take a
decision here that is not in synergy with decisions in
different places.
Senegal on behalf of LDCs said that any new
market mechanism must ensure environmental
integrity of the overall climate system. It is therefore
important that eligibility rules are considered, and
should be based on KP rules. As units under the
Convention and under the KP are fungible, it said
there is no rationale to undermine rules, which
currently exist under the KP. Eligibility rules should
include the establishment of binding economy-wide
emission reduction targets.
The Philippines highlighted the need to take
stock of the current collapse of carbon markets. It
said we need to understand why this is happening
and what are the factors that need to be addressed
before we can move forward on the NMM. It called
for a review of market mechanisms for undertaking
mitigation action, and viewed proposals for market
expansion with some caution, questioning the longterm viability and utility of market mechanisms to
address climate change.
The Philippines noted there were many
questions to be resolved, such as eligibility criteria,
questioning whether Parties without quantified
emission limitation reduction obligations (QELROs)
should be allowed to access market mechanisms. It
suggested to focus on the work programme more as
a learning exercise, utilising workshops, roundtables
and meetings to examine environmental integrity in
markets, and how they could actually provide support
to developing countries.
The Philipines further emphasised that new
markets must not undermine the need for Annex 1
Parties to make domestic emission reductions rather
than shifting these overseas, calling for a link
between these discussions and progress in increasing
Annex 1 ambition in the pre-2020 period (under

should not introduce commitments for developing
countries.
Brazil said there was a need for a clear picture
on scope before moving to discuss the other elements
of the FVA.
India agreed with Bolivia on the need for a
broad set of principles for a balanced framework to
focus on both approaches (markets and nonmarkets). It listed some critical principles, including
the promotion of environmental integrity, activities
that take an integrated view of mitigation, and
technology transfer.
India said these approaches should help to
enhance the mitigation ambition of developed
countries, and assist developing countries to achieve
sustainable development. It referred to the principles
of the Convention as an overarching principle, and
said that the purpose of the FVA is not to impose
standards or to create mitigation burdens for
developing countries.
Senegal, on behalf of LDCs, said that we need
to define the purpose of the framework and the scope
of approaches to be included under the new
framework. It referred to the need to avoid double
counting of units generated by non-market and new
market mechanisms, and to coordinate these
discussions to avoid the same activities under
different frameworks.
Malaysia said there was a need to achieve
absolute clarity on the purpose  which should be to
enhance the implementation of the Convention. This
should not focus only on markets. Malaysia
expressed a strong concern about the way markets
function  in the same way increased consumption
has seen production shift to developing countries,
shifting the associated environmental impacts,
Malaysia does not want to see a situation where there
is an accumulation of response measures in
developing countries, increasing the adverse impacts
in these countries.
The Chair closed the meeting, announcing that
the first informal would focus on the scope of the
framework.
SBSTA agenda item 12(c): New Market Mechanisms
On 5 June, Co-Chairs Collin Beck (Soloman
Islands) and Laurence Mortier (Switzerland) opened
the first contact group on New Market Mechanisms
(NMM) with questions to Parties on the elements of
the NMM, and how to move forward to fulfil our
expectations moving towards Warsaw.
Bolivia opened discussions by stating that they
are opposed to any kind of market mechanism which
is oriented to commodify the atmosphere, saying that
carbon markets support the constitution of a new
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a technical paper and workshops. She noted the
widespread view that it is important to integrate
lessons learned from existing markets and to include
the role of host countries. She then suggested to
commence discussions on the 12 elements in (the
Doha) Decision1/CP.18, paragraph 52. She requested
Parties to focus on these elements: (a) operation
under the COP; (b) voluntary participation; (e) broad
economic sectors; (h) supplementarity; (i) share of
proceeds; (j) sustainable development; (k) effective
participation; and (l) prompt start.
There followed a process discussion among
Parties, with Brazil suggesting it was difficult to
engage in a discussion of so many elements in a short
period of time and requesting an overall picture of
the objective of this group for the Bonn session.
Tuvalu said there was a need to establish a
process for the work programme before going into
detail with the elements of establishing an NMM.
Tuvalu said it would like to develop criteria, based
on the experience of existing mechanisms, to guide
the discussions on elements of the NMM.
Saint Lucia and Cuba echoed the need to take
a step back and look at how we draw on previous
experience, before we get to a prescriptive discussion
of the elements, and Indonesia cautioned against
duplicating work between the FVA and the NMM.
In response to a question from Brazil, the EU,
Papua New Guinea, Australia and Saint Lucia
agreed that any NMM would be established under
the guidance and authority of the COP.
The EU suggested to focus on areas of
consensus and Australia supported the Co-Chairs
proposed way forward, but suggested drawing on
previous experience as each element is discussed,
to which the Philippines responded that there is a
difference between lesson learned on the big picture,
and lessons learned on specific levels. It said there
was an urgent need to first look at the big picture
lessons in order to make progress on specific levels.
It questioned why the CDM price is so low now, and
the link between low carbon prices and the
effectiveness of market mechanisms.
Co-Chair Laurence Mortier closed the session
by repeating Australias proposal that Parties could
link discussions of the elements of the NMM to their
experience of existing mechanisms. She announced
there would be a contact group on Wednesday 12
June, and Parties would meet in two more informal
sessions before then.

discussion in the Ad Hoc Working Group on the
Durban Platform), and progress in accounting
frameworks for Annex 1 Parties in meeting
mitigation targets.
Many other Parties emphasised the need to
establish linkages between the possibility of an
NMM and an increase in Annex 1 mitigation
ambition, and the need to review the collapse of the
current carbon market, including China, India,
Tuvalu, Saudi Arabia, Bolivia and Cuba.
Korea on behalf of the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG) said they expect to make
progress for a decision on the NMM at COP19. This
will need to include criteria for the mechanism to be
operational by the end of this year, including a pilot
phase for learning by doing and to promote capacity
building. It said there was a need to create the right
incentives for participation and to create confidence
in the global carbon market. It suggested that the
NAMA crediting mechanism could be useful to apply
to all Parties.
Korea also referred to a submission on their
own behalf on the C NAMA  a credited NAMA
proposal, covering all sectors including REDD+.
Norway said it places great importance on the
development of an NMM. Operating under the
guidance and authority of the COP, it believes this
can provide the means to promote cost effectiveness,
and provide scaling up of finance, technology
transfer and transition to low-carbon development.
It suggested developing standards, which cover
two tracks  sectoral crediting and sectoral trading.
Norway said it was time to begin more detailed
discussions on the NMM, and it supports the
establishment of a pilot phase at COP19.
Saint Lucia, on behalf of AOSIS, stressed the
need for eligibility criteria for Parties to access the
NMM. It said there cannot be any less stringent
requirements than we have now under the KP, which
includes internationally legally binding
commitments, recorded QELROs, registries, annual
inventories for review, information on annual holding
units and avoiding double counting.
The EU said it hopes to build on convergence
of views on the NMM seen in submissions, and is
keen to adopt modalities and procedures with
common core rules for international level and
national options to be adopted by COP19.
Co-Chair Laurence Mortier summarised that
she had heard that Parties would like to see this work
programme move forward with more submissions,
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Addressing Fossil Fuels, Meeting Energy Needs
renewable sector. He reminded Parties of the
presentation by UNEP (see TWN Bonn Update # 9)
that suggested the power sector had a high mitigation
potential of 2.2-3.9 gigatonnes (Gt) and the use of
renewables had up to 2.5Gt.
The first presentation was by Luis GomezEcheverri, Senior Adviser to the UNSG on
Sustainable Energy For All (SE4ALL), who
outlined the history of the initiative and its goals,
including universal energy access for all by 2030;
doubling the share of renewable energy by 2030;
and doubling the rate of improvement of energy
efficiency 2030. He said these would entail
increasing the amount of expenditures on access by
a factor of four and even more for renewable energy
and energy efficiency. He noted there were
significant co-benefits of all of the approaches.
Mr. Nafo noted that in his region of subSaharan Africa energy access was fundamental given
that energy demand increases by 10% per year but
installed capacity only increases by 3%, leaving a
clear gap to be filled.
Philippe Benoit, Head of the Energy &
Efficiency division of the International Energy
Agency (IEA), described energy transformation as
a collective marathon. He said the IEA partnered
with many organisations and made many
recommendations, such as a list of 25 technical
recommendations on energy efficiency, but that the
scale of the challenge meant that technical work was
not enough.
He said the key challenge was to increase
motivation. One means of doing this was to
highlight the multiple benefits of efforts. He said
the IEA was now repositioning energy efficiency as
the hidden fuel to compare it to other fuels and to
highlight ways it was often penalised. He said that
in general renewable energy was expanding at a rate
consistent with the 2°C target, but that there were
clouds as new capacity investment decreased from

Bonn, 12 June (Alejandro Rafa)  The complexities
and challenges in addressing fossil fuels while
meeting energy needs, especially of developing
countries, emerged again in a workshop held under
the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform
(ADP) Workstream 2.
On 7 June, the Workshop on pre-2020
ambition: Energy explored mitigation and
adaptation benefits of actions of the specific thematic
areas of energy efficiency, renewable energy and
carbon capture and storage (CCS). It was organised
in three parts with three introductory presentations,
followed by questions and answers, then by focused
intervention by some Parties.
Developing countries highlighted the
importance of sustainable development and energy
access, and that the implementation of renewable
energy, energy efficiency and CCS would require
the provision of finance and technology. Many
Parties highlighted positive experiences with
domestic feed-in-tariffs and other policies and
AOSIS continued to call for a more focused
discussion on renewable energy, energy efficiency
and CCS as a part of a structured workplan for
Workstream 2. The roles of the Technology
Executive Committee (TEC), the Climate
Technology Centre and Network (CTCN) and the
Green Climate Fund were also highlighted, while
several developing countries emphasised a countrydriven approach.
(This workshop was a part of a series of
workshops with different focuses, and in the
Workstream 2 roundtable discussions here in Bonn,
many developing countries had expressed a desire
not to focus on one sector specifically pending the
finalisation of the parameters of Workstream 2.)
Mr. Seyni Nafo of Mali, facilitated the 7 June
workshop and in his opening noted that in previous
sessions Parties and observers had realised that there
was sizeable mitigation potential in the energy and
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continued. It asked Riis what the total storage
capacity of CCS would be given the largest project
mentioned was 3 megatonnes, which was three
orders of magnitude too small.
Mr. Nafo asked for an indication of which
approach was the most important.
Mr. Riis responded that for onshore storage
there was a need to monitor leaks and that a lot of
work was going on on this issue. On financing he
said: I wish I knew. He said the CSLF was
organising capacity building but there needed to be
transfers for it to happen. He said that on the storage
capacity there was no limitation on the theoretical
side but that as to what could be really utilised
that would require more public support, research and
development and demonstration projects.
Mr. Benoit responded that focusing on energy
efficiency in developing countries was a critical part
of access. He said that the historical investment in
fossil fuels reflected the fact that it was traditional
and investors were familiar with it. He said that
Parties needed to focus on fossil fuel emissions as
the IEA had suggested that new fossil fuel
infrastructure after 2017 would breach the 2°C limit.
Mr. Gomez-Echeverri said SE4ALL was a
global initiative with energy access being a big driver
for countries to join. He said developing countries
needed capacity building and support. He said the
key was a major transformation that required the right
policy frameworks, capacity, and skills. He also said
current investments in energy access were about $9
billion a year and that figure needed to be closer to
$40 billion to provide access for all.
Mr. Nafo summarised that demonstration
projects, addressing fossil fuel emissions and scaling
up investment were priorities emerging from the
presentations.
Saudi Arabia said it was an active member of
the CSLF and wanted to highlight the importance of
CCS to its region. It said without CCS the region
would not contribute as much to ambition under the
Convention. On the area of perception it said sharing
experiences was important as it had been an oil
exporter and its practice had shown that the
technology was safe, having worked in capture,
separation, transportation and in managing the fields.
It said the critical element was commercialisation
and so the focus was finding ways and means to make
it more viable.
Swaziland said on the issue of access it was
not only about power systems but also their uses. It
said access should build on the communities
livelihoods and generate income; otherwise they may
not be able to sustain the energy because of the cost.

2011 to 2012. He said this was due to policy
uncertainty and that continued policy commitment
was important to keep us on track. He added that
the global Energy Sector Carbon Intensity Index had
remained largely flat and that to meet the 2°C target
this would need to drop by 40-60% over the coming
decade. This, he said, showed that we needed to
reduce fossil fuels and focus on the fossil fuel side
of the equation.
Trygve U. Riis, the Chairman of the
Technical Group of the Carbon Sequestration
Leadership Forum (CSLF), said that renewables
would take a long time and asked whether there was
time to wait. He said that to meet a 2°C target CCS
would have to play some role. He acknowledged
there were various CCS methods and there was
uncertainty over the best and that the technology
needed to be developed. He described the Sleipner
project in Norway, which had injected 1 megatonne
of CO2 in 17 years. He conceded that the cost of
capturing CO2 was high but suggested it was in the
middle of alternative technologies and the cost
would come down if it were done on a larger scale.
He also said the challenges for CCS included limited
public funding, limited market incentives (like the
feed-in tariffs which had worked for renewables) and
a lack of resources and expertise in developing
countries. He added that the high public resistance
to CCS came without a scientific background and
that with funding it would be a viable technology.
(According to an observer at the workshop who
is familiar with the subject, Riis dismissal of public
concerns was unfortunate given that there are
uncertainties and an ongoing scientific debate on the
CCS technology.)
Kuwait asked Riis about short- and long-term
monitoring systems.
China asked Riis, with respect to the finance
issues, what the source of funds should be and what
the commercial model would be.
Nauru welcomed the presentations and said
they were compatible with the process they had been
trying to promote. It highlighted the 1.2 billion people
without electricity and the 2.8 billion people using
solid fuels. It referred to the World Economic Forum
happening in Myanmar, which had identified the
opportunity for Myanmar to leap-frog straight to
LEDs, and said this was the type of opportunity we
need to find.
It asked Gomez-Echeverri what developed
countries could do as the SE4ALL seemed biased
toward developing countries. It asked Benoit about
the disappointing share of investments going to
renewable energy and why investments in coal
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Brazil said, All renewable energies will have
an impact and encouraged Parties not to take an
ideological position. It said CCS was key and should
be accelerated. It said Parties would commit to more
significant things post-2020 if they knew what they
could do in the medium and long term. It said energy
efficiency would not be enough and that Brazil had
an impressive participation of renewables, largely
biofuels and hydro, and that these needed to be
recognised as it was not very constructive to only
consider those renewables that developed countries
wanted investments in.
Mr. Nafo noted that in Africa the Democratic
Republic of Congo and Ethiopia had the highest
hydro potential but the lowest access to energy.
India supported Brazil and Swaziland in seeing
energy in a holistic manner. It noted that at Rio+20
intensive discussions realised that SE4ALL had been
created in a non-transparent manner and some of the
targets were incompatible, leading to it only being
taken note of. It said that universal access was its
number one priority, irrespective of source. It also
reminded Parties of Article 4.8(h) (of the
Convention) which recognised the vulnerability of
countries highly dependent on hydrocarbons, and
said that Parties could not recognise them as
vulnerable and then penalise them for being
vulnerable. It said issues should be addressed based
on the Articles of the Convention.
Mr. Nafo related a story of considering various
sources of fuels in a domestic policy situation but
that the choice was then limited to coal by a lack of
finance. He said often the political will was there
but the finance or technology was not.
Iran said energy was now important because
of the unrestricted use of fossil fuels, and use of
atmospheric space, by Annex 1 Parties, which had
led to climate change. It said that energy was a
necessity for developing countries sustainable
development. It said the challenge for the post-2020
agreement was to get everyone involved in a
multilateral system under the Convention. It believed
in ensuring equitable access to sustainable
development and that by the end of its 5 th
development plan the share of renewable resources
would reach 15%  including hydro, wind and solar.
It also outlined how it was bringing the benefits of
natural gas to millions of people in Iran and the
region. It concluded that the environment was a
common good, and all were responsible to protect
it and preserve it for future generations and to use it
in an equitable manner.
Nauru said that 2/3 of remaining known coal
and gas reserves could not be burnt, observing that
gas is less dirty but it is not clean. It said that as it

It added that energy services needed to be reliable;
if not people would return to dirty sources.
It further said the challenge was how to access
the abatement cost and the infrastructure cost, as
these were very big. Thus, Swaziland stressed, the
provision of means of implementation was very
important. It welcomed Europeans taking up CCS if
it contributed to raising ambition. It said that Parties
needed to consider risk-management as such things
could be exposed to climate change impacts or even
conflict.
Japan said its feed-in tariff had improved
renewable energy capacity by 7 gigawatts in the last
six months, which was almost the same as for the
whole year in 2011. It said the feed-in tariff had had
a huge impact and it also detailed its energy
efficiency programme of setting targets for
manufacturers of various consumer goods. It said it
intended to inject 1Gt of CO2 using CCS in 2016.
Japan added that a compilation on best practices from
the secretariat would be useful.
Malaysia described its national policy on
climate change, introduced in 2010, noting economic
competitiveness required energy efficiency and
renewable energy production. It said the plan
integrated climate change into planning and
implementation at all levels and highlighted the
importance of engaging stakeholders. It said its
promotion of renewable energy generation included
local communities and through a feed-in tariff,
funded through a 1% levy on electricity bills, it had
generated significant megawatt hours. It had focused
on enhancing energy efficiency in industry and the
transportation sector. It had also taken a fourth key
action on buildings including zero design concepts,
retro-fitting and adding to five urban mass rail rapid
transit systems. Malaysia also said there was an
important role for education and had a sustainable
schools programme, which also acted as a collection
centre for used-cooking oil.
The European Union (EU) said that energy
efficiency and renewable energy had a combined
mitigation potential of 5Gt, which was significant
given the 8-12Gt gap. It said both developed and
developing countries ignore this potential because
of barriers such as access to capital, information, and
incentives. It described several measures undertaken
in the United Kingdom and noted that the cost of
solar PV technology had come down by 75%. It said
it was clear that solar PV was cheaper in many parts
of the developing world but that access to capital
was the issue. It agreed that CCS would be a part of
strategy to achieve 2°C and appreciated the
suggestion from China to have a more detailed
discussion given CCSs significant costs.
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that this was reflected in the needs of many people
without access to energy. It said developed countries
needed to take the lead to optimise the energy mix,
to improve efficiency in transport and building, as
well as to address consumption patterns and to
change inefficient products. It suggested a possible
response to the recession was the reconstruction of
the energy sector, and it was a good opportunity to
fund renewable energy and to join low-carbon
pathways. It said the other action that developed
countries could take was to support developing
countries to undertake low-carbon pathways.
China also outlined the outstanding need for
technology transfer. It said that market share did not
represent technology transfer as it was possible to
have 99% but be missing the key final 1%, which
was required to make the whole system work. It said
that smart grids were an example, and that there
was a bottle-neck in scaling up the use of
renewables in terms of solar on grid and that some
technology in industrialised countries would help
with this problem, so it needed to be disbursed to
avoid lock-in of less climate-friendly technologies.
On CCS technologies China noted it had been
working hard on the issue but did not have very
high expectations and that finance was a key issue
that developed countries needed to address, as
provided in the Convention. It noted that the EU had
initially wanted 20-30 demonstration plans by 2020
but had retreated from this objective and so there
was a need to ensure the incremental cost of publicprivate projects was covered to drive such projects.
It added that there were social-economic
impacts of changing energy shares and that, for
example, closing large inefficient coal power plants
would put hundreds of thousands of workers out of
jobs. It concluded that technology and finance were
the real challenge.
Peru called on the GCF (Green Climate Fund)
to focus on energy and for it to provide funds for the
problems highlighted by developing countries.
The United Arab Emirates agreed with Brazil
that all energies were equal. It said that the
technology mechanism and the CTCN could achieve
a lot, particularly for CCS. It said a discussion of
enabling environments and a framework to promote
investment was important.
The USA said the objective of concrete actions
was right. It said it was pursuing objectives in the
Climate and Clean Air Coalition, the MEF (Major
Economies Forum) and at energy ministerials. It said
leveraging these initiatives should be the preeminent theme. It welcomed suggestions on how
the CTCN and TEC could accelerate transformation.

could not put the genie back in the bottle, CCS
would be vital for fracking and shale gas. It said that
no country was taking the risk to build the first
commercial plan for CCS and that governments
needed to collaborate and share the risk.
It welcomed news of feed-in tariffs in countries
and noted that the cost of renewable energy was
competitive in some countries. It highlighted the role
that such policies could play in the empowerment
of communities and the democratisation of energy
generation leading to households and business
generating power, changing the role of utility
companies in the future. Nauru concluded that there
had been a rich discussion on solutions to challenges
and invited Parties to continue the conversation in a
more focused manner (referring to its proposed
workplan) so that countries could bring specific
problems to find specific solutions.
Nepal concurred with Parties who had raised
the issue of energy access and emphasised that many
of the people without access were living in LDCs. It
said that enabling developing populations to access
electricity in a carbon-constrained world would
require effort, to produce growth without increasing
emissions. It welcomed the ideas from the IEA on
energy efficiency and the returns it could provide in
savings over time. It also highlighted many cobenefits of renewable energy including cost-savings,
lower use of fossil fuels, lower overall prices, local
job creation, access through decentralised systems,
and increased energy security. It said the sector
presented an opportunity to scale up.
The Republic of Korea noted that for CCS
the storage capacity would be different in different
Parties and this should be considered a part of their
national circumstances.
Australia said there was no silver bullet. It
said it employed an ETS (emissions trading system)
and a renewable energy target domestically. It noted
that the private sector does not embrace
commercially untested technologies and so it had
established a domestic Clean Energy Finance
Corporation with a $10 billion endowment. It agreed
the case for investing in CCS was compelling. It said
the UNFCCC had a role to play in supporting a clean
energy transformation and supported building links
to the TEC and CTCN.
Iraq said the discussion of energy needed to
occur in the context of sustainable development and
the means of implementation.
China said that energy was a good arena for
Parties to exercise and implement the Convention.
It emphasised that the overriding priority for
developing countries was poverty eradication and
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effects, and with the provision of the means of
implementation central to discussions.
Mr. Nafo closed the session by reviewing
Parties interventions. He said he had heard that in
order to close the gap in the context of the
Convention, with sustainable development as the
overriding priority, all options should be explored
and that the importance of finance and technology
would be central. He said that Parties also wanted to
address barriers to technologies, frameworks, and
access to finance. He noted two requests from the
session: the compilation of best practices; and for
the TEC and CTCN to make links with global
networks. He added that Parties had expressed that
the UNFCCC could leverage initiatives through its
institutions. He noted a call for an even more
structured discussion on frameworks, barriers,
technologies, and national circumstances. He
concluded that renewable energy and energy
efficiency would not be enough and so there would
be a role for CCS and resources were needed for
demonstration projects.

Kenya agreed with Swaziland that energy was
crucial for sustainable development and that access
was crucial. It noted that 77% of its population
depended on biomass and said the opportunity for
renewable energy was high. It said that CCS should
not be ignored given the discovery of oil in Africa.
It said there were barriers in the form of high initial
investment costs. It said CTCN, TEC and finance
would all have a key role to play and the right
institutional structures were important.
Saudi Arabia reiterated that discussion on
actions pre-2020 was under the Convention and so
all of its principles and provisions applied. It noted
that the objective of the Convention was to stabilise
emissions, not to transform, shift or change sectors,
but to stabilise emissions to prevent anthropogenic
interference with the climate system. That meant
Parties needed to consider all sources, sectors and
sinks. It said closing the gap would require work on
sinks and reservoirs. It concluded that Parties needed
to advance all issues together in the context of
sustainable development, so as not to cause adverse
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ADP: Divergent Views on Enhancing Means of Implementation
in New Agreement
said that financial resources should only be provided
to developing countries in need and that those with
capabilities must also contribute.
Developing countries wanted the barriers to
technology transfer removed especially as regards
intellectual property rights (IPRs), but developed
countries such as Japan said that this was not a critical
issue.
The United States was concerned that in an
agreement which is applicable to all, it was hard to
see how developing countries were conditioning their
commitments on the provision of the means of
implementation, as this would mean some countries
making conditional commitments while others had
unconditional commitments.
Australia said Parties should not be distracted
by upfront pledges and roadmaps for financing but
for partnerships for green growth.
The European Union said what the new
agreement needs to do is to mobilise change. It talked
about trillions of dollars of investments going into
countries, and that systems should be in place that
drive investment choices both from the public and
private sectors. On who is to provide the finance, it
said there is a need for a broader range of Parties
who are contributing well beyond 2020 with
changing capacities and economic circumstances.
Co-Chair of the ADP, Harald Dovland
(Norway), chaired the session.
Egypt speaking for the Like-Minded
Developing Countries in Climate Change
(LMDC) said that with half of the worlds
population, of which almost half live below US$2 a
day, the developing countries of the LMDC continue
to face severe development challenges. Yet, they
were doing more than their fair share, in their own
national contexts and as contribution to the global
effort, to undertake national adaptation and
mitigation actions. More could be done had the
Convention been fully implemented.

Bonn, 13 June (Meena Raman)  Diverging views
were apparent among developing and developed
countries over how to address finance, technology
transfer and capacity building in the 2015 agreement.
An interesting exchange of views took place
at a roundtable under workstream 1 (on the 2015
agreement) to consider issues on finance, technology
transfer and capacity building of the Ad Hoc Working
Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Actions
(ADP) which was held on Saturday, 8 June.
Developing countries stressed the importance
of the new agreement in enhancing the commitments
of developed countries for the provision of the means
of implementation, building on the existing
institutions and arrangements currently under the
Convention, such as the Green Climate Fund (GCF)
and the Technology Mechanism. Many developing
countries stressed that while these institutions and
arrangements were in place, delivery of finance,
technology transfer and capacity building were yet
to be seen. They wanted the elements of finance,
technology transfer and capacity building to be an
integral part of the 2015 agreement. They also wanted
clear commitments for scaled-up, new, additional,
predictable, and adequate climate financings both
before and after 2020.
Concerns were also expressed, especially from
India, about developed countries emphasising the
role of the private sector and carbon markets in
generating financial resources, which they viewed
as a shifting of developed country commitments to
the private sector.
On the other hand, developed countries led by
the United States and Japan viewed the means of
implementation as part of a package of decisions
in the 2015 outcome, implying that it would not be
integral to the 2015 agreement. Developed countries
stressed that public resources should leverage private
investments in developing countries and emphasised
the importance of the carbon markets. Many of them
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have not provided any clear pathway on how such a
pledge would be achieved, aside from the fast-start
finance of US$30 billion between 2010 and 2012.
So both the ambition with respect to the scale of
financing and the actual delivery of what financing
support is made available continue to be major
implementation gaps. In order to raise global
mitigation ambition in both the pre-2020 and post2020 timeframes, there should be a specific
commitment from developed countries to provide
scaled-up, new, additional, predictable, and adequate
climate financings both before and after 2020,
through the GCF.
On technology, the implementation gaps in this
area lie not only with respect to the scale of the
technology transfer activities but also in the quality
of the technology transfer activities. From their 5th
national communications, technology transfer
activities in the period 2005-2010 with developing
countries tended to focus on how to use the
technology that may be acquired from developed
countries either by commercial sale or publiclyfunded transfer. On the other hand, many of their
efforts with other developed countries tend to focus
on the early stages of the technology cycle, in the
form of collaborative research, development and
demonstration in relation to new technologies. This
implies that contrary to the Convention, the
technology transfer activities of developed countries
are intended to produce customers and end-users of
their technologies rather than to help developing
countries develop and produce their own endogenous
technologies.
Parties need to address issues that hamper
technology development and transfer and address
barriers. Flexibilities in the IPR regime must be made.
Patents, which are granted on low scientific
thresholds, inhibit competition and technology
transfer and deployment. We need to look at
concessional technology acquisition and see how best
the GCF can be used towards this end. On capacity
building, the outcome must create, for both the preand post-2020 period, a robust and effective
operational mechanism for capacity building
financed by developed countries.
India said the central problem or barrier in
enhancing efforts on climate change is the gap in
implementation of commitments related to provision
of financial resources and technologies.
It noted with deep concern the lack of
commitment to any roadmap to ratchet up the
provision of such finance to achieve the goal of
providing US$100 billion per year by 2020 and
beyond and strongly advocated an MRV of financial
commitments and technological support to enhance

The Convention, said Egypt, is not simply
about mitigation and transparency of mitigation
action. It is, more importantly, also about enhancing
action on adaptation and on the enhanced provision
of finance, including for technology development
and transfer; enhanced technology access, transfer,
and development, including through removal of
barriers; and enhanced capacity building from
developed countries to developing countries. These
must be integral elements for both the pre-2020 and
post-2020 discussions. These provide the enabling
conditions that support enhanced actions by
developing countries under the Convention.
It said the ADP outcome in 2015 must,
therefore, incorporate and integrate provisions
related to finance, technology development and
transfer and capacity building. The outcome should
trigger increased financial flows, technology transfer,
and capacity building activities to developing
countries, in accordance with the Convention. A
robust and transparent system for MRV
(measurement, reporting and verification) of such
support should be integrated into the ADP outcome.
There is no need to reinvent the wheel. What needs
to be done here is to address the implementation gap
in the differentiated responsibilities of countries
under the Convention.
Egypt said that the provision of finance by
developed countries is the cornerstone for enhanced
action. New words must not be invented by Parties
when referring to the provision of financing. The
words that we have always used and the various COP
(Conference of Parties) decisions describe the
climate finance to be provided under the Convention
as scaled-up, new and additional, adequate and
predictable. We should not substitute other words to
dilute the commitment of developed countries. Many
estimates of the financing needs of developing
countries to address climate change from the
UNFCCC secretariat, UN agencies, international
organisations such as the World Bank, and various
research institutions, suggest that the scale of climate
financing needed by developing countries run from
multiple hundreds of billions to more than a trillion
dollars per year up to 2030.
Yet in the period 2005 to 2010, Egypt said,
developed countries reported in their 5th national
communications as having provided as climate
financing only a total of US$64 billion through
bilateral channels such as development assistance
(ODA) and through multilateral channels such as the
Global Environment Facility and the World Banks
Climate Investment Funds. Developed countries
pledged in Cancun to jointly mobilise up to US$100
billion per year by 2020 from various sources but
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On capacity building, India said this is another
critical enabler for enhanced action by developing
countries. Referring to presentations on energy
initiatives at the earlier roundtables (the day before),
it said many options exist and are being tried in
different parts of the world. However, their diffusion
and adoption would require substantial efforts to train
manpower and facilitate understanding and domestic
capacities in developing countries.
Despite the fact that there has hardly been any
movement so far as the provision of finance,
technology and capacity building is concerned, India
stressed that developing countries are already making
significant contribution towards global efforts on
combating climate change at a substantial cost to
their economies. Some studies have even pointed
out that the aggregate impact of actions taken by
developing countries exceeds the aggregate impact
of actions taken by developed countries. These
developing country actions can be enhanced further
with greater provision of finance, technology
transfer, and capacity building.
While institutions and mechanisms have been
created in pursuance of the Bali Action Plan, these
institutions and mechanisms such as the GCF and
the Technology Mechanism must be strengthened
and must work on a clear time line to enable and
incentivise enhanced actions, said India.
China said that the discussions must be put
into context. The mandates from Durban and Doha
for the 2015 agreement are to discuss enhanced
action for implementation of the Convention
commitments. This is the subject matter that has to
be addressed. Discussions in any format should
reflect the main elements that are required to be
implemented. The issue of capacity building must
be discussed, associated with technology transfer and
finance support. This also requires the discussion on
associated issues of transparency and support.
The term actions refers to the implementation
of commitments under the Convention and the
starting point for the 2015 agreement is the
Convention provisions, said China. It needs to build
on the agreed outcome from the Bali Action Plan,
which was to enable the full, effective and sustained
implementation of the Convention. The provision of
the US$100 billion by 2020 should be the starting
point on how to scale up implementation, which is
part of enhancing actions.
As regards technology transfer, the Technology
Executive Committee and the Climate Technology
Centre and Network (CTCN) have not addressed the
barriers for such transfer especially that of IPR and
the financial support to make it happen. Under the

transparency. In the presentation of reports by
different funds and committees on finance (under
the UNFCCC), it observed that these aspects were
hardly touched upon. At the same time, the sources
and channels of providing long-term finance by
developed countries have to be clearly identified. It
is necessary to expeditiously provide initial capital
to the GCF for its operations.
India said a pertinent issue is that of finding an
appropriate balance between the public and private
funds needed on the required scale. An emphasis on
a greater role of the private sector and carbon markets
in generating the required resources is not
appropriate. This amounts to dilution of public
obligation by shifting the responsibility to the private
sector. Further, the size of carbon markets is too small
considering the magnitude of resources required for
meeting climate change. Carbon markets remain in
trouble with the prices in carbon markets falling in,
primarily due to the low ambition levels of the
developed countries. In effect we are ensuring its
failure this way. Private finance is highly volatile in
terms of flows and can play only a supplementary
role. The MDBs (multilateral development banks)
themselves are deeply over-stretched in terms of their
financing. Moreover, the resources they provide are
in the form of loans, which are not the kind of flows
that are needed and certainly will not count towards
financing for mitigation or adaptation.
Another point of concern, said India, is various
innovative sources of finance being deliberated upon
that may have incidence on developing countries.
Hence the process here must ensure that incidence
(of innovative sources of financing) should not fall
on developing countries, which is in violation of the
principle of CBDR (common but differentiated
responsibilities).
Similarly, in the case of technology transfer,
India said barriers to access affordable
environmentally sound technologies such as IPRs
must be addressed under the ADP. Many of the
technologies that can help developing countries to
move towards a lower emissions path are out of their
reach due to IPRs and their costs. For example, the
lack of alternative technology prevents many of us
from phasing out HFCs. Lack of finance under the
GCF is another factor in this regard. India proposed
that to facilitate concessional technology, a window
may be provided under the GCF. India strongly
supports a facilitative IPRs regime that balances
rewards for the innovators with the common good
of humankind and thereby enables developing
countries to take early and effective mitigation and
adaptation actions at the national level.
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Nauru for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) called for a dramatic scale-up of new and
additional finance, which is adequate and predictable.
The sources should be identified and the GCF should
be operationalised as soon as possible. It wanted
enhanced action on adaptation. Given the economic
and scale of impacts of climate change, there is a
need to upscale the provision of the means of
implementation.
Colombia called for bold actions outside of
the box. It called for commitments from all Parties
to be implemented according to CBDRRC (CBDR
and respective capabilities). It called for a dynamic
approach to raise ambition and for the provision of
means of implementation. It said any review process
for the post-2020 agreement must include a strong
component on means of implementation and be
adjusted with evolving needs. It said for the
generation of new resources, markets can play an
important role.
Norway stressed payment for verified emission
reductions. Support must always result in action. The
existing frameworks and institutions that have been
created need to be strengthened. It said that Parties
need to find ways to use public funds to get private
funds. It was keen to avoid an empty discussion on
numbers when implementation is unclear and
stressed the importance of support for the most
vulnerable.
The Republic of Korea called for an MRV
system for recipient countries. It said public finance
is insufficient and private investments should be
mobilised with subsidies.
Australia said it is time for green economic
growth. There is a growing capacity to act in
emerging economies and also there is a need to
support those most in need. On the provision of
means of implementation, it is in the context of
meaningful mitigation action. All Parties have a
mutual responsibility and public finance must
leverage much larger finance. There is opportunity
to engage the private sector and to invest in green
growth, and carbon markets have an important role.
Parties should not be distracted by upfront pledges
and roadmaps for financing but for partnerships for
green growth.
The European Union said what the new
agreement needs to do is to mobilise change. It was
not talking about a few billion dollars here and there
but about trillions of investments going into
countries. Systems should be in place that drive
investment choices from both the public and private
sectors. There will be a lot of investments from the
private sector with public policy frameworks, with
the right signals for the carbon price. There is a need

ADP, there is a need to consider how we establish
mechanisms for technology transfer, building on the
Convention and institutional arrangements from the
Bali process.
On finance, it supported Indias call for a
special GCF window on technology, and also wanted
a window for capacity building. To ensure
transparency in the support of finance, technology
transfer and capacity building, it said clear MRV
provisions were needed.
The Philippines said that what developing
countries were getting thus far was a longer list of
responsibilities without associated financing.
Referring to the Cancun goal of mobilising the
US$100 billion by 2020, the goal has not been
reached. There has been no predictability of support
and unclear accessibility because of conditionality
and no adequacy. It stressed Article 4.1 of the
Convention on the commitments of Parties has no
reference to respective capabilities, referring to
developed countries linking the provision of finance
to the respective capabilities of all countries. It said
further that much current financing is in the form of
loans. Financing should be ex ante and not ex post
and for all developing counties.
On proposals by developed countries for new
market mechanisms, it reminded Parties that
mechanisms were used for developing countries to
assist developed countries to meet their commitments
for emission reductions (referring to the Clean
Development Mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol).
It said that developing countries were getting more
responsibilities and were being asked to do more via
new market mechanisms to meet the commitments
of developed countries.
Nepal for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said the provision of sufficient finance,
technology transfer and capacity building under the
new agreement is important. It also stressed the need
to address loss and damage, as well as gender
mainstreaming. It said low-carbon development can
attract more ambition on the provision of the means
of implementation. The GCF should be sufficiently
resourced and become operational, for both
adaptation and mitigation and must allow for direct
access. Capacity building needs to be a core element
of the new agreement, and should be country-driven
and focus on institutional development. It also
stressed on barrier-free technology transfer. Many
developing countries have prepared technology
needs assessments and were looking desperately for
financial support, Nepal added.
Bangladesh stressed the importance of new
and innovative sources financing and the need for
direct access.
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Fulfilling ambitious commitments will need
significant resources and those with lower capability
will require assistance compared to those who have
capabilities. It said that whether finance is part of
the overall package and how it is reflected in the
new agreement needs to be considered. Pushing
capital to developing countries requires the enabling
environment. There needs to be a robust mechanism
for transparency of support.
How the post-2020 mitigation commitments
are, is relevant to how support is viewed, it added. It
was concerned that mitigation is expressed in
conditional terms depending on what others do and
that if it is conditioned on the provision of support,
there would be uncertainty which reduces the
willingness of all to act. In an agreement which is
applicable to all, it is hard to see how it will work if
some have conditional commitments while others
are unconditional.
Switzerland stressed the importance of
financing low-carbon and climate-resilient
development. For transformational changes, it called
for a blend of private and public money.

to build on the tools we have and to use public
resources and financial institutions to leverage
resources. There is a need to work with those most
in need. Enabling environments are a crucial part
with robust MRV systems. On who is to provide the
finance, it said there is a need for a broader range of
Parties who are contributing well beyond 2020 with
changing capacities and economic circumstances.
There is also a need to drive innovation.
Japan, while agreeing that the means of
implementation are important, questioned how this
is placed in the new agreement. It was of the view
that it should build on discussions based on existing
arrangements and results should be included in the
2015 package. On finance, it said public finance
should be used to leverage private finance. Most of
the finance is from private investments and depends
on the business environment and progress of markets
in developing countries. It did not believe that IPRs
is a critical issue.
The United States said significant climate
finance will continue to flow beyond 2020. We have
agreed to ramp up US$100 billion up to 2020.
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ADP: Call for Balanced Progress in Workstreams
that is also theft. China questioned if Parties are going
to be left with no GHGs to mitigate.
(A major concern is that the UNFCCC
fundamental principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities is not in the Montreal Protocol.)
Chairing the first session first, Co-chair of the
ADP, Harald Dovland (Norway) said insights from
Parties will help him and his other co-chair, Jayant
Mauskar (India) in preparing a report under their own
responsibilities. Parties had requested the Co-chairs
to prepare handover notes for in-coming Co-chairs,
capturing the work done during this second part of
the second session of the ADP.
The informal plenary began by collecting views
on the progress of WS1.

Bonn, 14 June (Hilary Chiew and Meena Raman) 
Developing countries called for balance in the
progress of issues under the Ad Hoc Working Group
on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Actions (ADP)
for the realisation of the 2015 agreement.
The ADP process under the UN Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is being
conducted in two workstreams, with workstream 1
(WS1) focusing on the agreement to be concluded
by 2015, and workstream 2 (WS2) addressing the
pre-2020 ambition.
Developing countries said that a successful
outcome in WS2 in addressing the implementation
gaps and increasing the pre-2020 ambition lays the
basis for achieving future success under WS1 under
the new agreement. This was viewed as being
absolutely essential to build trust in the negotiations
for the WS1 outcome.
These views were expressed by developing
countries in a stock-taking informal plenary of the
ADP held on 12 June, where the Co-chairs invited
Parties to share their reflections on progress made
under the two workstream roundtables and
workshops during the ongoing Bonn session.
During the session, in relation to discussions
under WS2, as regards the process, India did not want
to see concrete decisions in Warsaw without
structured and Party-driven negotiations, which it
said have not started yet. (The 19th meeting of the
UNFCCC Conference of Parties will take place at
the end of this year in Warsaw, Poland.)
India, China and Saudi Arabia also registered
strong objections to the proposed transfer of
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs)  which is a greenhouse
gas (GHG)  to the Montreal Protocol on ozonedepleting substances. India, using a rich analogy, said
it did not want other organisations to pluck low
hanging fruits from the UNFCCC, saying that one
can pluck low-hanging fruits if they are in ones
garden; but if we do that in someone elses, its called
theft and if others start plucking from our garden,

Reflections on Workstream 1 (WS1)
Speaking for the LMDC (Like-Minded
Developing Countries in Climate Change), the
Philippines called for the launch of a more formal
and focused process on the mandate of Durban and
Doha (the 2011 and 2012 UNFCCC COP meetings).
It emphasised that the group had engaged in the ADP
roundtables and workshops in the April and June
sessions in the belief that these would assist Parties
in exchanging important views analytically and
conceptually so as to advance mutual understanding
and clarify issues mandated by (decisions) 1/CP17
and 2/CP18.
It called for focus on these existing and agreed
common ground elements from Durban and Doha
and to strike a balanced treatment among and
between these elements  mitigation, adaptation,
financing, technology transfer, capacity building,
transparency of support and action, and an emphasis
on ensuring that adaptation is a core area. Parties
should continue to build on these as integral,
comprehensive, holistic, and interlinked components
of the outcome of the ADP by 2015. However, the
roundtables and workshops have not always focused
on the core issues and have in fact dealt with new
86

China said its position is very clear in that the
work of the ADP, including WS1 and WS2, is to
achieve balance on the four pillars of the ADP and
stressed that Parties are not here to rewrite or to
reinterpret but to implement the Convention with
clear mandate from the Doha and Durban decisions.
India agreed that there is a need to move to a
more focused and structured work of the ADP and
build on the roundtables and workshops. The
mandates of Durban and Doha provide the context
and the pillars for such a focused discussion namely
mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology
development and transfer, capacity building and
transparency of actions and support. It underlined
the need to balance work between WS1 and WS2.
Such a balance is inherent in the overall balance. On
WS1, India said that the more it heard, the more it
was convinced that if we truly need both workstreams and the 2015 structure to take off in a manner
which truly reflects CBDR (common but
differentiated responsibilities), much more needs to
be done in the pre-2020 period by way of Annex I
ambition. If not, work stream I will merely become
a vehicle for transferring Annex I commitments to
developing countries. We need higher ambition under
the KP (Kyoto Protocol) and comparable targets for
non-KP Annex I Parties and call on them to show
leadership.
India is convinced that the 2015 structure
cannot be based solely on respective capabilities.
Much of the discussions here seem to be veering
towards this aspect and we cannot subscribe to it.
We need to underline the UNFCCC principles, it
stressed.
It also heard suggestions of a two-step process
or a hybrid approach etc. It did not share these views.
In fact, such approaches go against the Convention.
It militates against a common but differentiated
structure we are building for the future. Article 3 (of
the UNFCCC) provides the responsibilities from
which commitments flow in Article 4. It underlined
the need to focus on means of implementation and
the importance of scaled up, new and additional and
adequate and predictable provision of finance to
developing countries rather than invent new words
for financing.
On transfer of technology, we need to access
technology and address barriers to transfer of
technology including IPRs (intellectual property
rights) and work out innovative approaches for
technology transfer and payment of royalties
probably under the GCF.
India said that the SBIs inability to start work
has seriously impacted the future work of our

concepts and models for multilateral climate change
actions that take us farther than the issues identified
in Durban and Doha. They move us away from the
Convention and what we need in 2015, said the
Philippines.
It added that these informal roundtables may
have been useful in fostering informal dialogue and
discussion among Parties but they cannot be the
means through which conclusions from the ADP Cochairs that shape the form or content of the 2015
agreement can be derived for use as the basis for our
future negotiations. It also did not see the need for
the technical paper by the secretariat (produced for
WS2) to be further revised.
The Philippines proposed that a new call for
submissions from Parties be made on the elements
and key issues to be focused on by the ADP in 2014
in relation to the pillars of the Convention, and that
all submissions are then made into a compilation for
the consideration of the Parties. It also strongly
supported a status note on linkages (referring to
linkages with the ongoing processes under the
various institutional arrangements and subsidiary
bodies on the various pillars).
In this context, it suggested structuring the
negotiations based on the four pillars of the
Convention and focusing on how to enhance action
on these pillars for the pre- and post-2020 periods.
A formal, structured, open, participatory, and Partydriven negotiating process is needed in order for the
ADP to be able to capture its conclusions from the
discussions of this (Bonn) session. The negotiating
approach, pace, and procedural and substantive
progress of all issues and their elements must be
appropriately sequenced and balanced, based on the
four pillars of the Convention. It stressed that there
must also be balance in the progress between WS1
and WS2, as the success of the work in WS 1 depends
on the increased ambition that should be the result
in WS2. Nevertheless, it believed that progress of
the work should be captured. In this regard, it
requested the Co-chairs to ensure that the progress
over the last several months is captured.
On how to proceed from Bonn to Warsaw and
beyond, and in the light of the difficult situation we
have found ourselves in the Subsidiary Body on
Implementation (SBI) (referring to the failure of the
SBI to adopt its agenda and proceed with work,
following an agenda fight over a proposal by the
Russian Federation, Belarus and Ukraine), it wished
to seek the assurance regarding the preservation of
the agenda of the ADP as Parties move from this
session to the next, and from the current Co-chairs
to the incoming Co-chairs.
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these discussions, it noted that there is general
concurrence that the 2015 agreement should be based
on the principles, provisions and annexes of the
Convention and that no further reinterpretation is
needed. We have also heard how, in furthering our
discussions, we should be strictly guided by the
elements contained in decisions from Durban and
Doha, it said.
It also noted strong views that the process
proceeds in a balanced and comprehensive manner
across both workstreams and across all elements,
adding that it will be critical that the ADP agenda
that has served us well during these two sessions
remain unchanged as we continue our work under
the new Co-chairs in Warsaw.
Nicaragua asserted that there will only be
progress in the ADP if the principles of the
Convention, in particular equity and CBDR, are
respected and guide the process. It said there must
be a complete balance of the enhanced actions of
the four pillars. Financial provision, it added, is a
must, otherwise the work of the ADP is just a
conversation. It called for balance between the two
workstreams and the process to proceed in a formal
manner.
Nepal for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said there is a need to ensure that the work
of the ADP should be guided by science to achieve
the objectives of the Convention. The discussion in
Warsaw should begin compiling the views of the
2015 agreement.
Nauru for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) said there is a need to discuss the key pillars
of mitigation, adaptation, finance and technology
transfer as well as the linkages between existing
institutions and the work in the workstreams.
Australia said we need a collaborative
approach and the responsibilities must be based on
science and hoped that the application of the CBDR
and equity principles will advance and not hold back
the work. It understood the characteristics of the 2015
agreement to be one of global participation, is fair
and dynamic. Mitigation is key and adaptation will
have its place. It would like to see the idea of a hybrid
approach (in addressing mitigation actions) to be
elaborated further.
The European Union noted the importance
of upfront clarification of mitigation commitments
and whether the pledges are fair and collectively
ambitious enough. It suggested that the Cochairs
prioritise issues based on what they had heard and
welcomed submissions on adaptation and the means
of implementation. Parties must be specific in what
they are asking as these will feed into the ministerial
dialogue at Warsaw.

Convention, including for the Warsaw COP. It further
said the GCF (Green Climate Fund), the Adaptation
Framework and the Technology Mechanism work
had not reached the level expected and this reflects
the limited and absence of actions. We do not want a
low threshold for increasing actions but we need one
that we can be proud of in the pre-2020 period, it
said.
Saudi Arabia said it looked forward to an
agreement that builds on the Conventions principles
and provisions, stressing that this platform must
assure a balanced outcome taking into account the
overriding needs of developing countries to achieve
sustainable development in accordance with their
national circumstances.
Singapore referred to three clusters of
commonality: The first cluster  the importance of
acknowledging national circumstances; that actions
will have to be nationally determined; and that these
would exist in a broader framework of international
rules that strengthen the multilateral system. The
second cluster  the new 2015 agreement which is
applicable to all; every Party would make
contributions to the global effort in accordance with
Article 4.1; universal participation that is supported
by all. The third cluster  give balanced treatment to
mitigation and adaptation, also finance, technology
transfer and capacity building.
It outlined areas for further work: (i) how to
reflect and address the leadership role of developed
countries in the new agreement, which developed
countries have acknowledged; (ii) how do we
enhance the importance of existing institutions and
strengthen linkages between new institutions and the
new agreement such that there is no duplication; (iii)
how do we capture modalities that will provide
ground rules on which Parties can formulate their
own contribution. Need for clarity on modalities and
ground rules before they can come forward on their
global effort with the clear understanding with the
modalities; (iv) on the notion of ex ante clarity, which
is supposed to accompany actions by Parties, it said
several ideas were floated on processes, procedures
or steps. Singapore asked how do we ensure rules
that facilitate universal application in incentivising
national action rather than penalising participation
in the process.
Cuba wanted to see the ADP moving into a
formal negotiating setting soon and reminded that
the work is operating under the mandate of the
Conventions principles and provisions and national
circumstances will be respected.
Malaysia believed that conceptual and
analytical discussions have been useful. Through
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The Republic of Korea said for mitigation,
the guiding principles are to ensure broad and
universal participation within a rules-based regime.
At Warsaw, Parties should discuss the type of
commitments, commitment period and nature of
commitments. It said there must be a clear strategy
on low-emissions development and addressing the
insufficient means of implementation. The
operationalisation of the GCF will give a positive
signal and be a test of the seriousness of the 2015
agreement.
New Zealand said there were potential areas
of common ground. Parties were not renegotiating
the Convention but there is a difference of view about
what we are reinterpreting. We are not reinterpreting
the principles but about how we give effect to them
in the new agreement. That is an important
distinction, it said. Mitigation is a critical part of the
agreement. While adaptation is important, mitigation
and adaptation are likely to be reflected differently.
Finance will continue to flow, it added.
On the design of the new agreement, there were
many common ideas on a hybrid approach,
combining a top-down and a bottom-up approach.
There were, however, different concepts on what
such a hybrid approach means. In reference to
nationally determined commitments or actions, it
said there would be a process for consultation before
inscription. Parties need to understand and compare
commitments with upfront information, which are
rules-based.
New Zealand said that there should also be
flexibility in the new agreement to deal with
particular national circumstances. It was of the view
that flexibility should not be without constraints and
a rules-based framework is needed. On what the
agreement should seek to do, universal participation
is the first and foremost priority. It heard many views
on Parties contributing with their capabilities and
national circumstances.
Ambition, said New Zealand, was a common
theme to give effect to the objective of the
Convention. The agreement should set the direction
of travel and is not a two-way street. There needed
to be a process to update and improve contribution
over time.
It said Parties differed on how fairness is to be
achieved in the new agreement. There is
disagreement if fairness should be defined in
advance. On the form of the agreement, it must be
durable, and evolve over time. An emerging
commonality was for a core legal agreement that is
supported by implementing decisions. There should
not be a duplication of existing arrangements. Further
work was needed on what the linkages to the existing

Japan stressed the importance of the agreement
to apply to all and contribution of Parties should be
considered fair by others; mitigation and
transparency should be the elements of the agreement
as well as ex ante clarification, common accounting
rules and ex post review.
Norway said Parties need to build on existing
institutions and how the new agreement can add
value to them. It said progress was made on how
mitigation commitments can be approached based
on national circumstances and be explored through
an international consultative process with
transparency. There is a need to define the timeframe
of the commitment and how to frame adaptation in a
more concrete way.
Switzerland reckoned that common
understanding was emerging on the need for broad
participation, fair differentiation and benefits of a
rules-based approach. While Parties may not be able
to arrive at a formula, it was helpful to understand
each other and what others see as indicators of fair
differentiation.
Turkey said the design of the climate change
regime for post-2020 should be based on the three
pillars of ambition, participation and implementation.
It said while the principles of the Convention must
be fully and correctly applied, they should change
with time, adding that the emissions cap should
consider the dynamism and differences of
responsibilities.
Chile for the Independent Alliance of Latin
America and the Caribbean (AILAC) said balance
is needed for broad consensus and can be reached
with striking a balance between national
circumstances, a rules-based regime and
comparability of efforts.
The United States said the mode of work was
useful to formulate key ideas. On substance, it
wanted an agreement which is ambitious, dictated
by science, is applicable to all, and will last for a
long time. Mitigation is the core of the agreement
and adaptation needs to have an anchor. On
mitigation, it reiterated the need for nationally
determined actions with rules, transparency in
accounting and an MRV (measurement, reporting
and verification) system which is flexible. It said that
the application of principles of the Convention must
evolve over time and be current.
Among the suggestions for further work, it
proposed the following: (i) on the different aspects
of the outcome, some could be reflected in the
agreement and others in implementing decisions; (ii)
the timing for putting forward contributions to make
the agreement effective; and (iii) the exploration of
rules that are applicable to all.
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operationalisation, during the pre-2020 period, of the
mechanisms for the provision of support including
particularly the actual delivery of such support to
developing countries in measurable, reportable, and
verifiable ways, will be essential. It is important to
recognise that WS2 is not about shifting the
responsibility of the developed countries to the
developing countries and from Annex 1 to nonAnnex 1.
Venezuela stressed that it is equally important
to understand that if the developed countries had
lived up to their commitments under the Convention,
we would not need to discuss any action under WS2
since the ambition gap would have been closed, not
just in mitigation but also in adaptation and means
of implementation. If the Annex 1 countries had lived
up to the requirement of pledges of 40% emission
reduction as required for by science, the mitigation
gap would have been closed. This discussion is not
taking place in a vacuum. It is taking place in the
back drop of the fact that developing countries are
doing more than developed countries in the pre-2020
period. Consequently, any attempt to ask for greater
mitigation action by developing countries should be
preceded by the developed countries meeting their
commitments and bridging the gap.
For a practical and result-oriented approach,
the Annex 1 Parties should immediately ratchet up
their ambition and conditionalities on their pledges
removed. Annex 1 Parties in CP2 of the KP are urged
to ramp up their ambitions as well. There have been
suggestions on some specific sectors for raising this
ambition gap. At the outset, it should be in conformity
with CBDR. Further, Venezuela called for sensitivity
when sectors especially HFCs, agriculture and
energy are selected.
On why proposals are made to remove HFCs
from the UNFCCC to the Montreal Protocol,
Venezuela said that it was so because the CBDR
principle does not apply to the Montreal Protocol.
Consequently, developing countries would be forced
to take phasing out targets affecting our industry
adversely. Further, there is no commercially reliable
technology available. It could not accept this
proposal. It also called for caution on mitigation
issues dealing with agriculture and energy, where
we should be sensitive to the vulnerabilities of
countries as recognised in the Convention about
countries dependent on fossil fuels, as well as the
millions who depend on agriculture for their
livelihood and undertake subsistence farming.
China said WS2 was useful to discuss the
mitigation gap and means of implementation and it
is where developed countries can show their

arrangements look like. It said that Parties had not
addressed mechanisms needed to deliver
undertakings and there is a need for an incentivebased approach rather than one that is punitive, said
New Zealand.
Reflections on Workstream 2 (WS2)
This session was chaired by Mauskar (India)
and he invited Parties to indicate progress and where
work is needed and what are the actions to be taken
in Warsaw and beyond.
Venezuela for the LMDC said increasing the
mitigation ambition in the pre-2020 period is an
extremely important component of the work of the
ADP. A successful outcome in WS2 in fulfilling the
implementation gaps and increasing pre-2020
ambition lays the basis for achieving future success
in WS1. Increasing the pre-2020 ambition shall
primarily be achieved through the implementation
of the second commitment period (CP2) of the Kyoto
Protocol and the outcome of the Bali Action Plan.
The pre-2020 ambition must be addressed in a
comprehensive manner, covering mitigation,
adaptation and finance, technology transfer, and
capacity building.
It regretted that Annex 1 Parties did not show
the high ambition in terms of their emission reduction
targets that science requires of them. The follow-up
from Doha in this regard is most critical for ramping
up the targets both under the KP and for
comparability of efforts for the non-KP Annex 1
Parties. This clearly highlights the importance of the
linkage between the work of the subsidiary bodies
and the ADP, said Venezuela.
It expressed concerns and found unacceptable
proposals which sought to discuss a selective list of
issues as sectoral activities under WS2, some of
which imply imposing additional burdens on
developing countries, contrary to the Convention.
Developed countries must increase their mitigation
ambition mainly through their domestic efforts. Any
international or regional initiatives must not
introduce any new or additional commitments for
developing countries.
Venezuela said that for developing countries,
their contribution to global mitigation efforts is now
far greater than that of developed countries.
However, such efforts have been largely self-funded.
In this regard, there should be a clear roadmap for
developed countries to fulfil their financial support
in the period of 2013 to 2020 in order to meet the
goal of providing US$100 billion per year by 2020,
and barriers to technology transfer, especially IPRs,
must be addressed. The early and full
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countries who depend on it for their livelihood and
living and undertake subsistence agriculture. India
said there was a suggestion to have a technical paper
on sectoral ambition and this is premature. Greater
clarity is first needed on the context to be addressed
before there is a technical paper. It said Parties have
to cooperate on this subject, otherwise, it is extremely
unrealistic to think that it can be resolved in Warsaw.
Brazil said WS2 is absolutely key to building
trust for the negotiation we are going to have in WS1.
It said there is some truth in that the UNFCCC Parties
are equipped to negotiate but not to implement as
shown by the poor mitigation, adaptation, finance
and technology transfer.
It agreed that WS2 is not an exercise to transfer
additional responsibilities to developing countries,
stressing that the solution is not what developing
countries are going to do but developed countries
have to take the lead. But this is something we do
not see at the level that is essential to build the trust
to lead us to do our enhanced actions and it is better
to incentivise than to penalise. It expressed concerns
that many developing countries are not ready for
some of the ideas raised regarding WS1 because we
do not see progress in WS2. It further said Warsaw
should show important progress in the trust-building
process and should not rush on WS1 if we are not
capable of doing what is needed in WS2.
Echoing Brazil, Saudi Arabia said the work
here should not be a negotiation exercise but is about
implementation and enhancement of what we already
have and it is tied closely to the urgent
implementation of CP2, no later than 2014. It said
actions in WS2 should be Party-driven and not sectordriven with regard to agriculture and energy. It felt
that there are still lots of discussions to be had and
therefore it is premature to take a decision in Warsaw
on WS2.
Indonesia said there are compelling views
from developing countries calling for enhancement
and urgent implementation of actions with leadership
of developed countries which is not only needed for
trust-building for the pre-2020 agreement but also
for integrity.
Nepal for the LDCs said closing the 8 to 13
gigatonne gap is still possible using current
technology; hence, all countries have an important
role in this but the developed countries have the
critical leadership role.
Nauru for AOSIS said Parties spent too much
time exploring the options instead of implementing
them. Referring to its proposal on focusing mitigation
in the field of energy efficiency, renewable energy
and carbon capture and storage, it said the model

leadership. In response to the suggestion to seek
external assistance, it asserted that the Convention
covers every aspect of climate change and in that
sense, everything related to climate change is covered
and nothing is outside. In the KP, it said there is
language defining issues that can be handled by other
international bodies. It was deeply concerned that
some GHGs may be dealt with by other international
bodies. It questioned if this had to do with a lack of
a financial mechanism. It was worried that while
Parties are talking about enhancing actions, things
are happening in the opposite direction.
India underlined the need for balance between
WS1 and WS2 and the need for greater effort by
Annex 1 countries under pre-2020 for a meaningful
launch of the post-2020 arrangements. For India,
WS2 is about fulfilment of the commitments of the
developed countries, of raising ambitions under the
KP and for comparable efforts for Annex 1 Parties
outside of the KP. It called for the leadership of
developed countries.
On the process, it did not want to see concrete
decisions on WS2 issues in Warsaw without
structured and Party-driven negotiations. This, it said,
has not started yet.
India also did not want other organisations to
pluck low-hanging fruits from the UNFCCC,
referring to the proposal by developed countries to
transfer HFCs to the Montreal Protocol. It said one
can pluck low-hanging fruits if they are in ones
garden but if we do that in someone elses, its called
theft and if others start plucking from our garden,
that is also theft. It reminded Parties that the
UNFCCC is about integrity and we have to abide by
high ethics and make sure that theft is not committed
in the developing countries garden.
HFCs are ironically to replace HCFCs; they
are not ozone-depleting substances. It has an impact
on industries and has socio-economic impacts, used
in air-conditioners, used in treatment of asthma and
other diseases. It asked why HFCs cannot be phased
out under the UNFCCC. India expressed
appreciation on the clarification of China on the
recent China-US agreement and the reassurance that
it is being dealt with under the Convention. It is
strange to say do it under the Montreal Protocol and
account for it in the UNFCCC as this only serves
the interest of Annex 1 Parties. When there are no
commercially viable alternatives, we still do this
under the UNFCCC or we cannot come to
conclusions in Warsaw.
On energy and agriculture too, it agreed with
the LMDC. In respect of agriculture we should be
careful not to ignore the millions in all developing
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developing countries and the problem of IPR as a
barrier to technology transfer should be addressed
in the new agreement.
Argentina expressed concern over the sectoral
issues. For example, it said the energy sector is
essential to development and poverty eradication. It
needs to assure access to energy service where 1.4
billion people do not have access, therefore,
mitigation in sectoral issues will be premature at this
stage. On unilateral measures, it said we are here to
enhance implementation of Article 3.5 of the
Convention, which eschewed the use of trade
protectionism disguised as mitigation measures.
The European Union supported the AOSIS
proposal on the theme and technical paper leading
to its being updated for a technology workshop in
Warsaw and the ministerial dialogue to provide clear
direction for 2015. On CP2 of the KP, it said the EU
is already working intensely to ratify it as soon as
the legislative processes allow it. It said the group
exceeded its target in the first commitment period
and will raise its commitment but it is not enough
and ways have to be found for all Parties to reduce
their emissions.
Japan said there are many ideas and a number
of initiatives inside and outside of the UNFCCC and
Parties should therefore focus on concrete actions
so that we will be able to have concrete outcomes in
Warsaw. On the issue of HFCs, renewable energy
and energy efficiency, Parties should present
submissions on best practices and elaborate their
proposal for COP19 and the Secretariat should
provide a technical paper on them.
Australia realised that closing the gap required
all to collaborate not only on existing sources but
also those that will lock us in a dangerous pathway.
Switzerland said it is clear that WS2 will only
deliver if we engaged in a constructive and
cooperative manner but taking a finger-pointing
approach of the shortcomings of others will not bring
us forward. It wanted a technical paper to help focus
on the work. It said developing common
understanding of mitigation potential is the best basis
for ministerial dialogue at COP19.
In conclusion, Co-chair Dovland said the
outgoing Co-chairs will prepare a note on ideas and
views expressed at the informal plenary. He said
there seems to be a lot of misunderstanding on the
HFCs issue and recommended Parties to discuss this
matter in their bilateral contacts, which could pave
the road for a constructive way forward. In reference
to views on ratification of CP2 of the KP, he said
140 ratifications are needed for CP2 to enter into
force.

can be used to review mitigation in other areas as
well. It recognised that energy alone cannot address
the mitigation gap but it is a good start.
The Philippines stressed that WS2 is the basis
for whatever new agreement that we will have. It is
not a new Convention but it is implementation of
the Convention itself at last. It pointed out that Article
4.1 of the Convention which laid out the commitment
did not mention respective capabilities but only
CBDR and the only thing we need to do is to finance
adaptation and not to put new responsibilities on
adaptation on developing countries, and expressed
concern that the GCF is forcing through private
sector involvement to profit from investment in
developing countries. It sees the means of
implementation as fully integrated in the core of the
agreement and not a side decoration.
Malaysia noted that first of all, time is not on
our side. Enhancing ambition during the pre2020
period is grounded in the work under the second
commitment period of the KP, and the as-yet
incomplete work under the Bali Action Plan. On the
former, ratification, leadership by developed
countries is needed. On the latter, Malaysia is of the
view that the informal and conceptual mode of work
employed thus far should give way to more structured
formal discussions on how to enhance mitigation
action in developing countries through the provision
of finance and the transfer of technology in
accordance with the principle of CBDR under the
Convention. We have heard that while developing
countries are already implementing actions on a
voluntary basis, even more could be accomplished
through the provision of much-needed means of
implementation. It noted the hopeful and constructive
paper put forward by AOSIS and the technical and
high-level approach that has been proposed.
The work under WS2 will send a strong signal
to the work under WS1, Malaysia said. Urgency is
needed to ensure that the CP2 targets of the KP and
comparable emission reductions by non-KP Parties
contribute significantly to closing the emissions gap,
and reassure developing countries that any pledges
they make will be backed by sufficient, predictable
and additional finance and access to relevant
mitigation technologies.
Iran said the WS2 work must capture the
principle of CBDR of the Convention and the ADP
should pave the way for the implementation of these
elements and the balance between mitigation and
adaptation actions. It further said the adverse effect
of unilateral measures from the implementation of
response measures by developed countries on
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14 June 2013

ADP Meeting Suspended; Adopts Conclusions on Way Forward
in an informal way with discussions in a roundtable
format.
Agreement was finally reached as reflected in
paragraph 7 below for the in-coming Co-Chairs to
propose, drawing upon submissions by Parties and
observer organisations, a balanced, focused and more
formal mode of work for consideration by the ADP
at its meeting to be held in Warsaw, Poland in
November 2013.
Co-Chairs Jayant Mauskar (India) and Harald
Dovland (Norway) presided over what was to be their
last session of the ADP as they hand over the work
of the working group to a new set of Co-Chairs.
Among the highlights of the conclusions which
were adopted on Thursday, 13 June were as follows:
2. The ADP recalled its conclusions at the
second part of its first session and agreed on the need
to convene at least one session in 2014 in addition
to the sessions to be held in conjunction with the
sessions of the Subsidiary Body for Implementation
and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice as well as the Conference of
the Parties and the Conference of the Parties serving
as the meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol,
and further agreed to return to the need for further
sessions during the third part of its second session.
4. Under workstream 1, the ADP invited Parties
and observer organisations to make further
submissions, by 1 September 2013, building on the
conclusions of the ADP at the second part of its first
session.
5. Under workstream 2, the ADP invited Parties
and observer organisations to make further
submissions to the secretariat, by 1 September 2013,
in relation to the conclusions of the ADP at the second
part of its first session and on further activities for
its plan of work in 2014.
6. In their submissions referred to in paragraph
4 and 5 above, Parties may wish to further explore
and elaborate specific ideas and proposals. The ADP
requested the secretariat to make these submissions
available on the UNFCCC website.

Bonn, 14 June (Hilary Chiew and Meena Raman) 
The second session of the Ad Hoc Working Group
on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP)
was suspended on 13 June, with the adoption of
conclusions proposed by the Co-Chairs on the way
forward for future work.
Since Friday, 7 June, the ADP had been having
informal meetings (which were closed to observers)
to discuss draft conclusions proposed by the CoChairs on Implementation of all the elements of
decision 1/CP.17 (the 2011 Durban decision on the
Durban Platform).
The closing plenary was delayed for an hour
as developed countries questioned the necessity of a
technical paper on adaptation [see paragraph 8 (b)
below on the conclusions] which was requested by
developing country Parties to inform further work
of the ADP.
According to sources, what developing
countries had wanted was a technical paper
presenting information on the costs and benefits of,
and opportunities for, adaptation under different
scenarios of global average temperature increase,
considering linkages between adaptation and
mitigation.
The final compromise reached as reflected in
paragraph 8(b) of the conclusions is for a technical
paper synthesizing submissions on the costs, benefits
and opportunities for adaptation based on different
drivers of climate change impacts, including the
relationship between adaptation and mitigation.
It is learnt that another matter which saw some
divergence of views among developed and
developing countries was the way the ADP should
be conducting its future work. Many developing
countries led by the Like-minded Developing
Countries for Climate Change (LMDC) wanted work
to proceed in a balanced, focused and more formal
mode of work, instead of having discussions in the
format of roundtables and workshops. It seems that
many developed countries preferred continuing work
93

own responsibility, a note on progress, and to make
this note available to Parties for their information.
Mauskar then announced the election of the
incoming Co-Chairs who will serve for the next 18
months until the end of 2014.
The two new Co-Chairs are Mr. Kishan
Kumarsingh of Trinidad and Tobago and Mr Artur
Runge-Metzger of Germany.
In a short speech, Mr. Kumarsingh said there
are strong indications that the ADP process is on the
right path due to the good work of the outgoing CoChairs for their capabilities in steering the ADP in
its early stages, adding that he is looking forward to
the challenges and hoped to rise to the occasion.
Mr. Runge-Metzger said the existing Co-Chairs
had laid an excellent foundation for the ADP. There
is a need to get to a lot of serious work to facilitate
the work of the Parties for the successful mid-term
until Peru (venue of the 20th session of the Conference
of Parties). He promised to do the right thing and
make Parties talk to each other and take this process
further as the world was watching.
(Groupings of Parties then made closing
statements at the plenary, which will be carried in a
further article.)
The ADP plenary was then suspended and will
resume in Warsaw in November.

7. Recalling the conclusion of the ADP at the
second part of its first session, the ADP invited the
in-coming Co-Chairs to propose, drawing upon
submissions by Parties and observer organisations,
a balanced, focused and more formal mode of work
for consideration by the ADP at its meeting to be
held in Warsaw, Poland in November 2013.
8. The ADP requested the secretariat to prepare,
and to make available by 30 October 2013, taking
into account submissions, the following two
technical papers to inform the work of the ADP:
(a) A second version of the technical paper
requested by the conclusions of the ADP at the
second part of its first session;
(b) A first version of a technical paper
synthesizing submissions on the costs, benefits and
opportunities for adaptation based on different
drivers of climate change impacts, including the
relationship between adaptation and mitigation.
9. The ADP further requested the secretariat to
prepare an overview of the mandates, as well as the
progress of work under institutions, mechanisms and
arrangements under the Convention, to inform the
work of the ADP, including on linkages.
10. The ADP invited the Co-Chairs to prepare,
based on the discussions at the first and second parts
of the second session of the ADP and under their
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SBI: Parties Express Disappointment and Call for Impasse to be
Resolved
credibility. The SBI is a vital component of the
UNFCCC structure, as it makes decisions on a wide
range of important issues on implementing the
Conventions provisions and objectives, and is thus
seen as a key action arm of the UNFCCC.
At the beginning of the 14 June session, the
SBI Chair, Thomasz Chruszczow (Poland), said the
body unfortunately was not able to start its work
because there was no consensus among Parties to
adopt the agenda. He said that an agenda is the basis
of any work and the objective of the session was to
make significant progress for the 19th meeting of the
Conference of Parties (COP19) in Warsaw.
He said that in spite of this disappointment, he
called on Parties to move forward to Warsaw, and
not look back. He said since the process belonged to
the Parties, it was only they who could bring the
solution. He noted that although consensus could
not be reached on the SBI agenda, judging by what
had been said, he expressed hope that Parties will
come to Warsaw with a new spirit of compromise,
trust, openness and understanding.
Parties and observers made their closing
statements where they expressed their concerns and
disappointment with the failure to start the work and
hoped for a way forward before convening next in
Warsaw. (See TWN Bonn Climate News Update
No.17: UNFCCC body SBI in crisis; unable to do
work.)
Fiji on behalf of the G77 and China was
deeply concerned and disappointed that the session
of the SBI was not able to commence its work due
to the inability of Parties to agree on the agenda. It
was anxious about the impact of this development
on the work of the SBI and on other relevant bodies
under the Convention, as well as on the work in
Warsaw. It said now is not the time for reprobation
and Parties must resist finger-pointing. Instead, said
Fiji, we must collectively reflect on the methods of
our work, especially the decision-making processes

Geneva, 17 June (Zhenyan Zhu and Meena Raman)
 Parties, at the closing plenary of the 38th session of
the UNFCCCs Subsidiary Body on Implementation
(SBI), expressed deep disappointment and concern
that its work could not be carried out due to the failure
to adopt its agenda. They wanted the impasse to be
resolved prior to the next meeting in Warsaw, Poland
in November this year.
The final plenary was held on the afternoon of
Friday, 14 June.
Both developed and developing countries
indicated key issues where work did not progress,
which covered loss and damage, adaptation,
mitigation, finance, and capacity building.
Developed countries were also concerned that no
decision was taken as regards the proposal by the
UNFCCCs Executive Secretary over the programme
budget for the period 2014-2015.
Tuvalu made a strong appeal for egos to be
put aside in Warsaw, saying that it was of supreme
irony that those who were concerned about
procedures made use of procedures to make the
process worse, likening it to a situation where one
crashes the car to show that the seat belts do not
work.
Japan warned that if no solution is found to
resolve the impasse before Warsaw, the credibility
of the UNFCCC would be at stake.
The SBI could not conduct any substantive
work during the two weeks of meeting in Bonn, as
the Russian Federation, Belarus and Ukraine (RBU)
had objected to the adoption of the agenda as
proposed by the SBI Chair. The agenda could not be
adopted due to wrangling over a proposal by the RBU
to include a new agenda item.
The loss of two weeks of its work, with many
hundreds of delegates and observers gathered in
Bonn in frustration, is a blow to the global climate
negotiations. This has thrown the SBI and the
UNFCCC into a crisis of procedure and possibly of
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(under the two UNFCCC subsidiary bodies, the other
being the Subsidiary Body on Science and
Technological Advice) on the review must, with the
assistance of the structured expert dialogue, deliver
conclusions that lead to immediate implementation
of the action required to meet the 1.5 degree C
temperature target.
Nauru also requested the SBI Chair to assist in
securing a compilation of non-Annex 1 National
Communications with recommendations and
outcomes. On enhanced measuring, reporting and
verification (MRV) of developing country mitigation
actions, it said the continuation of the Consultative
Group of Experts (CGE) with an expanded mandate
to cover technical advice and assistance for biennial
update reports and the development and
communication of NAMAs with sufficient resources
will still be essential for members of AOSIS.
On finance, delivering on the obligation for
financial support is inextricably connected to items
in this line of discussion as well as meeting the
overall objective of the Convention. On adaptation,
it said no progress can be made on adaptation without
adequate, predictable and accessible funding. On
capacity building under the Convention, it called for
a clear process for enhanced action. This should
include a way to take action on the results of the
capacity-building reviews and ensure that the Durban
Forum on capacity building is more than just a
platform for sharing experiences but one that
translates lessons learnt into action.
Mexico on behalf of the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG) said that Parties missed the
opportunity to advance the work on the agenda of
the SBI, such as the diversity of NAMAs, loss and
damage, technology transfer, review process and
budget for 2014-2015 etc. It said the events of the
past days spoke loudly about how decisions are
made. It was ready for substantive discussions on
the RBU proposal, including the proposal by Papua
New Guinea (PNG) and Mexico on the COP agenda.
Discussions could not simply be postponed with the
risk of not being able to produce an outcome. A
process was needed if there was none to respond to
the challenges, it added.
(At the Durban COP in 2011, Mexico and PNG
submitted a proposal to amend Articles 7 and 18 of
the UNFCCC which would allow for an exception
to the consensus rule and allow decisions of the COP
to be taken by a three-fourths majority, subject to
certain exceptions. No agreement was reached in this
regard.)
Nepal for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said time, energy and important resources
were lost and hoped this situation will not lead to

and the need for great consistency and clarity on the
interpretation of the Rules of Procedure. The G77
and China was willing to play its part in contributing
to better decision-making in the UNFCCC process
and called on the SBI Chair and other relevant bodies
under the Convention and Parties to resolve this
impasse, prior to the start of the 39th session of the
SBI.
The European Union acknowledged the
significance of the work of the SBI for the
implementation of the Convention and its Kyoto
Protocol (KP). The work in the subsidiary bodies
will be crucial to underpin the progress of the Ad
Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform (ADP),
it said. The SBI continues to have an important role
to support the implementation of the current climate
regime and underpins progress for the future. It said
it came to Bonn hoping to make progress across the
SBI agenda especially the approach to address loss
and damage, improving understanding of mitigation
actions through the work programme on the diversity
of nationally appropriate mitigation actions of
developing countries (NAMAs) and the 2013-2015
review, etc. In addition, the fact that the budget for
the 2014-2015 period has not been agreed to presents
a major challenge to the Secretariat and has to be
addressed as a matter of urgency at COP19. It called
for a positive work environment in Warsaw and is
ready to discuss the important legal and procedural
issues related to the decision making (raised by the
RBU). It stressed the importance of looking for a
way forward so we can get straight to work at
COP19.
Nauru for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) said that it is committed to a constructive
discussion on procedure but procedural issues must
not impede the substantive work essential to
addressing climate change conducted by the SBI and
the other bodies of the Convention. It called on
Parties and the SBI Chair to resolve the procedural
impasse before the next session of the SBI.
The failure of the SBI to commence its work
has huge implications for the work on loss and
damage, which is an issue of fundamental
importance as its members are put in a position of
having to deal with loss and damage from climate
change impacts that cannot be adapted to. It said that
the survival of our member nations is in all our hands
and this is a grave responsibility and we must act
with the urgency it demands and establish an
international mechanism to address loss and
damage in Warsaw. In addition, the entirely
avoidable delay in the SBI has also held up crucial
discussions on the 2013-2015 review and
considerable work remains. The joint contact group
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was right in making the suggestions. It hoped that
time can be used to find mutually acceptable
solutions.
Tuvalu in response to Belarus said that it was
of supreme irony that those who were concerned
about procedures made use of procedures to make
the process worse, likening it to a situation where
one crashes the car to show that the seat belts do not
work. This, it said, made little sense and added that
egos should not be put ahead of process. It hoped
that egos do not come to Warsaw to crash the car
again.
The Dominican Republic said Parties are
leaving Bonn with disappointment because there
cannot be solidarity if some Parties accumulate riches
on the basis of other peoples tragedy. The only way
to change the current climate crisis has to be based
on brave, wise and timely decisions. It did not want
the experience of Bonn to be repeated in Warsaw.
Australia reinforced that the SBI role is critical
through the implementation of decisions taken. It
said progress is needed in discussions on issues such
as loss and damage, means of implementation,
review of the Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM) and the budget for the 2014-2015 period. It
was disappointed that Parties could not collectively
arrive at a solution to allow the SBI to start work. It
supported an open discussion on the important issues
raised by RBU and urged the Chair during the period
between now and Warsaw to find a solution.
The United States was dismayed that despite
the efforts made by Parties, the SBI was not able to
begin its work and a number of important items could
not make progress here. The substance that the RBU
Parties raised is important, it said. It is important for
the Parties to be recognised and be heard and to also
find a way forward before Warsaw. It hoped for active
reflections and conversation between now and
Warsaw among Parties to find the way forward so
that COP19 can open smoothly.
Japan expressed its deep concern with the lack
of progress of SBI agenda items such as the budget,
the NAMAs of developing countries, loss and
damage, etc. It said the issue raised by RBU was
important but there was no consensus. These matters
were hardly understandable to most of the public in
the world and serious questions will be raised by the
tax payer on why so much money and time should
be spent on this process. It is true that the issue of
rules of procedure raised by the three countries has
long been neglected and Parties had shown their
inability to solve the procedural issue. This has
caused damage to the reputation of this body. Parties
have a responsibility to find a way out until Warsaw

deepened mistrust and negatively impact the progress
of the negotiations under other bodies of this process
and outcomes expected from COP19 in Warsaw. It
wanted a clear indication of how the SBI Chair
intended to manage the SBI work in Warsaw.
Nepal added that the Durban and Doha
decisions had laid the foundation for implementation
of the agreed outcome pursuant to the Bali Action
Plan and the issue of National Adaptation Plans
(NAPs) was among them for LDCs and other
developing countries. NAPs are fundamental and
Doha agreed on support to be provided to the LDCs
for this matter and the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) was requested to inform the Parties on the
way it intended to do so. Nepal wanted to hear the
GEF response and for Parties to give it further
guidance on this matter. It also said the LDCs were
frustrated that they could not discuss the financerelated issues under the SBI. On loss and damage,
Nepal believed that the establishment of an
international mechanism is more appropriate to
address this as existing institutions could not do so.
Swaziland for the African Group said it was
disappointed that Parties were unable to discuss
issues under the SBI. Any delay in advancing
negotiations means delay in implementation and the
inability to discuss the issues in this session will
greatly affect effectiveness in Warsaw.
Colombia for the Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) said
that precious time should not be lost in Warsaw and
that the situation needed to be solved as soon as
possible so that work can proceed. The precedent in
Bonn cannot be repeated, it added.
Belarus on behalf of the countries with
economies in transition including the Russian
Federation, Belarus and Ukraine said that it
regretted to note that the result of the SBI session
had not been satisfactory. It explained that the RBU
made a proposal to introduce an additional item on
the agenda viz. procedural and legal issues related
to decision making by the COP and CMP, to put an
end to the violations of rules of procedure in the
climate talks. It wanted to ensure there is solid legal
footing for Parties to work, creating the necessary
conditions for consistent progress in elaborating a
new comprehensive climate agreement. It claimed
that the three countries have been in a paradoxical
situation; this was so as there was general agreement
that the issue they raised is important and needed to
be discussed but could not be included in the agenda.
This ran counter to transparency and accountability
and as a result of this unfair approach, an impasse in
the work was reached, said Belarus. It felt that it
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that in Warsaw, the international mechanism of loss
and damage will be established. The representative
of the youth constituency, YOUNGO, said Parties
needed to negotiate in good faith, and called for
urgent action as nature cannot wait.
The SBI Chair also invited Parties to view a
video with a message from the Environmental
Minister of Peru, as host of COP20. Venezuela also
made a statement as host of the pre-COP next year.
The delegate of Venezuela elaborated on the
engagement of their late President Hugo Chavez in
environmental issues particularly as regards climate
change. He said Venezuela could not host COP20
for some reasons but is pleased to be host for the
pre-COP Ministerial and wanted that event to be one
of broad social inclusion with ministers listening to
the voices and ideas of the common people.
The SBI Chair closed the session, ending with
a quote from former South African Archbishop
Desmond Tutu that differences are not intended to
separate, to alienate. We are different precisely in
order to realise our need of one another.

and if we fail to solve the impasse, the credibility
for the future of the UNFCCC would be damaged.
New Zealand said a good process is
fundamental in the UNFCCC and Parties should find
the way out before Warsaw.
Civil society organisations were also invited
to give their views right at the outset of the meeting.
The representative of Climate Action Network
(CAN) was disappointed that Parties had not been
able to begin reviewing the adequacy of the global
deal in light of the latest science. He also expected
progress towards the establishment of a mechanism
to address loss and damage. He said that politicising
the process in the way some Parties had done was
simply unacceptable. Warsaw will need to put the
I back to this body and deliver on implementation.
The representative of LDC Watch said that
important discussions of consequence for LDCs have
been postponed due to procedural blocking of the
SBI. In Bonn, Parties missed the opportunity to start
the work urged for a redoubling of efforts to work
together constructively and substantively to ensure
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ADP: Call for Work to be More Focused and Party-driven
support, and capacity building; and in workstream 2
(WS2), on a work plan for enhancing mitigation
ambition to identify and to explore options for a range
of actions that can close the ambition gap with a
view to ensuring the highest possible mitigation
efforts by all Parties. It also underlined the high
priority the Group attaches to enhancing actions on
adaptation and means of implementation in the work
of the ADP.
(WS1 deals with a post-2020 agreement to be
concluded under the UNFCCC by 2015 and WS2
with enhancing mitigation ambition primarily in the
pre-2020 period.)
The Group further believed that the work
should progress in a more focused and Party-driven
mode in Warsaw, and stressed the need to maintain
a balance, both in terms of content and progress of
the work, in both workstreams. To this end, the G77
and China reiterated the six points identified as its
position on ADP viz.
i. The work under the ADP must be under the
Convention and should be based on its principles,
and provisions related to commitments and
responsibilities with regard to mitigation, adaptation
and means of implementation;
ii. The process under the ADP must not lead
to a reinterpretation or a rewriting of the Convention;
iii. The outcome of the ADP must be in
accordance with the objective, principles and
provisions stipulated in the Convention, including
the principles of equity and common but
differentiated responsibility and respective
capabilities;
iv. The negotiations under the ADP must be a
Party-driven process, and must be fully inclusive and
transparent;
v. The work of the ADP should lead to a
balanced, ambitious, fair and equitable outcome
under the Convention; and
vi. Progress depends on following a balanced
approach that will include mitigation, adaptation and

Bonn, 17 June (Hilary Chiew)  The Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Durban Platform for
Enhanced Action (ADP) suspended its second
session on 13 June with developing countries calling
for work to progress in a more focused and Partydriven mode when it resumes in Warsaw in
November.
This call was made by the G77 and China at
the closing plenary of the ADP session.
[Warsaw, Poland, is the venue of the 19 th
meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP) of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC).]
During the closing session, the Like-Minded
Developing Countries in Climate Change (LMDC)
expressed apprehension over various proposals and
models on burden sharing that obfuscate
differentiated responsibilities and emphasise only
common responsibilities, which goes against the
interests of developing countries and also violates
the Convention.
All developing countries stressed the
importance of adaptation under the ADP work and
welcomed the conclusion for the Secretariat to
prepare a technical paper synthesizing submissions
on the costs, benefits and opportunities for adaptation
based on different drivers of climate change impacts,
including the relationship between adaptation and
mitigation.
Fiji representing the Group of 77 and China
(G77 and China) believed that much remains to be
done. To that end, the Group concurred on the need
to convene, in addition to the meetings of the
subsidiary bodies and the COP sessions, at least two
more sessions in 2014.
It strongly believed that the decisions of Durban
(COP17) and Doha (COP18) provide the mandate
for the work of the ADP viz. in workstream 1 (WS1)
elements include adaptation, mitigation, finance,
technology transfer, transparency of actions and
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means of implementation, in accordance with the
spirit of the Convention.
Fiji added that in the work under WS2, the
leadership of developed countries is critical. In this
regard, the G77 and China expected that the
amendments adopted in Doha in relation to the
second commitment period (CP2) of the Kyoto
Protocol (KP) enter into force as soon as possible. It
urged all Parties to the KP to undertake the relevant
legal procedures necessary to bring the amendments
into force as soon as possible, and to increase their
mitigation ambition by 2014. Likewise, it expected
non-KP Annex I Parties to increase their mitigation
ambition in a comparable manner.
It said that members of the G77 and China are
already doing their part and prepared to do more,
but developed Parties need to demonstrate their
leadership. The Group was of the view that the
outcome of our work under the Durban Platform
must enable us to further enhance the full, effective
and sustained implementation of the Convention.
Indeed, it should strengthen the multilateral rulesbased regime in order for the Convention to achieve
its ultimate objective.
Recognising the importance of the work of
other subsidiary bodies for progress in this working
group, the G77 and China expressed its
disappointment and deep concern at the inability of
the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) to
begin the work at its 38th session. This delay has the
potential to profoundly impact the progress of the
work under the ADP. The Group called on the Chair
of the SBI, relevant bodies under the Convention
and Parties to resolve this impasse prior to the start
of the 39 th session of the SBI (in November in
Warsaw).
Pakistan speaking for the Like-Minded
Developing Countries in Climate Change
(LMDC) said the groups engagement is premised
on enabling enhanced action on the implementation
of the Convention. This is our mandate in the ADP.
The developing countries are doing their part.
Developing countries were doing so even as we bear
the disproportionate burden of the impacts of climate
change and continue to struggle with the challenges
of poverty eradication and achieving sustainable
development. It called on developed countries to take
the lead due to their historical responsibility and their
capabilities.
It was conscious that Parties did not initiate
this new process to renegotiate, replace, rewrite or
restructure the Convention or to reinterpret its
principles, provisions and structure. It would
challenge any effort that seeks to undermine the
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Convention or its principles and provisions. The
mandate of the ADP is to enhance the implementation
of the Convention, not to reinterpret it. The principles
of equity and common but differentiated
responsibilities (CBDR) are the bedrock of our work
and must be fully respected in the process as well as
the outcome of the work under the ADP.
Pakistan called for focus of work on the
Conventions four pillars for enhanced action, i.e.
mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer,
and the two other elements agreed to, i.e. capacity
building and transparency of action and support
which are related to the four main pillars. It is also
time that we moved into a more structured and formal
organisation of work built around these pillars as
integral and interlinked components of the final
outcome of the ADP, it stressed. It hoped that the
incoming Co-Chairs will present Parties with a work
programme on these lines.
The LMDC also called for balance in the work
 balance between the two workstreams and in
particular, the elements within them. While the
timeframe for action under the two workstreams may
be different, the template of action is common, said
Pakistan. This template must be based on the four
Convention pillars.
Together with other developing countries, it
called on the developed countries to increase their
pre-2020 mitigation ambition by 2014 to at least 40%
emission cuts below 1990 levels. They must adopt
more sustainable lifestyles and provide useful
experiences in sustainable development for
developing countries. On mitigation, it is extremely
important to stick to the Convention. Referring to
various proposals and models on burden sharing, it
expressed apprehension as these proposals obfuscate
differentiated responsibilities, and emphasise only
common responsibilities. This, it said, goes against
the interests of developing countries and also violates
the Convention.
Pakistan remained cautious regarding many
proposals on mitigation in the pre-2020 period. Such
selective sectoral activities must not have the effect
of imposing additional burdens on developing
countries. Activities and initiatives such as on HFCs
(hydrofluorocarbons) or energy must be under the
Convention and fully respect Convention principles.
The intense sensitivities of developing countries on
the issue of agriculture, on which millions of poor
farmers depend for their subsistence and livelihood,
must be respected.
It was concerned with the lack of political will
among developed countries to meaningfully
operationalise the instruments created on finance and

mitigation burden to developing countries, but it is
an opportunity to overcome barriers to
implementation, including the matching of enhanced
means of implementation with mitigation actions
developed in line with national sustainable
development priorities, and making the best use of
the bodies and mechanisms we have developed under
the Convention, in particular the Green Climate Fund
(GCF). This technical work should be undertaken in
working groups in the opening days of COP19, and
culminate in a Ministerial roundtable on enhancing
mitigation ambition during our second week in
Warsaw, said Nauru.
AOSIS is of the view that the outcome of the
process launched in Durban should be a Protocol
under the Convention applicable to all Parties, to be
adopted no later than 2015. As we continue to
develop the core elements of the new legally binding
agreement, we should build on the foundations of
the Convention and its KP, including their
fundamental principles and provisions. The new
legally binding agreement should strengthen the
multilateral rules-based and legally binding regime,
and ensure the survival of the most vulnerable. Being
applicable to all, it will require universal
participation and contributions from every Party.
In addition, said Nauru, with the costs of
climate change mounting before our eyes, it is
absolutely essential to establish a mechanism to
address Loss and Damage in Warsaw and ensure that
this mechanism is also appropriately addressed in
the context of the 2015 agreement. It urged the
incoming Co-Chairs to move Parties to a more
focused method of work in Warsaw to accelerate
progress towards a new protocol, as our time is
limited.
Nepal for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said the groups 850 million people are
among the most exposed, the most vulnerable, and
the least able to adapt to the adverse impacts of
climate change. It said in recent months, reports and
researches have clearly shown that our planet is on
track for a 4°C temperature increase by the end of
the 21st century. This will have detrimental and
disruptive consequences on our livelihoods,
economies and ecosystems. The related decrease in
crop production and water availability, or the
increased frequency and severity of extreme weather
events, have the potential to roll back decades of
development and trap our populations in hardship
and extreme poverty.
It said only an equitable, ambitious and
effective protocol, to be adopted in 2015, will have
the potential to ensure the survival of the most

technology. These cannot be empty shells. The output
of these institutions will be a key basis of actions in
the post-2020 period. A clear roadmap for developed
countries to fulfil their financial support in the period
of 2013 to 2020 in order to meet the goal of providing
US$100 billion per year by 2020 and address barriers
to technology transfer including IPRs (intellectual
property rights) must form part of the discussions
under ADP WS2, said Pakistan.
It underlined the importance of enhanced work
on adaptation under the Convention as a result of
the work of the ADP in both workstreams. The
developing countries are particularly vulnerable to
the adverse effects of climate change which increases
our adaptation costs and creates more challenges to
our sustainable development. It strongly supported
the proposal for a technical paper by the Secretariat
on adaptation.
Swaziland for the African Group welcomed
the technical paper on adaptation as the initial step
in answer to the global call for adaptation. It said
there is a lot to do with regard to application of the
Convention principles, in exploring the linkages
under the Subsidiary Bodies on finance, adding that
leadership by developed country Parties is not only
to provide perspective but build the necessary trust
and confidence towards building the new agreement.
Nauru for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) said the work must be guided by the
knowledge that unless we dramatically reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in the short term, well
before 2020, the opportunity to keep global warming
below the 1.5°C threshold may be irrevocably lost.
In light of this urgency, it said it submitted a proposal
under WS2 to enhance mitigation ambition, to
complement the negotiations with a more technical,
concrete and collaborative process that creates a
space for collective problem-solving.
It said central to the AOSIS proposal is a call
for developed countries to take the lead, first and
foremost, by examining and exploiting their
untapped mitigation potential at home through new
policies and strategies. These should translate into
more ambitious commitments under the KP, bearing
in mind the mechanism agreed to in Doha to revisit
and increase ambition, and it would expect other
comparably ambitious mitigation targets to come
forward under the Convention by 2014 at the latest.
It believed that the proposed approach would
create a collaborative problem-solving effort where
all countries explore the mitigation potential
available, identify the actions they want to take and
find solutions to make it happen. The process is not
intended to create an opportunity for shifting the
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vulnerable including women and children, and
promote access to sustainable growth for all. It
further said although significant progress has been
made, divergences persist and they should be dealt
with in a constructive manner to achieve our mandate
under decision 1/CP17 (decision made at COP17 in
Durban). For this, it said we need to move forward
to a more focused mode of negotiations, urging the
negotiating text to be available by the end of COP20.
Further engagement of Parties is needed under
WS1 to anchor all the elements for defining the
overall architecture of the 2015 agreement, which
should cover: mitigation, consistent with limiting
warming to 1.5°C; enhanced action on adaptation;
loss and damage; finance; technology; capacity
building; transparency of actions and support, adding
that the 2015 agreement should be based on science
and equity. WS2 calls for urgency and concrete
actions starting in 2014 with rapid enhancement of
mitigation actions under the leadership of developed
countries while ambition of developing countries
should be triggered by appropriate means of
implementation, Nepal said.
Ecuador for ALBA (Bolivarian Alliance for
the Peoples of Our America) called for a more
formal, structured mode including the creation of a
contact group for the ADP work. It stressed that work
in the ADP must concentrate on the Convention and
the principle of CBDR. Therefore, it is unthinkable
that we should forget that the implementation of the
Convention is to fulfil the existing principles. It said
it is unfortunate that developing countries are
carrying the disproportionate load due to lack of
leadership of developed country Parties which should
reflect the different capabilities in response to the
commitment.
It reiterated that although the ADP is a new
process, the future instrument, agreement or legally
binding protocol cannot rewrite the Convention. It
also stressed that there remain many gaps and not
only a mitigation gap. There are gaps in finance,
adaptation, technology development and transfer and
capacity building and means of implementation and
we have not seen a single workshop to address these
gaps. It said equity must be the core element of the
2015 agreement but noted that Parties have yet to
have a common understanding, with some thinking
that fairness means treating everyone as equal,
regardless of their circumstances, but it warned that
this approach is not sustainable and cannot survive
the test of time.
It stressed that equity must consider the
circumstances of the Parties and based on the
principles and provisions of the Convention and had
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to be considered in both workstreams. We cannot
work solely from the technical point of view only
without the political guidance to operationalise the
commitments lest we will be disillusioned again. For
significant progress at COP19, it listed three critical
elements: completion of ratification of the
amendment to the KP (for the second commitment
period); establishment of mitigation target ranges for
Annex 1 countries; and realisation of funding sources
and targets for post-2012, 2015 and beyond.
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group stressed that
the work of the ADP must be grounded in the
principles and provisions of the Convention and there
should not be any reinterpretation in any 2015
outcome, adding that the outcome should not be
mitigation-centred but should include finance,
technology transfer, adaptation and capacity
building; and needs to bridge all ambition gaps with
the same level of seriousness. For WS2, it called upon
Annex 1 KP members to ratify CP2 and revise the
commitment upward for the 2015 agreement and
non-KP Annex 1 Parties to increase their efforts.
For developing countries, their mitigation must
be nationally determined and grounded on CBDR
and must not be detrimental to their sustainable
development priority. In addition, it asked for swift
progress and operationalisation of all institutions
created in Cancun (COP17) in particular the GCF
and achieving the goal of US$100 billion and clarity
on the level of finance for 2013 to 2020. The group
called for a shift of the mind-set from finger-pointing
to a principled approach grounded in the Convention
principles and provisions.
Costa Rica for the Central American
Integration System (SICA) called upon developed
country Parties to show concrete commitment to
close the ambition gap of the pre-2020 period and
the financial gap that is needed for developing
countries, as early as possible. It said the countries
in the group are already making progress using their
own resources that must be assessed as a global
contribution effort. It called for a legally binding
commitment to keep temperature rise below 1.5°C
and requested for the establishment of a roadmap
for the post-2015 agreement.
Chile for AILAC (Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean) said
meaningful progress under both workstreams is
essential for WS1. It believed that the 2015
agreement needs to be balanced to secure universal
participation to achieve the objective of keeping
temperature rise below 2°C. It said decisions at
Warsaw should outline substance and elements of
the agreement with the aim for a draft text by May

Australia speaking for the Umbrella Group
reckoned that the roundtable and workshop over the
last one year had provided important building blocks
for an agreement that involved all Parties and
enhancement of actions for the pre-2020 period. It
said the group understands the role it had in leading
the global endeavour which would also rely on
ambitions of all countries. It said between now and
Warsaw, Parties will be able to reflect and encourage
them to put forward submissions. It said WS1
identified steps forward that include upfront
commitment and a consultative process on what
constitute fairness, a rules-based framework with
cooperation of all and to draw ideas on the structure
of the 2015 agreement with related institutions. In
WS2, it said there is a range of Parties with various
circumstances and it encouraged complementary
work to continue strengthening the ADP to deliver
in the agreed time frame.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity
Group said although Parties will benefit in this nonnegotiating format, it believed that in Warsaw,
discussion in a more formal mode will be beneficial
in outlining the next step to be taken. To progress
efficiently, Parties will benefit from a summary report
of the perceived common ground. On WS1, it saw
common understanding on the 2015 agreement that
will need to be expanded in Warsaw, which will
include what constitutes fair contribution, the
modalities of the mitigation commitment including
land use, the time frame, the elements of adaptation,
finance, technology transfer and capacity building.
For WS2, it believed Warsaw is the moment
for Parties that had not submitted their pledges to do
so. There is also the need to develop better
understanding on how initiatives outside the
UNFCCC can contribute, including reforming the
fossil fuel subsidies to reduce emissions.
Parties also adopted the conclusions proposed
by the Co-Chairs on the way forward for future work
(See TWN Bonn News Update No. 22).

2015. It wanted actions on adaptation and for loss
and damage to be addressed in the new agreement.
It said means of implementation cannot be discussed
in a vacuum as Parties need to understand what is
required and move towards planning. It also wanted
a process for timely ex ante review which will
effectively allow Parties to deliver the highest
possible effect and fair shares according to equity
and science.
It said priority for WS2 should be closing the
pre-2020 ambition gap and catalytic inputs had been
put forward by Parties and expert bodies. It said
discussion in the energy sector is a good starting point
which has high mitigation potential and co-benefits.
It also said new pledges need to move to the upper
end of emission reduction and called on developed
country Parties to ratchet up their ambition and
developing countries that had not voluntarily put
forward their pledges to do so, adding that the
ministerial dialogue in Warsaw is necessary to build
political momentum.
The European Union said WS1 discussion on
a single, fair and legally binding post-2020
agreement that is applicable to all will ensure a
durable, dynamic agreement that will be strengthened
over time, adding that 2020 is not far and Parties
must move forward with a sense of urgency. It said
the WS2 discussion helps Parties to understand each
others position, shared experiences and it welcomed
the Secretariat to prepare the second version of the
technical paper (on mitigation initiatives). It said the
roundtable format had served well and wanted to
see it continue alongside a more formal structure,
adding that COP19 must deliver strong ambition and
a clear pathway for a legally binding agreement in
2015, linking it to a year of ambition in 2014 with
the UN Secretary-Generals high-level meeting (on
climate).
On HFCs, it said the emissions can be
addressed cheaply and it will work with other Parties
on this matter, with developed country Parties taking
the lead.
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UNFCCC Scientific Body Decides on Key Issues
Bonn, 17 June (Hilary Chiew)  The 38th session of
the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological
Advice (SBSTA) closed on 14 June with Parties
adopting conclusions on all agenda items except for
three that were stalled due to the failure of the
Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI) to launch
its work caused by the impasse in adopting its agenda
item.
(SBSTA and SBI are the subsidiary bodies of
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.
See TWN Bonn Climate News Update No. 17 on
the SBI paralysis: UNFCCC body SBI in crisis;
unable to do work.)
Nineteen conclusions were adopted from work
that was launched on 3 June when the SBSTA session
was opened in Bonn. Some key issues which were
discussed included developed country mitigation;
guidelines for domestically supported mitigation
actions of developing countries; agriculture;
framework for various approaches, including
markets and non-market approaches; international
aviation and maritime emissions; adaptation-related
matters etc.
The Like Minded Developing Countries in
Climate Change called on Parties to learn from the
failed experiment of carbon markets, in order to
ensure that market mechanisms do not become the
focus of mitigation efforts, which shifts the
responsibility for reducing emissions from developed
to developing countries.
One issue that remained contentious was that
of agriculture, with many developing countries
stressing that future work on this issue should remain
focused on adaptation only and not include
mitigation, as millions in the developing countries
depend for their livelihoods on subsistence
agriculture and continue to struggle for food security,
whereas in developed countries the agricultural
sector is supported by heavily distortive agricultural
subsidies. Developed countries have been stressing
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the importance of agriculture on mitigation. The
conclusion reached agreed to focus on agriculture
in the context of adaptation.
On international aviation and maritime
transport emissions, developing countries expressed
concern and dismay that the UNFCCC was unable
to provide guidance to the International Civil
Aviation Organisation (ICAO) and International
Maritime Organisation (IMO) on how the principles
of the Convention, in particular common but
differentiated responsibilities (CBDR), can be
observed in addressing such emissions.
Three agenda items which are joined with the
SBI and did not have any conclusions for adoption
are: (i) coordination of support for the
implementation of activities in relation to mitigation
actions in the forest sector by developing countries,
including institutional arrangements; (ii) forum and
work programme on the impact of the
implementation of response measures; and (iii) the
2013-2015 Review.
Developing country Parties, through the Group
of 77 and China (G77 and China), expressed their
disappointment and deep concern that the inability
of the SBI to begin the work of its 38th session will
profoundly impact the progress of the SBSTA. They
called on the Chair of the SBI, relevant bodies under
the Convention and Parties to resolve this impasse
prior to the start of the 39th session of the SBI in
November.
The Group said Parties need to be conscious
of the fact that progress of work in the SBSTA is
important for progress in the post-2020 period and
for the work in the Ad Hoc Working Group on the
Durban Platform on Enhanced Action under the
Convention (ADP).
Fiji speaking for the G77 and China drew
attention to agenda items where conclusions have
mandated further workshops, stressing that Parties
must ensure, to the fullest extent possible, balanced

research organisations for their participation in the
recent research dialogue. It welcomed the workshop
to consider information on the technical and scientific
aspects of coastal marine ecosystems. These
workshops are important to discuss updated
information on emerging scientific findings. It
commended the work done on the UNFCCC website
in enhancing the availability and visibility of
scientific information produced by the international
and regional research programmes and organisations
under the Convention.
The Group reaffirmed the importance of the
forum on the impact of the implementation of
response measures by developed countries at the
Subsidiary Bodies and its work programme to
address these impacts. In particular, it welcomed the
activities that took place in these sessions in the areas
of the work programme related to the assessment of
impacts; the just transition of the workforce;
economic diversification; and modelling. In addition,
as mandated by decision 1.CP/18 (decision from
COP18 in Doha), the Goup also looks forward to
sharing views in the forum on policy issues of
concern, such as unilateral measures, adding that the
focus of the next activities of the forum should
address specifically how developed country Parties
are minimising the adverse economic and social
effects of their response measures on developing
country Parties.
As for agriculture, Fiji noted that the Group
has been so cooperative in the constructive work
during this very session that led to an instrumental
set of conclusions. Such conclusions reflect the
particularities of agriculture, in terms of its relation
to food security and the fundamental importance of
agriculture for social and economic development and
rural development, in particular for developing
countries, where a large proportion of the population
depends on agriculture for its livelihood. In the
context of the need to feed a world growing
population in the coming decades, there will be a
need to produce food in different climate conditions.
To this end, it will be necessary to increase the
adaptive capacity of agriculture. Hence, the need to
work on adaptation and agriculture is crucial, a fact
that needs to be reflected in the forthcoming
submissions and a workshop to explore the needs of
survival and sustainable development for all related
activities involving farmers in our developing
countries.
The G77 and China also stressed that the focus
of discussions must remain on adaptation, which is
the key priority in developing countries in light of
the linkages of the agricultural sector with the
livelihood of millions, food security and poverty

representation to ensure effective participation of
developing country Parties in such workshops.
These workshops must be opened to all Parties
and scheduled to avoid undue overlaps, particularly
with respect to country group meetings. The
organisation of such workshops must provide the
necessary support to ensure effective participation
of developing country Parties. The workshops should
allow for expression of a range of views to ensure
that developing countries perspectives are reflected,
and Parties should be informed ahead of time of the
themes to be dealt with in these workshops to ensure
transparency, openness and inclusiveness.
The Group welcomed the reconsideration of
the work areas of the Nairobi Work Programme
(NWP) on impacts, vulnerability and adaptation to
climate change. It wants a more relevant and effective
work programme to be launched by moving beyond
partnerships and taking concrete adaptation action
on to the ground, which is missing so far. The Group
also expects that after receiving Parties submissions,
technical paper and recommendations of the
Adaptation Committee, the SBSTA at its 39th session
could agree on draft decisions on the NWP for
adoption at COP19 (19th meeting of the UNFCCC
Conference of Parties) in Warsaw.
On the agenda for policy approaches and policy
incentives for reducing emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation and the role of conservation,
sustainable management of forests and enhancement
of forest carbon stocks in developing countries
(REDD-plus), the Group is pleased to see the
progress achieved on methodological issues and the
identification of the way forward on some of its most
sensitive elements. It is also pleased with the
recognition that non-market-based approaches are
important to implement the REDD-plus activities.
However, the failure to open the work of the
SBI meant that the joint process on coordination of
support and institutional arrangements for REDDplus under agenda item 5 could not go further than a
workshop, as we had hoped to, said Fiji. The direct
consequence is that this session did not address
properly the priorities of developing countries with
regard to this matter, namely, scaling up finance and
increasing the coordination of its delivery. This
imbalance must be corrected in our following
session, and we respectfully request this to be
addressed in the organisation of our work in Warsaw.
On Research and Systematic Observation, the
G77 and China reiterated its support for the research
dialogue and recognises its contribution in enhancing
communication between the science communities
and policy makers, thanking the IPCC
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) and
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alleviation, in line with the principles of the
Convention, including CBDR.
The Group reiterated the importance of
supporting multilateral solutions when addressing
the issue of emissions from the international
maritime and civil aviation sectors working through
the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) and
International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO),
respectively, while taking into account the principles
and provisions of the Convention and not on the basis
of unilateral measures.
On the framework for various approaches
(FVA), the Group agreed that it is important that the
work programme defines and clarifies the purpose
of the framework and the scope of approaches to be
included under it, and that the framework should be
elaborated under the authority and guidance of the
COP. It looked forward to continue engaging
constructively in the design of the FVA, new market
mechanisms and non-market-based approaches.
Also, the Group recognises that non-market-based
approaches are means of crucial importance to ensure
the implementation of the ultimate objective of the
Convention, according to its principles and
provisions. It emphasised that the discussions on new
market mechanisms and non-market mechanisms
must be framed in the context of the FVA. These
mechanisms should focus on climate change and not
become a mere source of revenue.
The G77 and China appreciated the progress
on the clarification of developed country Parties
emission reduction targets as mandated in Doha,
although the progress is not as significant as desired
as it has high expectations of the fulfilment of the
mandate with a view to ensuring the comparability
of efforts among developed country Parties.
Algeria for the Like Minded Developing
Countries in Climate Change (LMDC) welcomed
the reconsideration of the work under the NWP
initiated at this session as it is important in moving
the work programme towards supporting operational
and concrete adaptation action in developing
countries. On REDD-plus, the progress achieved on
methodological issues and the identification of the
way forward on some of its most sensitive elements
was welcomed. On this and on forest-related issues
in general, the group, however, would like to see the
process moving forward in achieving consensus on
the important role of non-market mechanisms and
on using a joint mitigation and adaptation approach
for these mechanisms.
Regarding the work of the forum on the impact
of the implementation of response measures, the
group said the discussions on the assessment of
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impacts; the just transition of the workforce;
economic diversification; modelling; and unilateral
measures, were all very useful and illuminating, and
should be kept up. As this issue is of great
importance, the forum at Warsaw and beyond should
address specifically how developed country Parties
are minimising the adverse economic and social
effects of their response measures on developing
country Parties, particularly unilateral measures.
On agriculture, Algeria said that the high
importance that the LMDC attaches to the role of
agriculture in ensuring food security and social and
economic development in our developing countries
was the foundation for our active engagement on
this issue. The workshop on this issue in Warsaw
must address the critical adaptation needs of
developing countries in agriculture. Supporting the
G77 and China, it said presenters to this workshop
must reflect the proper balance in representation
between Annex 1 and developing countries. It should
then result in strengthening our multilateral efforts
under the Convention in addressing these needs
effectively.
It further said that the focus of our future
discussions and negotiations on agriculture must be
on ensuring that effective adaptation is supported
and takes place under the principles of the
Convention, particularly CBDR, to ensure that
agricultural production, food security and livelihoods
in developing countries can be enhanced despite
climate change. Our future work on this issue should
remain focused on adaptation only and not include
mitigation as millions in the developing countries
depend for their livelihoods on subsistence
agriculture and continue to struggle for food security,
whereas in developed countries the agricultural
sector is supported by heavily distortive agricultural
subsidies.
On international aviation and maritime
transport emissions, the lack of movement on this
issue deeply concerns the LMDC because the
UNFCCC, through the SBSTA, is the multilateral
treaty that is duly mandated to provide guidance to
the ICAO and IMO on how the principles and
provisions of the Convention, in particular CBDR,
can be observed in addressing such emissions. The
group stressed that work that may be done at the
ICAO and IMO on this issue, particularly on a
framework for market-based measures, should reflect
the principles of the UNFCCC, in particular CBDR.
That work should also not result in the imposition of
unilateral measures, should be voluntary and
mutually agreed, and not prejudge the principles and
provisions of the Convention. Market-based
measures should be based on mutual consent.

not the 2°C goal is adequate for purposes of
achieving the objective of the Convention which will
be crucial to our work in the ADP, it said.
Swaziland, representing the African Group,
welcomed progress in issues dear to the Group.
Describing the progress in the agriculture issue as a
breakthrough after five years of stalemate, it said
the Group is ready to submit its views on enhancing
adaptation of agriculture to climate change impacts.
On the NWP, it welcomed the call for the Secretariat
to prepare a technical paper on best practices and
available tools for the use of indigenous and
traditional knowledge for adaptation and the
application of gender-sensitive approaches before the
39th SBSTA leading to a technical expert meeting
before the 40th SBSTA.
It is satisfied with the progress in the
methodological guidance for REDD-plus in terms
of modalities for national forest monitoring systems
and hoped for a good conclusion on the modalities
for measuring, reporting and verifying (MRV); and
guidelines and procedures for the technical
assessment of submission from Parties on proposed
forest reference emission levels and/or forest
reference levels. It cautioned that without
coordination of support for the implementation of
REDD-plus activities, the efforts of REDD-plus will
be futile.
Nepal, representing the Least Developed
Countries (LDCs), said unlike the SBSTA, the
Group is extremely disappointed that we did not
make parallel progress in the SBI, as many issues
are interlinked.
Welcoming progress in the NWP, it pointed out
that it should not be just a talk shop and information
gathering process but real delving on the ground in
the LDCs. On REDD-plus, it said there are
significant challenges in addressing drivers of
deforestation which are complex, calling on donor
agencies to pay attention to LDCs which can fall
victim to leakage (referring to drivers of deforestation
moving to areas not covered by the REDD-plus
mechanism).
On agriculture, it was disappointed that some
Parties made it unduly complicated and introduced
a concept that is beyond the SBSTA with significant
implications. It looked forward to presenting views
in the upcoming submission and the in-session
workshop in Warsaw.
Nepal stressed that LDCs still struggled to
understand the FVA, unsure if we have created a
monster or a tool box, adding that the Group looked
forward to all the three workshops planned under
the agenda item of market and non-market
mechanisms. It said a pre-sessional workshop before

According to the LMDC, as the Convention is
based upon non-market-based approaches, they must
be incorporated into the framework of various
approaches in a comprehensive manner. These
approaches are at the core of how the objective of
the Convention is to be achieved, according to its
principles and provisions. It stressed that the
discussions on new market mechanisms and nonmarket mechanisms must be framed in the context
of framework of various approaches and must
progress in a balanced manner.
It added that the focus of our discussions under
various approaches should be on non-market
approaches in order to preserve the environmental
integrity of the Convention. In this context, we
continue to question the need for and utility of a new
market-based mechanism given the prevalent low
levels of Annex 1 mitigation ambition and the poor
state of CDM (Clean Development Mechanism)
market. We need to learn from the failed experiment
of carbon markets, in order to ensure that market
mechanisms do not become the focus of our
mitigation efforts, and thereby shifting in the process
the responsibility for reducing emissions from
developed to developing countries contrary to the
Convention. Furthermore, the LMDC believed that
Annex 1 Parties under the Convention who have not
taken legally binding economy-wide quantified
emission reduction and limitation targets should not
be allowed access to any new market mechanisms
that may ultimately be developed.
The Group reminded that in Doha (COP18), it
had demanded that Annex 1 Parties in the KP must
raise their ambition levels to 40-50% below 1990
levels with other Annex 1 Parties taking comparable
commitments, adding that only then would the
emission gap be addressed. This work programme
must deliver on establishing comparability of
mitigation commitments among developed countries
through, inter alia, development of common
accounting rules with respect to their mitigation
commitments.
On the 2013-2015 Review, the Group
welcomed the start of activities under the Structured
Expert Dialogue. It was disappointed, however, that
due to procedural battles in the SBI, the Joint Contact
Group for Review could not meet at this session. It
hoped Parties can recover some of the lost ground
in Warsaw, stressing that the conduct of the Review
must be balanced, focusing equally on both the
assessment of the adequacy of the 2°C goal as well
as the implementation of commitments under the
Convention. Having a clear view of the gaps in the
implementation of commitments under the
Convention is the basis for determining whether or
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Warsaw is preferred to ensure full participation of
LDCs.
Nauru speaking for the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS) said with warming of less
than 1°C, communities in our islands are
experiencing intensified storms, droughts, sea level
rise and other life-altering climate impacts.
Therefore, it said the 2013-2015 Review is a critical
priority for AOSIS as global average rise must be
limited to below 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels.
Considerable work remains and must be
expedited to complete the review by 2015, Nauru
said, adding that the 1.5°C goal can still be achieved
cost-effectively if the joint SBI-SBSTA contact group
on this issue, with the assistance of the Structured
Expert Dialogue (SED), deliver conclusions that lead
to immediate implementation of the actions required.
It stressed that the Review must be based on the best,
the latest and the most relevant science and must
ultimately consider the relevant impacts and risks at
different levels of warming to key sectors and
systems, with a focus on particularly vulnerable
countries such as small island developing states
(SIDS) and LDCs.
Nauru said that in Warsaw, AOSIS expects to
quickly complete the initial work on clearly defining
the roles of the Joint Contact Group and SED in the
Review and agreeing to an initial Programme of
Work for the Review that will place us on schedule
to complete our work in a timely manner, taking into
account the present delay.
On the development of transfer of technologies
and implementation of the technology mechanism,
AOSIS is of the view that the special circumstance
of the SIDS be addressed by the new bodies and that
we are perfectly situated for the technologies to be
introduced.
It welcomed the progress made in the work
programme on clarifying the quantified economywide emission reduction targets of developed country
Parties. It looked forward to building on this
constructive start when we continue discussions
under this work programme at the next SBSTA
session.
AOSIS also recognised the important role of
science in shaping and supporting the work of the
Convention and reiterate our support for the research
dialogue and the important role the forum plays in
sharing information and views on research needs and
priorities in this context. Regarding relevant
capacity-building activities, it would like to see
broader participation of scientists active in climate
change research in their region to present their work
at the research dialogue, adding that their
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participation can provide visibility for the ongoing
work within their region. It looked forward to the
upcoming SBSTA workshop to consider information
on the technical and scientific aspects of coastal
marine ecosystems. It is imperative that the
Workshop and the discussions not only focus on the
potential carbon benefits to be derived from these
ecosystems, but also the threats they face resulting
from global warming, sea level rise and ocean
acidification, stressed Nauru.
On methodological issues under the KP, AOSIS
viewed it as essential that the new tools agreed in
Doha to ensure the environmental integrity of Annex
1 Party commitments be applied as intended. These
tools include the application of new Article 3.7ter to
each Partys emissions budget for the second
commitment period (2CP), restrictions on carry-over
to Parties with Annex B quantified economy-wide
emission limitation and reduction objectives
(QELROs) through the establishment of previous
period surplus reserves, and new provisions on
eligibility.
Importantly, said Nauru, we have also agreed
on a mechanism to ratchet up mitigation ambition
during the course of the 2CP. AOSIS looked forward
to engaging in further discussions on the operational
implications of these newly-agreed tools over the
coming months so that any ambiguities related to
the application of these rules to each Party can be
clarified in a transparent way.
It added that AOSIS is of the view that
clarifying at the outset the purpose and scope of the
FVA will be essential in gaining the confidence of
all Parties before progressing to the details of how
such a framework might be implemented. We believe
that any such framework should be elaborated under
the Convention, be applied under the guidance and
authority of the COP, and be designed to ensure the
environmental integrity of mitigation efforts through
application of a robust, internationally-agreed,
transparent set of common accounting rules. It should
ensure that we do not double count emission
reduction efforts or finance used toward Convention
commitments.
On market and non-market-based approaches,
it looked forward to engaging on the questions
identified at this session. It will be important to
explore how the new market mechanism can broaden
participation while taking us beyond offsetting to
substantial net emission reductions and how certain
non-market-based mechanisms can target areas in
which market-based approaches have proven
problematic. AOSIS believed that subsequent
research dialogues and workshops should take into

technical and scientific aspects of ecosystems with
high-carbon reservoirs such as coastal marine
ecosystems. We are therefore looking forward to
engage with all Parties in this event so that the
potential for adaptation and mitigation by CMEs is
properly quantified.
On various approaches, it said that small steps
have been taken here in Bonn, and progress is needed
on many different issues in order to be able to fulfil
the mandate received in Doha. We believe the new
market-based mechanism should recognise the role
of REDD-plus and we therefore ask for a mechanism
that can provide a concrete solution to the fight
against climate change in both the short (pre-2020)
and longer terms.
Costa Rica for the Central American
Integrated System (SICA) said progress in the
NWP will complement our own domestic initiatives
to increase resilience towards climate change and
the priority is to strengthen the mechanism to
streamline access to technological knowledge,
including ancestral knowledge held by our people.
It said Warsaw needs to give focus to the issue of
loss and damage. It noted the progress in agriculture
which underscored the urgency needed to address
food security. On REDD-plus, the group said it had
to be developed with priority given to national
circumstance and fully in line with needs of
individual countries.
In reference to the deadlock in the 38th SBI,
the European Union noted that the work of both
the SBI and SBSTA underpins the progress of the
Convention and the ADP in advancing the task of
addressing climate change.
It welcomed the progress made in the NWP,
agriculture, market and non-market mechanisms,
REDD-plus and the work programme on quantified
economic-wide emission reduction targets (QERTs)
of Annex 1 Parties but regretted that the joint contact
group on SED could not be established.
Australia for the Umbrella Group welcomed
the work on QERTs and looked forward to the work
of the general guidelines for domestic MRV of
domestically supported nationally appropriate
mitigation actions (NAMAs  of developing
countries) which is equally important. It appreciated
the spirit of compromise and looked forward to
working constructively with all at Warsaw.
On REDD-plus, the Group welcomed the
decision text on four aspects and looked forward to
the work with the same drive to reach agreement in
Warsaw. It was pleased with the advancement of the
NWP, adding that both market and non-market
mechanisms are tools for realising the potential of

consideration the experiences from small island
States and low-lying states.
Egypt for the Arab Group welcomed the clear
steps for the NWP and support for adaptation. On
REDD-plus, it wanted to see further development
of non-market-based approaches as well as joint
mitigation and adaptation for the forest-related
mechanism.
It welcomed the call for submissions from
Parties on views to enhance the adaptation capacities
of agriculture and an in-session workshop in Warsaw,
reflecting Parties conviction of the vitality of the
sector which directly affects food security and the
millions of lives dependent on it.
On the impacts of the implementation of
response measures, the Group attached great
importance to the forum and work programme as it
is directly related to the workforce and the challenges
of economic diversification and would like to see
continued work in the forum at Warsaw.
On reducing emissions from the activities of
civil aviation and maritime, the Group reiterated that
the UNFCCC principles including CBDR must be
applied and instruct the ICAO and the IMO. It also
wondered about the need for the new market-based
mechanism in view of the low emission reduction
ambition of Annex 1 Parties, adding that the Group
had asked Annex 1 Parties for an increase of ambition
to 50% cut from the base year of 1990 but there was
no response so far. It agreed with other Parties which
preferred the non-market-based approaches. It also
regretted that the Joint Contact Group for the 20122015 Review could not be launched due to the
procedural problem in the SBI.
Speaking for 29 of the 52-member Coalition
for Rainforest Nations, Papua New Guinea
welcomed the progress made on the outstanding
issues on methodological guidance for REDD-plus
which is important to prepare for the implementation
of REDD-plus actions on the ground but these will
not start until adequate and predictable finance and
technical support is provided to developing country
Parties. It expected the same amount of time to be
allocated to financial resource issues in Warsaw.
The Coalition was of the view that REDD-plus
merits an adequate and ad hoc governance structure
to fill the existing gaps in accessing finance. Towards
this end, it said a REDD-plus Committee should be
established by COP19 to work under the authority
of the COP.
PNG said that on the issues of coastal marine
ecosystems (CMEs) under research and systematic
observation, a fruitful and frank discussion took place
among Parties on the contents of the workshop on
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various approaches, and that Parties should use the
submission process to continue the work in these
agenda items.
The Republic of Korea for the
Environmental Integrity Group (EIG) said its
members are in the process of preparing or
implementing domestic measures through marketbased mechanisms and welcomed the workshops for
the FVA, non-market-based approaches and the new
market-based mechanism to promote understanding
of these cost-effective tools for the pre-2020 and
post-2020 agreements. It was glad that after three
years of discussion, Parties finally have something
tangible on agriculture and that the workshop will
allow Parties to get into substantive discussion on
this item. It is optimistic that the financing modalities
for REDD-plus are within grasp at Warsaw.
Parties also made separate independent
statements on specific issues as the SBSTAs Chair
Richard Muyungi (Tanzania) went through the
adoption process of the draft conclusions on the
various agenda items.
On REDD-plus, Tuvalu questioned the
ambiguous sentence linking livelihood to drivers of
deforestation. It was of the view that the sentence
should not be interpreted that indigenous peoples are
the drivers of deforestation. On the contrary, they
might be the victims of deforestation and
degradation. It believed this ambiguity needed to be
revisited and deleted at COP19.
The sentence was found in one of the three draft
decisions of the methodological guidance for
activities related to REDD-plus. In the document
FCCC/SBSTA/2013/L.12/Add.3, a preambular
paragraph reads: Noting that livelihoods may be
dependent on activities related to drivers of
deforestation and forest degradation and that
addressing these drivers may have an economic cost
and implications for domestic resources; 
Tuvalu was supported by the Philippines and
the Umbrella Group.
A representative from the Indigenous Peoples
Forum on Climate Change who was invited to
make a statement, expressed concern that the term
livelihood in the controversial preambular
paragraph implied that traditional livelihood may be
a driver of deforestation. He said indigenous peoples
had demonstrated that their livelihood had no link
to drivers of deforestation. In fact, they contributed
to both adaptation and mitigation, adding that
livelihood activities of the indigenous communities
should be acknowledged as part of the solution and
not the problem to climate change. He further noted
that the right to food for the indigenous peoples must
be ensured in the REDD-plus mechanism and should
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be subjected to the principle of free, prior, informed
consent, and that traditional knowledge and
customary practices of indigenous peoples must be
supported. States must demonstrate commitment and
respect safeguards in all stages of the implementation
of REDD-plus activities.
On emissions from fuel used for international
aviation and maritime transport, India expressed
dismay, saying that the lack of movement in this
agenda item is a source of serious concern. It was
disappointed that the UNFCCC cannot send any
guidance to the ICAO and IMO in their respective
work. It said it is important that the two specialised
agencies take into account fully the principle of
CBDR. It further said negotiations in these two
organisations, particularly on market-based
mechanisms and unilateral measures under the guise
of shipping and aviation, should not prejudge the
work of the SBSTA. India wanted its statement to
be recorded in the report of the session.
On agriculture, the Philippines stressed that
we must ensure balanced representation to ensure
effective participation of all Parties in the workshops.
These workshops must be opened to all Parties, and
be held back-to-back or in-session with the formal
sessions and scheduled to avoid undue overlaps,
particularly with respect to country group presessional meetings and the necessary support to
ensure full participation of developing country
Parties must be provided. The organisation of such
workshops must take into account balanced treatment
of issues with respect to determination of themes as
well as reflect such balance in the selection of
presenters and panelists. Parties should be informed
of the themes to be dealt with in these workshops to
ensure transparency, openness and inclusiveness. It
too requested that its intervention be recorded in the
report of the session.
It was supported by Uruguay, Malawi
speaking for the African Group, Egypt for the G77
and China, as well as Venezuela.
To this, Muyungi said fortunately the workshop
will be an in-session one and hoped all Parties will
be able to participate.
On the 2013-2015 Review, the Philippines
reiterated its concerns with regard to the conduct of
workshops and the importance of ensuring
meaningful participation and balanced
representation, adding a request for the intervention
to be recorded.
Venezuela, Bolivia, Cuba, Nicaragua and
India supported this statement.
The Philippines underlined a specific concern
on the draft biennium budget that appeared devoted
to activities, including capacity-building activities

nothing but failure from carbon markets. It is time
to learn that emissions trading is not an effective tool
to address climate change and move on to real
solutions such as carbon taxes, said the FOE-EWNI
speaker.
He expressed great concern that the conclusion
on REDD-plus not only threatens the rights of forest
peoples, but the push to link REDD-plus to new
markets under the Convention shows that this is a
mechanism bound to fail. We would like it to be noted
that we fully support the earlier intervention made
by the indigenous peoples caucus on this matter.
He further said that impacts of climate change
on food security remain an overwhelming concern
for our communities across the planet: weather
patterns are already changing, and our livelihoods
are already threatened by climate change. While we
look forward to contributing our knowledge on the
importance of ecological agriculture for adaptation
at the Warsaw workshop on agriculture, we must
emphasise that the best way to ensure food
production is not threatened by climate change is
deep emission cuts now.

like regional workshops on promoting international
collaboration to facilitate preparation, submission
and implementation of NAMAs; and other activities
under the Durban Platform, some of which have not
yet been fully agreed. It hoped that budget
discussions under the SBI in Warsaw would ensure
balance in financing for all important ongoing work
under the Convention, including the SBSTA.
In the civil society intervention, Friends of the
Earth England, Wales and Northern Ireland
(FOE-EWNI), a member of Climate Justice Now!,
said developed countries have, to their shame,
blocked a focus on comparability and tried to insert
yet another discussion on markets and offsetting in
its place. He said the SBSTA work programme was
supposed to ensure that Annex 1 Parties targets had
comparability, or in the words of the Convention that
they were making equitable and adequate
contributions, yet we know they are doing neither.
It builds no confidence that developed countries
talked about ambition and leadership in the ADP and
yet shirk their responsibilities to lead.
Instead, they push to create new markets under
the Convention when in the real world, we have seen
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SBSTA: Parties Agree to Focus on Adaptation in Agriculture Outcome
Bar Harbor, USA, 18 June (Doreen Stabinsky and
Azeb Girmai)  After an inconclusive late-night
session on 13 June, negotiations on agriculture at
the 38th session of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific
and Technological Advice (SBSTA) ended Friday,
14 June with a short set of the chairs conclusions
focused on adaptation.
Parties agreed on a submission process,
followed by a workshop to be held at SBSTA 39, on
the current state of scientific knowledge on how to
enhance the adaptation of agriculture to climate
change impacts while promoting rural development,
sustainable development and productivity of
agricultural systems and food security in all
countries, particularly in developing countries. This
should take into account the diversity of the
agricultural systems and the differences in scale as
well as possible adaptation co-benefits. Parties will
consider the report of the workshop at SBSTA 40
(2014).
The negotiations on agriculture during the
Bonn session took place in a contact group chaired
by Ester Magambo (Kenya) and Hans Ake Nilsagard
(Sweden). The chairs conclusions were
subsequently adopted by the final SBSTA 38 plenary
on 14 June.
The contact group opened on 6 June, with Cochair Magambo noting that discussions were
continuing in what would be a long-term process.
Egypt, speaking on behalf of the Group of 77
and China, emphasised the importance of
agriculture, food security, and food production. It
said the Group was keen for the discussions to move
forward for better understanding and fruitful
outcomes. Egypt noted three main pillars for the G77
and China: emphasis on all the principles and
provisions of the Convention, in particular common
but differentiated responsibilities; adaptation as the
core issue and core scope for any work to be related
to agriculture; and the relation of agriculture and
adaptation to the transfer of technology, finance, and
capacity building. It noted the group was open for
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discussions in good faith, with a willingness to move
forward.
The Gambia representative, speaking on
behalf of Least Developed Countries (LDCs), said
he was a practising farmer, and knows how he is
affected every day by climate change. The LDCs
supported having a dialogue on adaptation and noted
that research and development, transfer of
technology, finance, and capacity building are
essential in helping rural poor farmers. It noted that
there had been progress and a draft text carried over
from Doha, although there were still divergences on
issues. It suggested a workshop or a few workshops
could be held in Warsaw to highlight differences so
there is a common understanding. Gambia said it
was not fair for farmers if meaningful progress was
not made.
Malawi spoke on behalf of the African Group,
acknowledging the progress made in Doha and the
priority attached by the Group in advancing work
under Article 9 (of the UNFCCC). It said Africas
priority is to discuss the impact of climate change
on agriculture, paying special attention to
smallholder, marginal farmers, with the work
implemented through the short, medium, and long
term. It suggested expert meetings and a workshop
as a way forward.
It noted that a key element in the Doha text
was to assess the state of knowledge on the impact
of climate change on agriculture and how to deal
with the sector in a changing climate, addressing
climate change while promoting rural development.
It also noted a need to identify efficient technologies
and know-how, and that cooperation in research and
development could be improved. Malawi further
noted that concrete steps could enhance
understanding and that there was a need to start
somewhere. It suggested looking at adaptation and
co-benefits, and agreed that means of implementation
 technology transfer, finance, and capacity building
 were important and could have concrete impact
on local farmers.

rural roads only for them to be obliterated with every
storm; there is a need for new technological platforms
to address additional production challenges; and
there are constraints from slow-onset events,
including in coastal agricultural areas which are 60%
of agricultural production areas, and a need to
consider where to relocate production areas and
population while feeding an increasing population.
Brazil stated that agriculture was a very
important and exciting issue and agreed with the
common concerns that had already been articulated
by many, including food security and vulnerability
to climate change. It agreed that a priority focus on
adaptation was needed. It pointed to a common
objective, the main objective of the Convention, to
assure that food production is not affected.
Brazil noted that agriculture was a very diverse
sector, and that social and economic functions varied
among and within countries, requiring a
differentiated approach and attention. It said common
but differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities was a common concern. It was important
also to establish means of implementation and
capacity to adapt.
Ethiopia said that discussion should start off
from the Doha text and that the discussion on
agriculture should focus on the mandate of the
SBSTA. It agreed with previous speakers on the
importance of food security. It reiterated that the three
pillars mentioned by the G77 and China were
important for the group and might be discussed more
in a workshop if a decision were taken to have one.
It pleaded with Parties to make progress in this
session on agriculture, and mentioned that Parties
are having discussions on agriculture in other bodies,
such as the ADP.
Ireland, speaking on behalf of the European
Union (EU), noted the sensitivity of food production
and climate change. It said that an emphasis on
productivity, resilience, and efficiency was
necessary. According to the EU, the elements
required to move the agenda forward include looking
into a wide range of practices, techniques, and
technologies; and endogenous technical and
organisational options that are adapted to a variety
of local and national circumstances. There was also
a need to address farmers priorities in the work of
the contact group. Ireland noted that in the room there
were areas of convergence and divergence, and
suggested that the views of all Parties could be
reflected in the outcome. An inclusive step-by-step
approach, and increased understanding, could help
advance the exchange of views.
Australia said that agriculture was one of the
most important issues to be discussed at SBSTA38.
It said the mandate and frame for the negotiations
should come from Article 9. It was concerned about

India said that the statement by Egypt (for the
G77 and China) captured what the Group felt
strongly. It noted that agriculture is a matter of
highest priority, central to the livelihoods and lives
of hundreds of millions dependent on subsistence
agriculture. It was important to be sensitive to how
we handle agriculture, as we are dealing with
humans, not buildings, cars, or transportation. India
noted that agriculture was a topic on which they were
willing to engage, re-emphasising the points that the
G77 coordinator had mentioned: principles of the
Convention and common but differentiated
responsibilities to frame the discussion, and Articles
4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 to provide context.
It also said that to frame the discussion in a
constructive way under the UNFCCC, adaptation
must be at the core of the discussion, as it is a crying
need for many developing countries. Food security
and rural areas depend on agriculture. It further noted
the need to look at the means of implementation:
capacity building, transfer of technology, and
finance.
Saudi Arabia said the focus should be on three
main elements: co-benefits of adaptation, technology,
and the principles and the provisions of the
Convention, including common but differentiated
responsibilities, which plays an important role. It said
there is a need to look at intellectual property rights
and discuss issues of crop diversity and resistance
to climate change. It also noted the role of
(agriculture) subsidies in developed countries,
pointing out that US$350 billion were paid in
subsidies in 2009, and asked delegates to think in
terms of the amount of money in the GCF. Saudi
Arabia said subsidies played a very important role,
and in this respect common but differentiated
responsibilities are important. It suggested
restructuring subsidies, and suggested more specific
work, including a workshop and technical papers,
could be devoted to this subject.
The Philippines said it was grateful for the
Saudi Arabian input for highlighting the impact of
subsidies. It said it was speaking on behalf of 100
million people who live on a lot of islands and who
are very vulnerable to the impacts of climate change.
Food security is a central objective of the Philippines
government, and it faces the challenge of competing
with heavily subsidised foreign competition. Climate
change impacts are a dangerous game changer,
affecting agriculture, economy, and social
development, and a danger to national development
objectives.
It explained that an emphasis on adaptation and
common but differentiated responsibilities was
needed because there are many needs to be
addressed. It gave several examples of needs in the
Philippines: the country cannot continue to invest in
113

the lack of progress to date, feeling as if the process
had become stuck. Australia noted a need to have
clear objectives, and that the objective of the work
of the SBSTA should be to provide farmers and
landholders with science and technological advice,
emphasising resilience, productivity, and efficiency,
with the process based on these three elements. It
noted a need to focus on the individual farmer and
landholder, so they can produce more goods, leading
to increased food security and increased security of
livelihoods.
New Zealand said that its agricultural sector
was not subsidised, and that the agriculture sector
was responsible for 50% of the countrys greenhouse
gas emissions. It noted that if the main emphasis of
the SBSTA was on adaptation, there was no space to
discuss New Zealands agriculture emissions, which
could only be addressed if the scope of the work
was broad. It agreed with the importance of food
security, the role of agriculture in the economy, and
adaptation, but said that issues related to emissions
were also important.
It agreed that Article 9 was relevant, but not
Article 4 (on Parties commitments taking into
account common but differentiated responsibilities),
and that a process should be initiated to provide
scientific and technical advice. New Zealnd said
there was an opportunity for the UNFCCC to
enhance agricultural cooperation and that the role
of the UNFCCC is to facilitate more capacitybuilding exercises.
The contact group then met several times over
the following week in informal consultations. During
the course of the consultations, a draft text was tabled
by the G77 and China, based on text that had resulted
from the Doha meeting. New Zealand also tabled a
proposed text.
When the contact group reconvened on Friday,
14 June, it debated the status of the two texts. Some
Parties, including Costa Rica, Colombia, Malawi,
Tanzania, Ethiopia, as well as the EU, suggested
appending the G77 and China text to the chairs draft
conclusions. Other Parties, including the Philippines
and India, suggested that no text be appended. New
Zealand proposed appending both texts that had been
tabled.
Australia then proposed ending the process
discussion and taking a small step forward on
substance, by opening a submission process on
adaptation and co-benefits for agriculture in response
to climate change, and a workshop to discuss the
submissions.
Egypt asked for five minutes for the G77 and
China to consider proposals made, including the
suggestion of Australia. When the Group returned
from its brief caucus, it proposed wording on a
submissions process and an in-session workshop at
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SBSTA 39 on adaptation and adaptation co-benefits
(the text found in the first paragraph of this article).
Parties will consider the report of the workshop at
SBSTA 40. The first paragraph of the chairs
conclusions, as proposed by the G77 and China and
accepted by delegates in the room, notes that the
exchange of views at SBSTA 38 was on the basis
of the principles and provisions of the Convention.
The meeting ended in agreement on the text as
proposed by the G77 and China.
In the final SBSTA plenary, after the adoption
of the contact group chairs conclusions, a number
of Party groupings took the floor to voice their
support for the progress made in the agriculture
negotiations and to provide comments on the conduct
of the in-session workshop.
The Philippines, on behalf of the Like Minded
Developing Countries in Climate Change,
emphasised the need to ensure balanced
representation at the workshop for effective
participation of developing countries as well as a
balance in the selection of presentations and
panelists. Parties should be informed of themes
beforehand, to ensure transparency, inclusiveness
and openness. It requested that the (UNFCCC)
Secretariat avoid unnecessary overlap with regional
meetings when scheduling the workshop. It also
requested for its intervention to be recorded.
Richard Muyungi, SBSTA chair, responded that
as it was an in-session workshop, hopefully all
Parties would be able to participate.
Uruguay said that for many developing
countries, agriculture is a crucial issue, and the
discussions at Warsaw are key to providing technical
input to close the gap on the issue, explaining and
exploring all possibilities, to move towards
convergence.
Malawi, speaking for the African Group, said
agriculture was of great importance to their
economies, and looked forward to the submissions
and participation in the workshop.
Egypt, on behalf of the G77 and China,
echoed the concerns of the Philippines and others. It
noted the good spirit shown by everyone to reach
the conclusion, and looked forward to more progress
before the COP, in Warsaw, and after.
Venezuela noted that agriculture was of the
highest concern for the country. It raised the concern
that it is extremely difficult for developing countries
to try to attend every meeting invented in every
session, in reference to the large number of
workshops that were to take place in the
intersessional period prior to COP19. It was also
concerned that the Convention cannot transform the
issue of agriculture into an intellectual exercise, but
that it was very important to now move from
intellectual activity to actually compromising (to
reach consensus on a decision).
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SBSTA: Markets Discussion under Time Pressure to Move Ahead in
Warsaw
Co-Chair Martins presented the draft
conclusions, and requested agreement from Parties
to forward them to the Conference of Parties (COP)
in November in Warsaw, Poland. He said the draft
conclusions contain a number of questions to guide
Parties in preparing their submissions and in
workshop discussions, but that this is not an
exhaustive list and Parties are welcome to discuss
further elements in the work programme this year.
Brazil took the floor to say that it does not see
12(a) in isolation from the other parts of agenda item
12. Brazil sees 12(a), (b), (c) as a package which
need to be adopted together. Brazil said it was
confident all three draft conclusions would be
adopted.
Angola said that in general it was fine with the
draft conclusions, but suggested some changes
related to emphasising the elements and principles
of the approach, before moving to the more technical
details, and that the workshop should be open rather
than tied to specific questions. Angola said that
discussions had raised proposals for initiatives
outside of the Convention, related to the trade of units
under the Convention and suggested that submissions
could further elaborate on this issue for further
clarification.
Co-Chair Martins responded that the questions
are not listed in order of priority, which would take
a long time to agree amongst Parties, and emphasised
that this list does not close the discussions, as Parties
can raise whatever issues they deem relevant. The
questions are intended as a general guidance, not a
prescriptive list.
China suggested it would be more appropriate
to list the elements (contained in the COP Decision
1/CP.18, paragraph 46) in the questions, and that
some questions in the draft conclusions pre-judge
the outcomes. In relation to paragraph 5(c), it said
this question was prejudging the outcome on what
will be the institutional arrangement for the FVA. It
suggested rephrasing 5 (c) from how will the FVA
assess the institutional arrangement of various
approaches to what will be the institutional

London, 19 June (Kate Dooley)  Discussions on
market and non-market approaches closed with
concerns raised by China, the Philippines, Bolivia,
Venezuela and Tuvalu that the draft conclusions on
the framework for various approaches were not
balanced and were also overly prescriptive.
Concern was also expressed by several
developing countries over the suggestion to hold a
workshop before the next SBSTA meeting in
November.
Parties to the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) met on Wednesday 12
June for the closing meeting of the contact groups
under agenda item 12  the framework for various
approaches (12a), non-market approaches (12b) and
the new market mechanism (12c)  of the Subsidiary
Body on Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA).
The closing contact group meeting of the
framework for various approaches saw some
disagreement among Parties on the extent to which
the draft conclusion text presented a balance of
views, with China, the Philippines, Bolivia,
Venezuela and Tuvalu finding the guiding questions
for submissions overly prescriptive in terms of
defining the purpose and scope of the FVA. Brazil
noted that it saw the three parts of agenda item 12 as
a package which needed to be adopted together.
The United States, Australia, the EU and others
said they would like to adopt the text in the spirit of
compromise, and Norway emphasised the need to
move forward.
SBSTA agenda item 12a  Framework for Various
Approaches (FVA)
Co-Chairs Giza Gaspar Martins (Angola) and
Martin Cames (Germany) opened the contact group
by saying that Parties had rich discussions during
their time in Bonn which gave a general idea on each
of the agreed elements but raised questions for
clarification. To advance the work, the Co-Chairs
identified the need for extra technical work,
submissions and a workshop.
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Liechtenstein on behalf of the
arrangements for the framework for various
Environmental Integrity Group, the European
approaches.
Union, Australia, New Zealand, Japan and
Bolivia emphasised the need to focus on
Norway supported the US position that the draft
purpose and scope, and not move ahead with
conclusions reflected a balanced outcome and
prescriptive questions prematurely. It agreed with
reiterated that the questions are not exhaustive.
China that para. 5(c), on how the FVA would assess
Brazil said that while the questions were not
institutional arrangements of various approaches,
the ideal formulation, if we engage in an exercise to
was pre-emptive as to the purpose and scope of the
reformulate there will not be time to finish the
FVA.
conclusions and forward to the SBSTA Chair,
With regard to the proposed synthesis of
resulting in no submissions and workshop. Brazil
materials by the Secretariat, Bolivia expressed
appealed to Parties that they could highlight where
concern that the synthesis would focus primarily on
they disagreed with the questions in their
market approaches, and said it would prefer not to
submissions, and highlight better questions. At this
have a technical synthesis, in order to have a more
time we should take the text as it is, and the only
balanced debate between market and non-marketoutstanding issue is whether to have the workshop
based approaches.
prior to or in conjunction with COP19 (in Warsaw).
Venezuela, the Philippines and Tuvalu
Saudi Arabia suggested moving paragraphs 4
supported Bolivias concerns regarding the lack of
and 5 (on the role of the FVA and the technical design
balance in the text generally.
of the FVA) to apply as questions to guide the
Venezuela said it could not support the draft
workshop discussions. It also suggested postponing
decision text as it was not balanced in terms of
the workshop to SBSTA 40 in 2014, as rushing to
reflecting discussions, and the questions of purpose
hold this workshop prior to Warsaw (COP19) was
and scope of the FVA had not been resolved. It said
making the work schedule too congested.
there was not a clear understanding among Parties
Senegal on behalf of the Least Developed
with regard to how the FVA relates to raising
Countries and Saint Lucia on behalf of the
ambition, and to non-market approaches and the
Alliance of Small Island States, shared the concerns
NMM.
expressed by others around paragraph 5 (c), but in
Tuvalu questioned why the contact group was
general were satisfied with the draft conclusions.
not working systematically through the text to
South Africa suggested the text was balanced,
address concerns raised by Parties, saying that the
as everyone is equally unhappy.
text tends to direct the possible outcome. It said
Venezuela and the Philippines supported the
discussions should remain open-ended to give fair
proposal from Saudi Arabia to streamline the text,
consideration to this issue.
moving the list of questions to the end of the
The Philippines said that all approaches under
document to apply to the workshop rather than the
the Convention were non-market approaches, and
submissions. The Philippines also suggested that the
what we are really doing here is discussing the
workshop should be postponed until SBSTA 40 if
introduction of markets to the Convention. The draft
there was no time for an in-session workshop during
conclusions relate to the purpose of market
SBSTA 39.
mechanisms. It said that some questions in this text
Co-Chair Martins summarised that while some
reflect elements of the Kyoto Protocol flexible
were pointing to the need to rephrase questions, there
mechanisms. The Philippines said that introducing
would be an opportunity for Parties to do this during
such elements under the Convention was a very
submissions and the workshop. He drew Parties
serious issue for its delegation and it would look very
attention to the fact that all questions were inter alia,
carefully at the proposed development of the
and encouraged Parties to further clarify positions
framework.
in their submissions.
It said that markets are outside of the
Regarding the workshop, the Co-Chair said
Convention, and represent new responsibilities for
they were considering a three-day workshop (one
developing countries. It noted that workshops held
for each sub-item of agenda item 12), and he would
outside of official sessions resulted in limited
further consult with Parties to make a proposal. He
participation from developing countries, reducing the
noted the importance of maximising participation,
transparency of the process, and called for workshops
in particular for developing countries.
to be held in-session.
The Chair requested Parties to authorise the CoThe United States said it was willing to move
Chairs to forward the text to the SBSTA plenary for
forward, despite not being happy with all elements
adoption.
of the text. It recognised the text as a carefully
After the Co-Chair closed the session, Tuvalu
balanced perspective in the spirit of moving forward,
called a point of order, to say that it still had problems
and noted it was not a decision text but only for
guidance.
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submissions are intended to facilitate our
understanding of what is a market-based or nonmarket-based approach.
With no interventions from the floor, the Chair
closed the session and announced the text would be
forwarded to the SBSTA plenary.

with the text. It said there are assumptions in the
questions that need to be resolved before the text
can be forwarded. It noted there was a broad range
of views about the text, and further consideration of
this text is needed before it can be forwarded to the
plenary.
Brazil repeated that as it sees the three texts as
a package, if we cannot agree on the FVA, we cannot
agree on the new market mechanisms or the nonmarket-based approach. It suggested the need for
informal discussions, as it does not make sense to
hold the other two contact groups until this agenda
item is resolved.
Tuvalu noted that this groups mandate is
under the Convention and this should be reflected
in the questions. It observed there had been some
useful suggestions made and proposed changes to
the text in 4 (c) and 5 (c) to ensure the questions
were open-ended, by adding and if so, how? to
questions of the elements and institutional
arrangements, and to emphasise any potential
elements operating under the principles of the
Convention.
Co-Chair Martins consulted informally with
Parties, including Tuvalu, Brazil, Bolivia and
Australia. After consultation, he invited Brazil to take
the floor to formally table the suggested changes.
Brazil outlined the suggested changes which
included deleting the last line of paragraph 3 (which
referred to the questions in paragraphs 4 and 5
guiding the work under the SBSTA), and moving
paragraphs 4 and 5, on the role and technical design
of the FVA, to be included in paragraph 6 (a) as
guiding questions for the submissions (rather than
the work programme overall).
Tuvalu added that 4 (c) should read, Should
the elements operate under the principles and
commitments of the Convention and if so, how?,
with a similar formulation to apply to 5 (c).
Co-Chair Martins said with these changes we
have finalised the text on 12 (a) and closed the
session.

SBSTA agenda item 12 (c): New market mechanisms
(NMM)
Co-Chairs Collin Beck (Soloman Islands) and
Laurence Mortier (Switzerland) opened the final
contact group on the NMM by announcing that,
guided by the COP request to the SBSTA, Parties
had engaged in rich and fruitful discussions in Bonn.
Co-Chair Collin Beck said Parties had made fruitful
interventions, with productive and useful debate on
how the NMM can be used and designed in a way
that best meets the real world challenge.
The Co-Chair explained the draft conclusions
presented set out indicative questions on the role and
design of the NMM. These questions are aimed at
prompting and guiding discussions as Parties
continue on their journey to Warsaw.
The Co-Chair further announced that as
mentioned in the other contact groups under agenda
item 12, the conclusions will be restructured to be
consistent with these items. He said that Co-Chairs
of the three contact groups would advise the SBSTA
Chairs regarding views expressed on the timing of
the joint workshop, to ensure broad participation of
developing country Parties, subject to availability
of resources.
The Philippines noted that the timing of the
workshop needs to be resolved, and expressed
concern over the phrase ensuring participation. It
stated that it was not just a question of our
participation, but the quality of our participation. A
three-day workshop would need to be attended by 2
or 3 delegates to ensure quality of participation, and
the Philippines reiterated its strong preference for
an in-session workshop during SBSTA 39.
The Chair reminded Parties that they would
need to consult regarding the timing of the workshop,
but would keep in mind all concerns raised. The draft
decision would be revised to reflect this, but the
timing of the workshop cannot be solved here and
now.
After China proposed some language on the
workshop, Conduction of workshop subject to
availability of resources, the Co-Chairs adopted the
draft conclusions.
In the SBSTA closing plenary, on 14 June,
the Philippines, Uruguay, Mali and Venezuela once
again highlighted the importance of holding
workshops in-session or back to back with sessions
to ensure the participation of developing countries
(see TWN Bonn Climate News Update No. 25).

SBSTA agenda item 12 (b): Non-market-based
approaches
Chair Jose Eduard Sanhueza (Chile) opened
the final contact group meeting on non-market-based
approaches by reminding Parties that there had been
very little guidance from the COP on this agenda
item, so the work programme must be designed to
maximise opportunities for the effective engagement
of Parties.
The Chair presented the draft conclusions,
which outlined further consideration on elements of
the work programme, including submissions from
Parties and a workshop to be held jointly with agenda
items 12 (a) and 12 (b). The Chair noted that
117

TWN

Bonn News Update
www.twn.my

Published by
Third World Network

28

19 June 2013

SBSTA: Language on Drivers Puts Indigenous Livelihoods at Risk
London, 19 June (Kate Dooley)  Concerns were
expressed by several developing countries including
Bolivia, Tuvalu, the Philippines and also by
Indigenous Peoples over a draft decision text on
addressing the drivers of deforestation and forest
degradation which implicated indigenous peoples
livelihoods with the drivers of deforestation.
These concerns were expressed at a contact
group set up under the Subsidiary Body on Scientific
and Technological Advice (SBSTA) on the issue of
methodological guidance for activities relating to
reducing emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation and the role of conservation, sustainable
management of forests and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks in developing countries (REDD+),
as well as during the final SBSTA plenary on 14 June.
The contact group met several times during the Bonn
session (3-14 June) and one of the issues it was tasked
to address relates to addressing the drivers of
deforestation.
The text which raised concerns reads as
follows: Noting that livelihoods may be dependent
on activities related to drivers of deforestation and
forest degradation and that addressing these drivers
may have an economic cost and implications for
domestic resources.
At the final contact group meeting on 13 June,
Bolivia made an intervention related to this text in
the draft decision. Bolivia noted that it wanted to
echo the concerns of Indigenous Peoples with regard
to the paragraph in the preamble and expressed
concern that this paragraph equally implicates
indigenous peoples along with large and small
industry. It said that indigenous peoples are engaged
in the sustainable management of forest, which is
related to the linkages between the conservation of
forests and traditional livelihoods, but these
traditional uses are not the same as the drivers of
deforestation.

118

Chair Peter Graham (Canada) responded that
the text had been intended to convey the idea that if
certain drivers were addressed, than the livelihoods
of local communities and indigenous peoples may
be indirectly gaining value from these activities. He
said the intention was not to imply that indigenous
peoples are the drivers but that they may be gaining
value from activities that may drive deforestation,
and in such situations, national strategies need to be
developed with consideration of the impact on
indigenous peoples and local communities.
The Chair then welcomed observers to the open
contact group, recalling the mandate of this contact
group, as expressed in decision 1/CP.16 Appendix
II (work programme on REDD+); decision 12/CP.17
(guidance on systems for providing information on
how safeguards are addressed and respected and
modalities relating to forest reference emission levels
and forest reference levels as referred to in decision
1/CP.16), and decision 1/CP.18 paragraphs 38, 39
and 40 (matters relating to support for
implementation of REDD+ activities, the
consideration of how non-market-based approaches,
such as joint mitigation and adaptation approaches
for the integral and sustainable management of
forests, could be developed and the initiation of work
on methodological issues related to non-carbon
benefits resulting from the implementation of
REDD+ activities).
The Chair noted that since the last contact
group, Parties had engaged in a number of informals
and many hours of drafting, and that the conclusion
text had now been accepted and would be forwarded
to the SBSTA plenary. He noted that the conclusion
text contained two annexes with possible draft
decisions on measuring, reporting and verification
(MRV) of forest-related emissions and reference
levels. He noted that these annexes reflect a range
of views and finalising these will occupy all the time

finance decisions so the REDD+ mechanism is ready.
Norway expressed concern with regard to
changes made on reporting for the safeguards
information system, and the links to results-based
finance, and noted a need to revisit this in Warsaw.
In the SBSTA plenary on 14 June, during
discussion of this agenda item, Tuvalu supported
by the Philippines raised concerns over the
ambiguous language related to livelihoods and the
drivers of deforestation, stating that this should not
be interpreted as linking indigenous peoples to the
drivers of deforestation. On the contrary, it noted
that indigenous peoples may be the victims of
deforestation and forest degradation. Tuvalu
requested that this ambiguity be revisited and
resolved at COP19, and that its intervention should
be recorded in the report of the session.
The statement from the International
Indigenous Forum on Climate Change expressed
deep concern regarding the reference to livelihoods
in relation to the driver of deforestation, noting that
livelihoods inherently encompasses the ways of life
of indigenous communities, thereby implying that
traditional livelihoods may be dependent on
activities related to the drivers of deforestation and
forest degradation. He noted that, as countless of
indigenous communities have demonstrated around
the world, traditional livelihoods are not related to
the drivers of deforestation, rather indigenous
peoples traditional forest conservation and
management practices have contributed to both
adaptation and mitigation of climate change.
Traditional livelihoods therefore need to be
acknowledged as part of the solution, not part of the
problem.

available to this contact group in Warsaw. The Chair
noted that significant progress had been made on
the verification issue since Doha, and commended
the flexibility which had been shown by all Parties
in accepting the annex as the basis for negotiations
in Warsaw. The Chair said it was not going to be an
easy negotiation, but Parties have identified a clear
path forward that they could not find in Doha.
The Chair also noted that excellent use had
been made of the time here in Bonn, and agreement
had been reached on three draft decisions to go from
the SBSTA to COP19 viz.: national forest monitoring
systems; timing and frequency for reporting on the
safeguard information systems and addressing the
drivers of deforestation and degradation. The Chair
congratulated Parties on the spirit of compromise
which had resulted in these three agreed decisions,
noting that these could be the first three COP
decisions in Warsaw, and that progress had been
made on non-market-based approaches and noncarbon benefits, with a process for further work in
2014 set out.
The Chair stated that if there were no
objections, these draft conclusions would be
forwarded to the SBSTA plenary, and opened the
floor for interventions.
The United States, China, Colombia, Brazil,
the Philippines, Australia, the European Union,
Ghana, Japan and Indonesia all thanked fellow
Parties for their constructive work and the Secretariat
for their good guidance.
Thailand said they look forward to work on
the non-carbon benefits and Papua New Guinea and
Panama noted the need to finalise governance and
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REDD-plus Workshop Discusses Results-based Finance
London, 11 July (Kate Dooley)  The Conference
of the Parties (COP), at its 18th session, decided to
undertake a work programme on results-based
finance in 2013, with the aim being to contribute to
the ongoing efforts to scale up and improve the
effectiveness of finance for reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation and other forestrelated activities called REDD-plus (REDD+),
through two in-session workshops, a workshop
report to be presented to the COP, and coordination
of activities with the relevant work under the
Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological
Advice (SBSTA). The COP asked the work
programme to address three options to achieve this
objective:
(a) Ways and means to transfer payments for
results-based actions;
(b) Ways to incentivise non-carbon benefits;
(c) Ways to improve the coordination of
results-based finance;
The COP work programme is co-chaired by
Mr. Agus P. Sari (Indonesia) and Ms. Christina Voigt
(Norway) who conducted informal consultations
with Parties and observers prior to the first in-session
workshop which was held in Bonn on 10 June 2013,
during the climate talks of the subsidiary bodies.
Based on these consultations, the Co-chairs
provided specific questions to guide Parties in the
work programme, in an information note prior to the
first workshop, available here: http://unfccc.int/
methods/redd/redd_finance/i tems/7376.php
The Co-chairs opened the workshop, saying the
aim of this first workshop was to focus on the first
item  ways and means to transfer payments. The
Co-chairs reminded Parties that this is not a
negotiating session and encouraged engagement, and
keeping to the discussions focused on results-based
finance.
Yaw Osafo of Ghana presented an update of
the previous REDD+ finance workshop held in
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Bangkok in August 2012. He said that a number of
Parties pointed out the need for scaled-up finance in
phases 1 and 2 of REDD+, with many countries
indicating the primacy of public funds for these
phases and the need for UNFCCC coordination for
this funding. There was a call for the Green Climate
Fund (GCF) to establish a Joint Adaptation and
Mechanism (JAM) window.
Discussion of the role of the private sector
expressed that conditions for private sector
participation include a realistic price for carbon,
which is linked to demand and higher ambition from
Annex 1 countries. There was a request from some
countries to speed up development of the New
Market Mechanism (NMM).
Issues identified for further discussion included
the scope of results-based action (carbon and noncarbon), clarity on the inclusion of afforestation/
reforestation (A/R) in REDD+, different finance
modalities for different REDD+ actions, registry
establishment and elaboration on institutional
arrangements. Many of these identified issues are
included in the agenda for this year.
A panel, consisting of Germany, Ghana,
Indonesia, Australia and Costa Rica, then presented
their views on the five questions posed by the
workshop (as outlined in the information note).
Germany responded to the first question  on
the unique features of results-based finance for
REDD+ as compared to other mitigation sectors,
Germany said that REDD+ is a land-based issue,
covering large areas and affecting the livelihoods of
many people, in particular local communities and
indigenous peoples. In addition, land tenure and land
rights are a central issue, where REDD+ should have
a positive rather than a negative impact. It stated that
the drivers of deforestation are more complex than
in other sectors, and addressing agricultural
expansion may impact on global and local food
security, and that the risk of reversals is different to

requirements related to reference levels, national
forest monitoring systems and MRV are challenges
for developing countries which must be addressed.
It also suggested that the requirements of decision
1/CP.16, paragraph 72, on addressing drivers,
safeguards and land tenure before accessing resultsbased finance, is also a challenge to developing
countries, with regulatory and institutional barriers
existing at the national level.
Support from bilateral and multilateral
initiatives should be focused on filling gaps, as well
as addressing non-technical barriers such as
strengthening the ability of stakeholders to engage.
Support should also facilitate REDD+ countries to
transform from readiness activities to results-based
action, including demonstration activities at
subnational (jurisdictional) level.
Australia addressed the fourth question, on the
limitations of public finance compared to private
sector investment flows. Australia suggested that all
countries were responsible for making REDD+ an
attractive investment opportunity  for national
governments, for development banks and for the
broader private sector. It said there was a need to
create the right enabling environment, and to reduce
real and perceived risk.
Australia thought there were differences in
expectations as to what results-based finance is,
which requires more discussion and clarity. For
Australia, results-based means payment for delivery
of a product. REDD+ countries need to have the
capacity to set up the necessary institutions to do
this. Those implementing the activity need sufficient
access to capital to allow the activity to happen. And
finally, a system, or overall architecture, is needed
to verify the results.
Australia pointed to many outstanding
questions, such as how do we ensure permanence?
Who should deal with the transfers of funding, and
how are funds channelled back to the entities that
are asked to change their behaviour? How much of
this is for the UNFCCC to decide, and how much is
a sovereign issue? It pointed out that the GCF has
indicated it is also interested in results-based finance,
and that systems will need to be flexible to
accommodate Parties who wish to sell reductions
on the open market, or under the UNFCCC. Australia
said this work programme should explore a range of
approaches, but that it was important to continue to
invest in the institutional environment that is needed
for results-based payments, and for this system to
attract private sector investment.
Costa Rica addressed the fifth question  that
Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES) is a

other sectors  potentially requiring a portion of
verified emission reductions (VERs). Germany also
pointed to the REDD+ safeguards, as agreed in
Cancun, including full and effective participation of
relevant stakeholders, as a unique feature of REDD+.
Finally, Germany emphasised that REDD+ is about
ex-post payment for results.
Germany outlined that units for results-based
payment are defined as a tonne of carbon with
performance assessed against a reference level using
a common concept of Measurement, Reporting and
Verifying (MRV), and explained that its REDD+
early mover programme (REM) was designed to
support ex-post payments and capacity-building
support for readiness, with Euro 44 million for
carbon finance and capacity building. Germany also
has a forest governance programme to assist
countries to become an early mover.
Ghana presented on question two  the
challenges or barriers countries are facing in access
to results-based finance. The presentation covered
the barriers for mobilising finance in Ghana, where
the policy environment is composed of the Readiness
Package Proposal (RPP) to the World Bank (the
roadmap for implementing REDD+), and further
resources leveraged under the Forest Investment
Programme (FIP).
Ghana suggested that modalities for transfer
of payments for REDD+ finance must include
enabling conditions, support for activities, and
governance mechanisms to drive these payments.
Ghana outlined a range of financial sources available,
including multilateral and bilateral, NGOs and the
private sector as well as market and non-market
sources. It said a key requirement is that finance
should be new, adequate and predictable. Finance
can be in the form of grants, forest bonds, Emission
Reduction Programmes with the World Bank,
concessional loans and interest-free loans.
Ghana outlined that the challenges to accessing
finance include the uncoordinated nature of financial
support, inadequate financing to make REDD+
projects viable, multiple sets of standards, criteria
and project proposals which differ between financial
institutions, creating additional burdens for REDD+
countries, and inequity in the allocation of funds. It
recommended the need to balance finance with
needs, and the need for a system for matching finance
with support, as well as simplified architecture for
results-based payments at the national level.
Indonesia addressed question three  how can
bilateral and multilateral initiatives address some of
the barriers that developing countries are facing? It
said that the methodological and technical
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package, not just carbon. Costa Rica defined resultsbased payment as PES. It said that REDD+ is an
opportunity to upscale current PES systems to the
national level. Costa Rica has identified five
environmental services, and is identifying
appropriate funding sources for each of them.
In response to a question from Co-chair Voigt,
panelists gave one key recommendation to scale up
and improve the effectiveness of results-based
finance for REDD+:
Germany, Ghana and Indonesia all stated that
the most important element is good governance 
with Germany saying everything else follows from
this, and Ghana saying that the lack of a central
governing body makes it difficult to access REDD+
finance for projects on the ground. Indonesia said
that good governance is needed at all levels 
national, international and local.
Australia said that incentives are the most
important aspect of REDD+, in the context of resultsbased payments. It said REDD+ is about positive
incentives to reduce emissions. Costa Rica said that
governments need enough information to make
decisions based on clarity as to the full costs of
implementation.
Co-chair Sari then opened the workshop to
the floor to address the question of architecture,
coordination and certainty, which he said are key
elements for REDD+ finance.
Bolivia said there must be ways and means to
ensure linkages between results-based payments and
safeguards and drivers, and suggested that the Joint
Adaptation and Mitigation (JAM) mechanism is an
example of best practice for this, specifically in
relation to the finance modality of ex-ante sustained
finance. Bolivia observed that REDD+ finance seems
to consist of ex-ante payments for readiness and expost payments for results-based action  it suggested
the JAM is a third approach which allows a better
use of the idea of results-based action, to consider
additional modalities and procedures for sustained
ex-ante finance which focuses on forest governance
as the key issue.
Guyana agreed with Australia that resultsbased payments are for reduced emissions, saying it
would like to add and/or avoided emissions, to avoid
perverse incentives to deforest in order to reduce
emissions from deforestation. It said the uniqueness
of results in REDD+ was that by focusing on carbon,
REDD+ actions also result in non-carbon benefits 
payments should be made to cover all of these things.
Guyana suggested that public financing must be
primary, because private financing is reliant on
increasing targets, which we dont know the timeline
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for. Guyana also agreed with Ghana that a more
centralised architecture is needed to deal with
uncoordinated support, burdensome requirements,
etc.
Thailand also emphasised the need to decide
on incentives for non-carbon benefits.
China said that this workshop should follow
the Doha mandate  ways and means to transfer
payments. Existing finance is limited, not new and
not additional to ODA, and not predictable.
Predictability of finance is important to developing
countries, particularly to finance local communities
to take real action. It stated the most important thing
is to scale up finance from public finance sources 
private finance sources should only be
supplementary to this.
Papua New Guinea (PNG) agreed that clarity
that finance will be there is a sustainable way for
countries to embark on changed development
pathways. It said that everybody agrees that we need
good governance  but this needs to be on both sides,
there needs to be good governance under the
UNFCCC as to how resources are deployed. It called
for an institutional arrangement that provides
coherent and effective governance on the provision
of finance.
Switzerland, on behalf of the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG), said it had hoped to have
conclusions on finance issues in Doha, and it now
thinks it is important to go back to previous work,
building on the workshop and language developed
last year. It suggested that COP guidance should not
create additional burdens to REDD+ finance
compared to other forms of mitigation finance, and
we must prioritise establishing enabling conditions
for REDD+.
Switzerland said the best way to harmonise
guidance is to complete the UNFCCC
methodological package under the SBSTA, and
utilise the REDD+ partnership voluntary database
to harmonise finance. In order to make forests an
attractive investment opportunity, Switzerland said
it was important to think about reducing risk.
Colombia said it expects an architecture
emerging on REDD+ results-based finance,
establishing links to finance and to other bodies and
entities of the Convention such as the Green Climate
Fund (GCF). It referred to its own Doha submission
on results-based finance where it put forth modalities
for sub-national implementation of REDD+.
Colombia also said it shares Bolivias concern that
ex-ante financing is needed for delivering results and
a clear recognition of that must be incorporated in
the finance decision.

markets were not likely to fulfil these
recommendations, so there was a need to focus on
no-regret activities such as land tenure reform. It said
that priorities were to identify gaps in
implementation of safeguards, and a system that
includes rights to free, prior and informed consent
(FPIC).
The Accra Caucus on Forests and Climate
said that forests are unique as 1.6 billion people
depend on forests for their livelihoods. Focusing on
recognition of customary rights and secure land
tenure is therefore the best way to protect forests. It
said that lack of secure tenure poses the greatest
challenge to implementing REDD+  without secure
tenure, forest-dependent communities are not able
to protect their forests, meaning that financial
incentives are not the best way to address the longterm challenges. It said that ongoing ex-ante
payments were needed as part of results-based
payments.
The Union of Concerned Scientists and
aligned US conservation organisations made an
intervention to say that various forms of REDD+
could share common elements, such as registries and
timely and reliable flow of payments.
The Safeguards Working Group (SWG) said
that fundamental requirements must be met to
facilitate access to results-based finance, meaning
that the Cancun safeguards should be fully
implemented, with comprehensive information
submitted. It said that Safeguards Information
Systems (SIS) summaries must be revised through a
participatory process at the national level, observing
that not all countries have active civil society
movements, so an international-level process is also
needed, along with effective mechanisms for dispute
resolution. It said that the lack of progress on drivers
posed risks to the effectiveness of REDD+,
emphasising that all countries must address drivers,
nationally and internationally. It also said that resultsbased finance must provide support for non-carbon
benefits.
Climate Justice Now! (CJN!) said that
governments have highlighted the need for
predictable finance  carbon offsets are
unpredictable, unsustainable and unreliable. It
supported country proposals in the NMM discussions
that a profound in-depth evaluation of existing
markets is needed before further discussions on new
markets. It said that recognising territories and areas
conserved by indigenous peoples and local
communities is a proven way to protect forests.
The Climate Action Network (CAN) said that
Parties should focus on establishing modalities for

Brazil agreed with Australia that Parties are
talking about positive incentives, and pointed out
that its submission, and presentation from the
workshop of Friday 7 June, reflect its views in this
matter. It said that questions for discussion include
 what happens after the results have been fully
MRVd? Where do the results go, and what are the
ways and means for payment? If the GCF is to have
a role  what guidance will Parties need to provide
to the GCF in Warsaw? How will the GCF pay through grants and other modalities, or as a direct
transfer? Can results be appropriated?
Norway said that sustainable and scaled-up
finance is critical to continue progress on REDD+,
making it necessary to establish significant demand
for VERs before 2020. Norway said it was engaged
in several results-based partnerships, as well as
supporting the Carbon Fund, which will help to
create a large-scale approach to results-based
payments. Norway said that it was ready to explore
setting up a results-based mechanism through the
GCF, bearing in mind that payments are for tonnes
of carbon, conditional on safeguards.
The EU agreed that good governance is critical
and it hopes the methodological guidance will help
to improve governance. It noted that good
governance goes beyond REDD+ and is related to
addressing the drivers. Attracting finance from the
private sector can also be linked to drivers, such as
the sustainability of supply chains. It said that finance
should come from a variety of sources and it would
be good to make clear links to the New Market
Mechanism (NMM) as a potential source of finance
for REDD+.
Panama said that the work programme for
results-based finance must take consideration of
specific modalities to transfer payments for all five
REDD+ activities. It said there was a need to address
technical and capacity building needs of developing
countries.
Dominica agreed with Ghana on the barriers
faced, and said there was a need for a transparent
and equitable distribution of finance and technology
assistance, especially to smaller countries and LDCs
who are unable to begin any phase in REDD+ due
to financial and capacity constraints.
The Chairs then opened the floor to
interventions from civil society:
The International Indigenous Peoples
Caucus on Climate Change (the IP Caucus) said
that results should be assessed in terms of recognition
of land rights and land tenure. It said activities were
needed in order to ensure recognition of rights and
effective mitigation of results. It said that carbon
123

results-based finance, and should provide adequate
incentives for countries with less capacity and those
with lower deforestation rates. It said the aim should
be for transparency and efficiency.
Co-chair Sari summarised that views
expressed in the workshop had explored various
modalities for results-based finance. He said
predictability has been mentioned as important, as
well as equitability in terms of both access and
disbursement. He said that architecture is a common
concern, with many Parties saying that REDD+ is
unique and therefore the financial architecture needs
to be unique. He reflected that coordination with
other finance processes is important, and referred to
Bolivia, who said that REDD+ is an opportunity to
re-define development  it is not only about carbon,
not only forests, but also livelihoods and well-being
of people. He sees REDD+ as a way to increase
resilience, and said that we need to see how REDD+
impacts communities and how the benefits of
REDD+ are felt on the lives of so many people.
Informal exchange of views with the co-chairs
of the COP work programme on results-based
finance for the full implementation of REDD+
activities held on 11 June
Parties met again on 11 June for a 1-hour
session to further exchange views on the resultsbased finance work programme.
Japan said it was important to look at how the
FCPF (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility), the FIP
and others can provide input to the results-based
finance process, and again emphasised the
importance of governance.
Malaysia suggested that a possible way to
address barriers is through private-public
partnerships (PPP) at the national level. It said that
access to funds should be transparent and equitable
and every country should have the possibility to
access these funds. Malaysia said that modalities for
results-based payments should allow for
improvements as national circumstances and
experience vary.
India said that REDD+ finance is not easily
available, and India has not been able to access any
funding for phase 1 or 2. At the same time, it said,
Parties are working hard on establishing
methodologies, tackling safeguards and drivers 
what is next in terms of results-based payments?
(Parties in Cancun agreed that activities in
relation to REDD+ should be implemented in phases,
(1) beginning with the development of national
strategies or action plans, policies and measures,
and capacity-building, (2) followed by the
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implementation of national policies and measures
and national strategies or action plans that could
involve further capacity-building, technology
development and transfer and results-based
demonstration activities, and evolving into (3)
results-based actions that should be fully measured,
reported and verified.)
Brazil said it was a bit frustrated by the focus
on phases 1 and 2, which are not any different from
traditional ODA, saying that the barriers which have
been raised are the same as always mentioned when
discussing barriers to accessing ODA finance. Brazil
expressed frustration that we are doing all this work
on MRV, but we still dont know what for, as we
dont know what phase 3 is going to look like. Brazil
said we need a meaningful decision in Warsaw,
asking what is going to happen after countries have
everything in place.
Thailand, PNG and Mexico supported Brazil,
saying that addressing the questions raised by Brazil
could be a way to move forward. Thailand asked,
once we have everything in place, how will the
finance flow? Market or non-market? How will it
be channelled? PNG said we need to understand what
developing countries are getting organised for.
China asked what would be the financial
architecture for the full implementation of REDD+
actions. Colombia agreed that we need to focus on
architecture.
Guyana said we need to reflect on why we
exist as a work programme  we need to keep a focus
on the fact that we are looking at ways and means of
scaling up finance and ways and means to transfer
these payments. It asked what kind of architecture
we need to deliver on this expectation, and suggested
that we need to come out of the workshop not just
with a workshop report, but also with a list of
commonalities, to take to the COP in November.
Cameroon said that while it is good to think
about the future, due to a number of difficulties, many
countries are still at phase 1. It said the questions of
how we receive payment, who is paying, when, and
through which channels, are important. It said that
non-carbon benefits are also important, and can be
measured through indicators and so on, but there is
still a question of who will pay for those.
Indonesia said that to be able to move to phase
3, Parties need to have requirements from decision
1/CP.16, paragraphs 71 and 72 in place. It noted that
different countries are in different phases, making it
difficult to see what action would be relevant to all
of us.
Norway agreed that the next workshop should
focus on mobilising and scaling up finance for phase
3.

and it thought calling for submissions would be a
great opportunity to narrow down the ways and
means to transfer payment.
Co-chair Voigt wrapped up the workshop by
saying that the next workshop would be held
sometime at the end of August. She noted that this is
the latest the workshop can take place, due to the
need to have the workshop report translated into UN
languages before the COP, and it would most likely
be held in Bonn. She said they were looking to hold
an extended workshop of two days, and an
information note will be forthcoming. She noted that
submissions are welcome any time. An invitation
was sent in March or so and it is still valid.
Voigt outlined that the content of the second
workshop would still dedicate time to ways and
means to transfer payments, but would also look at
ways to incentivise non-carbon benefits, and the
coordination of support. She noted that this is the
whole package of items that the work programme
was asked to discuss, and expected different options
to emerge from the discussions.
She warned Parties there was still a lot of work
to do, and closed the session.

Australia said that while it might be difficult
to separate phases 1 and 2 from phase 3, we really
should be focusing on results-based payments. It
suggested a substantive set of questions was needed
to guide the discussion and agreed that it would be
valuable to bring in experts from other areas.
The Democratic Republic of Congo said that
the situation in Central African Forest Commission
(COMIFAC) countries highlights that reducing
emissions from deforestation requires additional
investment. It said there was a need to include noncarbon benefits in finance for REDD+, and that when
we talk about private finance, we also need to think
about technology transfer. It said commitments
should come from public sources and can be
complemented by private finance  but the latter
should not replace the former.
Ghana said that it wants see a decision in
Warsaw, and noted that Brazil raised very helpful
questions. It also noted that Indonesia made an
interesting point about the different phases that
different countries are in, and there is a need for
equitable access to support.
Brazil said that the priority is to establish a
clear process that leads to the transfer of payments,
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REDD Workshop Highlights Need for Equitable Access and
Scaled-up Finance
London, 11 July (Kate Dooley)  A workshop on
coordination of support for reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation and other forestrelated activities (REDD+) was held on 7 June in
Bonn, Germany, during the climate change meetings
of the subsidiary bodies.
Decision 1/CP.18, paragraph 35 requested the
Subsidiary Body on Scientific and Technical Advice
(SBSTA) and the Subsidiary Body on
Implementation (SBI) to jointly initiate a process on
the need to improve the coordination of support for
the implementation of REDD+ activities, and to
provide adequate and predictable support, and to
consider existing institutional arrangements or
potential governance alternatives including a body,
a board or a committee.
The workshop was Co-chaired by Keith
Anderson (Switzerland) and Madeleine Diouf Sarr
(Senegal), who outlined the objectives of the
workshop  for Parties to engage in in-depth
discussions on the challenges of the coordination and
function of support; institutional arrangements
including the use of new and/or existing institutions;
and to consider concrete proposals for key elements
of coordination of support for REDD+ action.
Discussions were wide-ranging, with many
countries, including the Democratic Republic of
Congo and Burkina Faso, noting that fragmentation
of funding and diverse methodologies and different
funding procedures were a serious concern,
restricting access to the REDD+ mechanism.
Many other countries, including Ghana, Fij,
Cameroon, and the Republic of Congo, outlined
difficulties in accessing REDD finance, with Mexico,
Brazil and others saying the inequity in the
geographical distribution of REDD+ financing needs
to be addressed.
Countries were divided on whether the solution
to this was to streamline existing institutions to
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disburse readiness finance and move countries closer
to performance payments (the latter proposed by
Norway), to create a centralised institution to
coordinate payments (as proposed by Papua New
Guinea [PNG], Guyana, the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations [ASEAN], and Fiji), or to re-evaluate
the methodologies and incentive structure of REDD
to diversify performance-based payments (as
suggested by Cameroon and Burkina Faso).
While Brazil outlined a proposal for REDD+
results-based finance architecture through the Green
Climate Fund (GCF) which addressed distributional
concerns, the European Union suggested multiple
finance channels available for REDD+ to provide
the advantage of not being coordinated; countries
can choose which channel best fits with their national
circumstances.
The workshop began with presentations from
four countries: PNG; the United States; Brazil and
the Philippines.
PNG gave a presentation which highlighted the
significant loss of credibility of REDD+ due to a
lack of tangible actions, stating that existing funding
mechanisms are not working, due to gaps in
coordination, coherence and common standards.
The presentation showed that there was
confusion amongst recipient countries as to the
different requirements for REDD+, which include
measuring, reporting and verification (MRV) and
reference levels, as well as reporting and verification
through International Consultation and Analysis
(ICA), and Safeguards Information Systems (SIS)
systems, all of which will be reviewed by different
bodies.
PNG suggested that a REDD+ Committee was
therefore needed as the relevant institution under the
Convention to provide a central coordinating role to
the various reporting and financing channels for
REDD+. PNG pointed to the Standing Committee

Brazil then outlined its proposal for a resultsbased payments architecture, as presented in their
submission. This submission is based on the
principles of adequate and predictable support;
environmental integrity and simplicity. The
submission suggests that all REDD+ finance is
channelled through the GCF, with three disbursement
modalities:
(a) ex-ante financing for phase 1 and 2
activities
(b) ex-ante finance to private sector and other
actors for the implementation in developing countries
of projects that contribute to phase 1 and 2 activities.
(c) ex-post grants to developing countries
based on carbon results.
Brazil emphasised that modalities (a) and (b)
mean countries present a proposal, but with modality
(c), countries present what they have already done,
with redistribution of results-based revenue to be
decided at the national level.
(Parties in Cancun agreed that activities in
relation to REDD+ should be implemented in phases,
(1) beginning with the development of national
strategies or action plans, policies and measures, and
capacity-building, (2) followed by the
implementation of national policies and measures
and national strategies or action plans that could
involve further capacity-building, technology
development and transfer and results-based
demonstration activities, and evolving into (3)
results-based actions that should be fully measured,
reported and verified.)
Brazil suggested that this architecture would
allow for an equitable disbursement of grants, rather
than proportional distribution. If the GCF does not
have enough resources to pay for all results, countries
must agree on an architecture where all countries
receive a fair share. Modality (c) therefore refers to
a proportion of finance for results based on equitable
distribution, and does not refer to finance based on
tonnes of carbon per year.
Brazil related this to the Amazon Fund
example, where they suggested that if they had
received $5 per tonne of carbon credits produced
since 2004, they would be owed $25 billion. An
alternative to payments per tonne of carbon was
therefore needed to achieve the ultimate objective
of REDD+, which is positive incentives for
mitigation of emissions from deforestation,
degradation and other activities in the forest sector.
Norway questioned the feasibility of the GCF
being the only channel for REDD+ finance,
suggesting double payment problems if payments
were not tied to tonnes carbon.

on Finance and the Adaptation Committee as
successful examples of issue-specific institutions
under the UNFCCC.
The US outlined that REDD+ is currently being
financed via multiple channels, with a variety of
activities, presenting a challenge for both
implementing countries and donors. The question
should therefore be how do we ensure that support
contributes effectively to implementing coherent
national REDD+ strategies? rather than what are
the barriers and functions for the coordination of
support.
The US pointed to a joint statement from five
donor countries to enhance coordination to show that
the issue of coordination of support was being
addressed, as well as the work the US has done on
the ground with different countries to identify gaps
and provide appropriate support, and the voluntary
REDD+ database which helps voluntary
coordination, saying that there is a challenge of
disbursement, with funding not reaching the ground
due to weak capacity. It pointed out that REDD+
relates to national strategies and programmes, and
there is not one approach to do REDD+, with each
country choosing the approach that works for them.
The US suggested that the technical functions
for a new body are already being fulfilled with
finance pledges, meetings and workshops to
exchange views. It encouraged countries to develop
national strategies which help to identify gaps and
financing priorities. It concluded that there is a need
to create confidence in REDD+ to succeed.
China and Guyana questioned the reference
to weak capacity, saying that this is actually a result
of lack of support, and Guyana questioned the
capacity of the subsidiary bodies to fulfil the role of
REDD+ coordination given the current agenda
overload.
Brazil noted that this discussion is interlinked
with the workshop on results-based finance for
REDD+. It noted that the current multilateral and
bilateral partnerships outside the UNFCCC are
fundamental in building capacity for REDD+, and
have been directly supporting readiness, with no
carbon aspect associated with these phases. Brazil
said that the innovative part of REDD+ is the third
phase, which must be kept as the focus, as it is the
ex-post results-based payments which differentiate
REDD+ from ODA.
Brazil identified the barriers to coordination
of support as the lack of definition on the design of a
way to transfer payments to developing countries,
based on mitigation results already achieved, saying
that it hoped to define the results-based payments
architecture under the Convention this year.
127

Guyana questioned on what basis equitable
distribution will be done, if not based on tonnes of
CO2, suggesting this might lead to less emission
reductions if people are not positively incentivised
to produce tonnes CO2 equivalent.
Dominica asked if (a) and (b) would also be
distributed equitably, to which Brazil responded that
equitable distribution is for modality (c); (a) and (b)
would be distributed on a needs basis. Brazil
suggested there should be a minimum payment for
countries no matter how big or small results are.
The Philippines then gave a presentation on
behalf of ASEAN, suggesting the need to improve
the coordination of support for the implementation
of REDD+, and to improve transparency, facilitate
disbursement of funds and identification of gaps and
overlaps in support.
The Philippines said that coordination needs
improving at both national and international levels,
to facilitate equitable access to support by developing
countries, and to reduce the mismatch between needs
and the support provided.
Improved coordination also facilitates
knowledge exchange and experience sharing among
REDD+ countries. The Philippines suggested that
an interim arrangement would be the best option at
this time, such as the UNFCCC Secretariat to
coordinate support on an interim basis, with nationallevel mechanisms in place for coordination of
support within REDD+ countries.
It said that expectations were often set quite
high for developing countries, but support does not
match those expectations. It said that ASEAN is open
to exploring potential governance alternatives,
including a body, a board or a committee, but that
the roles and functions, including financial
implications of such institutional arrangements,
should first be defined.
Indonesia suggested that a registry for REDD+
activities would be needed at the international and
national levels to track both support and actions,
provide transparency and contribute to avoiding
double counting and reporting of support and actions.
Responding to questions from Colombia,
Japan and Brazil on the registry, the Philippines
suggested that a central platform for sharing
information would help avoid double counting,
avoiding duplication and providing one channel
through which everyone can check. The Secretariat
would act as a central hub of information, to increase
transparency.
Co-chair Anderson then opened the floor to
Parties for discussion.
Ghana, on behalf of the African Group, said
that coordination of support, especially for phases 1
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and 2, is a key issue for the Africa Group this year,
and that support for phases 1 and 2 is a question of
whether African countries get to phase 3. Ghana
stated that REDD+ is not just mitigation but also
about enhancing non-carbon benefits, and existing
arrangements are not working; support is difficult to
access, requires cumbersome processes and is
inadequate. It requested a contact group or informal
group to be established on this agenda item, with
appropriate time to fully discuss the issue. It outlined
the primary objective as finding a solution which
meets the following criteria:
(d) Aligning fragmented institutions
(e) Simplifying the process of securing support
(f) Scaling up support
(g) Enabling equitable distribution of support
Ghana said that if current approaches to
REDD+ are maintained, we risk replicating the Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) experience, which
will not contribute to emission reductions.
Cameroon, Burkina Faso, Fiji, the Republic
of Congo, the Democratic Republic of Congo and
Togo supported Ghana, with Cameroon suggesting
that REDD+ is losing all credibility with carbon at
less than $1 a tonne.
All of these countries raised concerns over the
geographical distribution of existing REDD+ funds,
with Cameroon saying that the second largest
tropical forest in the world is receiving very little
support from REDD+, and Fiji and the Republic of
Congo saying that they could not access multilateral
finance for REDD+ due to the complexity of the
funding process, with Fiji supporting the
establishment of a central institution to provide
oversight, while the Republic of Congo called for
rules to be developed for REDD+ to ensure
consistency with the Convention, in terms of the
provision of support.
Guyana suggested that the multiplicity of
REDD+ institutions is the cause of the current
problem  with no central coordination system to
provide consistency.
Burkina Faso agreed on the need to streamline
finance sources in a coherent manner, based on
geographical balance and adequate funding. The
Philippines said that REDD+ is a question of
governance, and we need to concentrate on the
support and policy reforms which need to be put in
place to allow for better governance.
Indonesia, speaking for ASEAN, suggested
that bilateral agreements at the regional level can
streamline coordination of support.
Norway took the view that the problems of
slow disbursement of readiness funds and slow
progress for REDD+ will be solved by looking at

advantage of not being coordinated  countries can
choose which channel best fits with their national
circumstances. It emphasised that once all SBSTA
issues were agreed, the full package of
methodological guidance for REDD+ would be
ready, which would enhance coordination.
Burkina Faso, supported by Togo, pointed out
that there is a divide between the poorer forested
countries who believe the current mechanism is not
working, saying there are a number of countries who
are dealing with these issues and need better access
to finance. Throwing cold water on the idea of a
coordinating body does not allow many countries to
reap real benefits from REDD+.
The DRC, expressing support for Ghana, PNG,
Guyana and Congo, said that REDD+ is an
opportunity for mitigation under the Convention, but
also for finding solutions to address the drivers of
deforestation. It suggested that addressing the drivers
related mostly to socio-economic activities and
country development, which required more financial
support, but the current institutional arrangements
do not facilitate this. It suggested REDD+ needs
simple and flexible criteria, to streamline support
and increase support for capacity building.
Uganda suggested that coordination, which is
not institutionalised, is voluntary, and there was a
need to move towards institutionalised coordination
to address funding gaps.
Co-chair Anderson concluded the session,
with Thailand, Liberia and Australia still on the list.
He thanked Parties and suggested that if the SBI
agenda was adopted it would be possible to look at
having a contact group in the next week.
(The SBI agenda was not adopted, due to
wrangling over the agenda following a proposal by
Russia, Belarus and Ukraine to add a new agenda
item. The SBI was not able to commence work in
the two weeks of its session in Bonn.)

existing institutions and strengthening how existing
institutions work. It said we need to strengthen
existing institutions, as well as have a parallel body
in the GCF. It suggested focusing on real issues, such
as how to ease the flow of REDD+ readiness funds,
and how to mobilise finance for results-based
payments for REDD+.
Mexico also thought it was important to build
on the institutional arrangements already in place. It
suggested a package of guidance to move forward
with implementation and with results-based
payment, saying that discussions around a new body
at this stage may distract from completing the
methodological package.
Colombia expressed support for Mexico,
Brazil and others, saying that coordination is not just
about effectiveness and disbursement but also about
equity  which includes the geographical distribution
of REDD+ funding and the capacity to absorb
finance. It referred to the plethora of existing
institutions, saying that these should be coordinated,
and that the Standing Committee on Finance was
tasked to coordinate finance, and improving
coordination in the delivery of climate change
finance should include biennial assessment of
climate finance flows. It said the main goal for
Warsaw should be to develop modalities for
transferring results-based payments to developing
countries.
The EU felt that there was a broad consensus
that improving the coordination of support is
important. It said it views coordination at different
levels  both national and international, and that there
were many important initiatives outside the REDD+
community, such as those on addressing the drivers
of deforestation. It saw a need therefore to coordinate
between REDD+ and other activities, such as the
EU REDD+ facility. It suggested that the multiple
finance channels available for REDD+ provide the
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Some Key Issues for the June Climate Talks
By Meena Raman
THE Subsidiary Bodies (SBs) of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC),
viz. the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological
Advice (SBSTA), are meeting in Bonn from 3-14 June 2013. The SBs are meeting for the first time this year
after the conclusion of the 18th meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP18) and the 8th meeting of the
Parties of the Kyoto Protocol (CMP8) in Doha end last year.
The Ad Hoc Working Group for Enhanced Action under the Durban Platform (ADP) is also meeting, after
having met earlier from 29 April-3 May 2013 in Bonn.
With decisions adopted from the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperation (AWGLCA), whose task was to reach an agreed outcome under the Bali Action Plan (BAP), several key issues
have been passed on to the SBs to carry on further work. The AWG-LCA ended its work in Doha last year.
Some of the issues being considered by the SBs include matters relating to mitigation of developed and
developing countries; guidelines for domestic measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) of domestically
supported nationally appropriate mitigation actions of developing countries (NAMAs); market and nonmarket mechanisms under the Convention; coordination of support for mitigation actions in the forest
sector, the 2013-2015 review and national adaptation plans (NAPs).
In addition, at COP18, by decision 3/CP.18 on the issue of loss and damage, it was agreed that further
work be conducted to advance the understanding on loss and damage and to establish at COP19 (to be held
in Warsaw) institutional arrangements to address this.
In relation to the ADP, Parties in Bonn at the last session, discussed issues related to the agreement to be
concluded by 2015 and to take effect in 2020 (under workstream 1), as well as activities in relation to the
pre-2020 ambition (workstream 2). The June session is supposed to advance further work.
A.

SOME ISSUES FOR THE SBI/SBSTA

1.

Developed country mitigation

In Doha (through decision 1/CP.18), developed countries were urged to increase the ambition of their
quantified economy-wide emission reduction targets (QERTs), with a view to reducing their aggregate
emissions to a level consistent with the ranges documented in the Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of the
IPCC and subsequent Assessment Reports.
The range referred to for developed countries in the AR4 is 25-40% reductions by 2020 compared to 1990
levels. In fact, developing countries in Doha (and even prior to that), have been calling for at least a 40-50%
reduction of emissions in aggregate for developed countries by 2020 compared to 1990 levels, both under
the Kyoto Protocol (KP) and under the BAP. They also wanted a comparability of effort among developed
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countries under the two tracks (of the KP and the Convention), linked to the overall aggregate cuts demanded
by science.
Developed countries in Doha did not increase their ambition level since their low pledges in Copenhagen
and Cancun, and the outcome in Doha was condemned by civil society groups and other observers as one of
low ambition.
Developed countries under the KPs second commitment period (excluding Russia, Japan, Canada and
New Zealand), agreed to only commit to an aggregate cut of 18% by 2020 below the 1990 level. (The US is
not a member of the KP). The developed countries in the second commitment period of the KP, did however
agree to revisit their emission reduction commitments by 2014 in line with an aggregate reduction by
developed country KP Parties of at least 25-40% by 2020 (Paragraph 7 of decision 1/CMP.8).
Under the BAP track of the Convention, Parties in Doha agreed to establish a work programme under the
SBSTA to continue the process of clarifying the QERTs of developed country Parties, with a view to:
(a) identifying common elements for measuring the progress made towards the achievement of the quantified
economy-wide emission reduction targets and (b) ensuring the comparability of efforts among developed
country Parties, taking into account differences in their national circumstances.
In this regard, several Parties have made submissions in relation to the work programme, which included
China, Saudi Arabia, Nauru (for the Alliance of Small Island States), South Africa, the United States, the
European Union and New Zealand.
The submissions by developing countries stress that the SBSTA work programme should result in developing
vital components to measure the commitments of developed countries towards increasing their ambition
with a view to reducing their aggregate emission cuts to a level consistent with science and equity. They
also emphasise the importance of ensuring comparability of efforts among developed countries and the
need for common accounting rules and frameworks for this.
The developed country submissions, on the other hand, take a different approach. The US submission states
that the purpose of work programme is to allow Parties to continue to provide information on their pledges.
There is no reference on the need for a comparability of efforts among developed countries or on the need
for common accounting rules/frameworks for them. The New Zealand submission advances a similar view
and states further that the common elements to be discussed may be applicable to all Parties in the new
post-2020 agreement under the ADP.
The EU in its submission does not advance the need for common accounting rules among developed countries
during the 2013-2014 timeframe. Instead, it wants an agreement at COP 20 (2014) that there is a need for a
common accounting framework in the new regime (post-2020) that promotes comparability of efforts.
None of the developed country submissions refer to any aggregate cut needed by developed countries by
2020 and the need for a comparability of efforts among them to achieve that target.
2.

Developing country mitigation

(a)

Nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs)

On the nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs) of developing countries, Parties in Doha agreed
to establish a work programme to further the understanding of the diversity of NAMAs under the SBI, with
a view to facilitating the preparation and implementation of those NAMAs including on:
(a)
(b)
(c)

more information relating to NAMAs, including underlying assumptions and methodologies etc. and
estimated mitigation outcomes;
needs for financial, technology and capacity-building support for the preparation and implementation
of specific measurable, reportable and verifiable (MRV) NAMAs, as well as support available and
provided, access modalities and related experience gained and
the extent of the matching of mitigation actions with financial, technology and capacity-building
support under the registry (for NAMAs).
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Submissions were sought on the work programme. Only developed countries provided their views on the
work programme and these included the European Union, Australia, the United States, Norway and the
Environmental Integrity Group (EIG). The submissions of developed countries reveal the following views:










The 2013-2014 work programme is the foundation for the 2015 agreement (under the ADP) through
the technical clarification of NAMAs (EU, Norway).
Clarification is sought on the nature of the NAMAs, the scope and information around them; information
sought include assumptions and projections related to emissions in the business-as-usual (BAU)
scenario; the methodologies and tools for estimating baselines for mitigation actions and for estimating
mitigation outcomes, linked to the 2 degree C goal (EU, Norway, EIG, US and Australia).
They want discussions in sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) to begin independently of each other, thus
separating the issue of needs for finance, technology transfer and capacity-building and NAMAs
(EU).
They want common accounting rules for all countries post-2020 (EU).
On finance, technology and capacity-building support, they see the need for NAMAs to be attractive
for financing and also propose financial frameworks etc. (EU).
On support needs, the US says that developing countries should be invited to present for each NAMA
listed in the INF (information) document, the underlying assumptions and methodologies used to
determine support needed for implementation, including clarification of what elements of the action
will be financed through domestic sources, based on national capabilities and what complementary
role international sources could play.
The EIG proposes the exploration of technical and financial support needs in preparing, piloting and
implementing NAMAs; support available and provided, access modalities and experience.

(b) Guidelines for domestic MRV of domestically supported NAMAs
In Durban, through decision 2/CP.17 on the AWG-LCA outcome document, Parties agreed to request the
SBSTA to develop general guidelines for domestic MRV of domestically-supported NAMAs.
Following this, in Doha, a decision was adopted (in document SBSTA/2012/L.24) that: The SBSTA agreed
that the guidelines should be general, voluntary, pragmatic, non-prescriptive, non-intrusive and country
driven, take into account national circumstances and national priorities, respect the diversity of nationally
appropriate mitigation actions, build on existing domestic systems and capacities, recognize existing domestic
measurement, reporting and verification systems and promote a cost-effective approach. (emphasis added)
The decision also states that the SBSTA is to initiate the process of developing the guidelines at its 38th
session, which is the June session in Bonn. The SBSTA is supposed to continue the process of developing
the guidelines at its 39th session and to forward draft guidelines to COP19 for adoption.
Four submissions have been forwarded by Parties providing views on the guidelines which are all from
developed countries except one from Saudi Arabia. Developed countries that made submissions included
the Umbrella Group, the European Union and New Zealand.
The Saudi Arabian submission states the following:







NAMAs should be carried out in the context of sustainable development and in accordance with each
developing country Partys national circumstances, which is the context for the work on general
guidelines for domestically supported mitigation actions.
The Doha outcome provides the right basis  guidelines should be voluntary in nature, take into
account national circumstances and national priorities and respect the diversity of NAMAs.
It was reaffirmed in Doha that guidelines should be general, pragmatic, non-prescriptive, non-intrusive
and country-driven.
Guidelines should not obstruct developing country NAMAs nor hinder their ultimate social and
economic priorities.
Guidelines should be under the Convention and should be performed domestically and by domestic
institutions.
Requires this exercise for general guidelines to be conducted using a capacity-building approach and
with the intention of building on national best practices of each individual non-Annex 1 Party according
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to their own national needs and circumstances and result in guidelines that recognise existing domestic
MRV systems.
Although the Doha decision states that the guidelines are to be general, voluntary, pragmatic, nonprescriptive, non-intrusive and country driven, the Umbrella Group (UG) and the European Union have
detailed proposals on how the guidelines should look like, with the UG proposing draft guidelines.
The developed country proposals for guidelines basically cover the following areas
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
3.

Identification of entity/entities responsible for implementing, MRV mitigation actions, and clarification
of the appropriate roles and responsibilities;
Establishment of a system for collection of all relevant data, sources, and methodologies, including
any models used for projections or extrapolation;
Selection of performance indicators to measure progress in implementation of mitigation actions, and
procedures for reporting and collecting performance indicator data;
A system of quality assurance and control to ensure reliability of data and performance indicators;
A process for verifying implementation of actions and the relevant performance indicators, including
through some form of independent, expert third party review or audit;
A process for reporting information in a way that is transparent, consistent, comparable, and complete,
and made available to the public.
2013-2015 review

In Doha (through decision 1/CP.18), it was agreed that the review should periodically assess in accordance
with the relevant principles and provisions of the Convention, (a) the adequacy of the long-term global goal
(LTGG) in the light of the ultimate objective of the Convention; (b) overall progress made towards achieving
the LTGG, including a consideration of the implementation of the commitments under the Convention
(para. 79(a) and (b)).
It was agreed that a joint contact group of the SBI/SBSTA be set up to assist the COP in conducting the
review, with support by expert consideration of inputs. Such expert consideration would be done through
workshops etc. by the SBI and the SBSTA; and to start at SB38, through a structured expert dialogue that
would operate under the guidance of the SBs.
The dialogue would have two co-facilitators (from Annex 1 and non-Annex 1), who would be reporting to
the COP through the SBs on the results of the dialogues expert consideration of the inputs. The IPCC AR5
was noted as a key input for the review as it becomes available.
In the current session of the SBs, the Chairs have suggested two themes for the in-session workshop as
follows: (1) the adequacy of the LTGG in the light of the ultimate objective of the Convention; and (2)
overall progress made towards achieving the LTGG, including a consideration of the implementation of the
commitments under the Convention.
The following Parties made submissions: Afghanistan, AOSIS, China, the European Union, Saudi Arabia,
and the Umbrella Group. The main dividing line in the submissions is as follows:
The AOSIS, the European Union and Umbrella Group would like to see the 2013-2015 review to be focused
only on the assessment of the adequacy of the 2C goal and to limit the information and inputs only to
mitigation-related inputs. They essentially see the review as a scientific, peer-reviewed literature-based
exercise that would look at climate impacts, emission pathways, and mitigation requirements.
China and Saudi Arabia would like to see the 2013-2015 review focus not only on the adequacy of the 2C
goal (i.e. not just on mitigation) but also on the assessment of the overall progress towards achieving the
2C goal, including a consideration of the implementation of commitments under the Convention. They
essentially see the review as covering both: (a) a review of scientific peer-reviewed literature on the science
of climate change impacts, emission pathways, and mitigation requirements; and (b) a review of published
literature on the extent of the implementation by developed countries of their respective commitments
under the Convention and the impacts of the implementation of response measures on developing countries.
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4.

Market and non-market mechanisms under the Convention

The SBSTA will be dealing with the issues of a framework for various approaches to promote mitigation
actions, including new market mechanisms and non-market mechanisms.
On the framework for various approaches, it was agreed in Doha that the SBSTA would conduct a work
programme to elaborate a framework for such approaches, with a view to recommending a draft decision to
COP19 for adoption. It was also agreed that any such framework will be developed under the authority and
guidance of the COP.
The work programme is to address the following elements, inter alia: (a) the purposes of the framework; (b)
the scope of approaches to be included under the framework; (c) a set of criteria and procedures to ensure
the environmental integrity of approaches; (d) technical specifications to avoid double counting through
the accurate and consistent recording and tracking of mitigation outcomes; (e) the institutional arrangements
for the framework.
Various parties have made submissions with a range of views on what various approaches should include,
ranging from a very wide interpretation of the idea of a framework, which would recognise nationally
generated emission reduction units as eligible for UNFCCC compliance and international trading (Coalition
of Rainforest Nations, Norway, Japan, Indonesia, EU), although these countries differ as to how these units
are governed. The Coalition for Rainforest Nations, Norway and the EU see a coordinating role for the
UNFCCC to guard against double counting of traded units, while other countries, such as Japan, have
suggested that no international transaction log is necessary, leaving it to countries to ensure that any units
generated are not double counted.
There is a wide divergence of views, and the possibility of a framework which recognises a myriad of
different national approaches undermines environmental integrity in real emission reductions being achieved.
Some countries have advanced a much stronger vision of the framework for various approaches.




This includes that only Parties with quantified emission limitation and reduction objectives (QELROs)
can participate in market mechanisms (South Africa and AOSIS)
AOSIS and South Africa suggest a limit to the use of market mechanisms under the Convention,
suggesting that non-market mechanisms should be a shared priority.
Many countries see the need to set strong common principles and accounting rules up front to ensure
environmental integrity and to prevent double-counting (Coalition of Rainforest Nations, South Africa,
Norway, AOSIS, EU).

(a)

New Market-based Mechanisms (NNM)



It was also agreed in Doha that the SBSTA conduct a work programme to elaborate modalities and
procedures for new market mechanisms, with a view to recommending a draft decision to COP19.
The work programme is to consider possible elements of the mechanism as for example the following:
(a) Its operation under the guidance and authority of the COP; (b) the voluntary participation of
Parties in the mechanism; (c) standards that deliver real, permanent, additional, and verified mitigation
outcomes, avoid double counting of effort and achieve a net decrease and/or avoidance of greenhouse
gas emissions; (d) requirements for the accurate MRV of emission reductions, emission removals and/
or avoided emissions; (e) means to stimulate mitigation across broad segments of the economy, which
are defined by the participating Parties and may be on a sectoral and/or project-specific basis; (f)
criteria, and periodic adjustment of ambitious reference levels (crediting thresholds and/or trading
caps) and for the periodic issuance of units based on mitigation below a crediting threshold or based
on a trading cap; (g) criteria for the accurate and consistent recording and tracking of units; (h)
supplementarity; (i) a share of proceeds to cover administrative expenses and assist developing country
Parties that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change to meet the costs of
adaptation; (j) the promotion of sustainable development; (k) the facilitation of the effective participation
of private and public entities; (l) the facilitation of the prompt start of the mechanism;
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Several Parties put in submissions. An analysis of this shows that








Countries which support a centralised approach, with the NMM operating under the authority of the
COP (Coalition of Rainforest Nations, EU, Morocco, and Tunisia).
Countries which support a decentralised approach (within the governance of emerging domestic
markets) (Saudi Arabia and Indonesia).
Countries who support a prompt start for the NMM (EU, Norway and Morocco).
The Coalition of Rainforest Nations and the EU emphasise the concept of net emission reductions as
going beyond offsetting. This concept is not defined, but the EU vision for this is crediting thresholds,
with developing countries undertaking a certain level of emission reductions under own efforts, with
the EU distinguishing between crediting NAMAs and other types of NAMAs.
Saudi Arabia and Tunisia call on developed countries to raise mitigation commitments.
Bolivia is opposed to any kind of market mechanism, and has called for a moratorium on new marketbased mechanisms under the Convention.

(b) Non-market-based approaches
In Doha, Parties also agreed to conduct a work programme to elaborate non-market-based approaches, with
a view to recommending a draft decision at COP19.
Parties that made submissions in this regard included Bolivia, Saudi Arabia and Nauru on behalf of AOSIS.
Bolivia called for a work programme on joint mitigation and adaptation mechanisms for the integral and
sustainable management of mother earth and forests as a non-market-based approach. Saudi Arabia advanced
several approaches which included technology development, diffusion, capacity building and transfer to
developing countries; environmental education relating to the sustainable use of resources; direct
compensation of net avoidance of emissions based on a programmatic and cross-sectoral approach;
environment, energy, land, and other natural resource policy; and recognition and compensation arising
from accrued climate debt to developing countries.
Nauru proposed the consideration of ways to use non-market-based mechanisms such as legislation and/or
financial instruments such as green investment funds, revolving funds, and concessional loans, to deliver
measurable, additional emission reductions outside an offsetting context.
5.

Forests and institutional arrangements

In Doha, Parties agreed to a work programme under the COP on results-based finance for REDD-plus, as
well as calling on the SBSTA to explore methodologies for non-carbon benefits and non-market approaches
such as the joint mitigation and adaptation approach.
Parties also agreed to recognise the need to improve the coordination of support for the implementation of
forest-related activities (REDD-plus). The SBSTA and SBI were requested to jointly initiate a process to
consider existing institutional arrangements or potential governance alternatives and to make
recommendations to COP19.
Several Parties made submissions and a summary shows:





All submissions from developed country Parties (the EU, the US, and a joint submission from
Switzerland and Mexico) referred to the need to prioritise attention on finalising the outstanding
methodological issues under the SBSTA such as national forest monitoring systems; measuring,
reporting, and verifying; the technical assessment process for reference emission levels/reference
levels; and additional guidance on safeguard information systems. This raises the risk of finalising the
methodological rules for REDD-plus results, before the work programme under the COP has
concluded.
Only two submissions referred to the need to establish a new institution (from the Coalition of Rainforest
Nations (CFRN) and Central African Forest Commission (COMIFAC)), with the former calling for
the establishment of a REDD-plus committee at COP19.
A number of countries suggested institutional arrangements for REDD-plus should be considered
after modalities for REDD-plus are decided (Malaysia, Indonesia/ASEAN, Brazil).
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6.

The submissions from Malaysia and Indonesia/ASEAN suggested the UNFCCC Secretariat as an
interim institution. The EU, Switzerland and Mexico, Chile and the US did not think the establishment
of new institutions was necessary.
Many countries referred to the Green Climate Fund (GCF) as the institution respondent responsible to
REDD+ finance (EU, Brazil, Switzerland and Mexico). The EU also emphasised the role of the GEF,
and that REDD-plus finance should be part of long-term climate finance (a point also made by Indonesia/
ASEAN).
Indonesia/ASEAN mentioned the need for a registry or database to track support and actions, and the
US referred to a system for tracking units to avoid double counting.
Loss and damage

At COP18, by decision 3/CP.18 on the issue of loss and damage, it was agreed that further work be
conducted to advance the understanding on loss and damage and to establish at COP19 institutional
arrangements to address this. The SBI has also been requested to elaborate activities under the work
programme to further the understanding of and expertise on loss and damage. This year will be key to
building momentum on this issue. The SBI will need to initiate work towards the establishment of institutional
arrangements, such as an international mechanism to address loss and damage.
7.

National adaptation plans (NAPs)

In Durban, at COP17, Parties adopted guidelines for the national adaptation plan (NAP) process for Least
Developing Countries. The LDC Expert Group (LEG) has now developed technical guidelines for the NAP
process, based on the initial guidelines. What is missing is means of implementation for this.
The COP18 decision on NAPs focused primarily on the provision of financial and technical support,
particularly through the Global Environment Facility (GEF), as an operating entity for the Least Developed
Countries Fund and the Special Climate Change Fund, and from developed country Parties, through bilateral
and multilateral agencies.
Most of the submissions by Parties on experiences with application of the guidelines stressed the importance
of financial support. Implementation of the COP18 decision on NAPs is to be reviewed at COP20. For this
year, the SBI will consider the technical guidelines and experiences with their application.
B.

ISSUES UNDER THE DURBAN PLATFORM

Following the conclusion of the first part of the second session of the ADP in Bonn from 29 April to 3 May,
the Co-chairs of the ADP have issued an informal note containing their reflections. They have identified in
their note possible areas of common ground and have produced two annexes to their note which they say
are perceived areas of common ground for workstreams 1 and 2.
It is likely that at this session of the ADP, Parties will give their views on what they see as common ground
in relation to the two workstreams.
The Co-chairs in their informal note on the organisation of work state that they hope to build on these
(referring to the areas perceived as common ground) by engaging on topics where differences can be
bridged and where common ground can be further enlarged.
They also state that since the next session of the ADP will be held in conjunction with the COP 19, the June
session also needs to provide a solid basis for work and possible decision-making at COP19. Such a solid
basis could comprise:
(a) For workstream 1, building on the areas of common ground identified during the first part of the
second session, and further progress during its second part, a set of initial elements covering substantive
areas of the 2015 agreement in order to facilitate movement towards textual work.
(b) For workstream 2, elements of a possible draft decision with a view to identifying further activities in
2014.
(*With inputs from Kate Dooley, Alejandro Rafa and Doreen Stabinsky)
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