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Durban Platform: Bangkok Climate Session Likely to be Contentious
16 May 2012. A roundtable discussion on this topic
is planned for the second half of the session, said
the information note from the Co-chairs.
In May, at its inaugural session in Bonn, the
adoption of the ADP agenda and the election of the
Co-chairs proved highly charged and difficult, given
that this is a new body established after the
UNFCCCs 17th meeting of the Conference of Parties
(COP) in Durban, with varying interpretations among
Parties on what the key paragraphs of the Durban
Platform decision mean.
In the agenda that was adopted, two
workstreams were initiated  one addressing matters
related to paragraphs 2 to 6 of the Durban Platform
decision (decision 1/CP.17) and another addressing
matters related to paragraphs 7 to 8 of that same
decision. (Paragraphs 2 to 6 relate to the agreed
outcome envisaged for the post-2020 climate regime
while paragraphs 7 to 8 relate to enhancing the
mitigation ambition in the pre-2020 time frame.)
The Co-chairs in their note state that an
informal additional session of the ADP
in
Bangkok,
provides a valuable opportunity to
prepare for the resumed first session of the ADP to
be held in Doha in November.
The Co-chairs have indicated that discussions
will be organized in a manner that facilitates
interactive dialogue, through use of a roundtable
format, in several parts over the course of the session.
The open and inclusive interactive discussions,
which we will co-chair jointly, will be open to all
Parties and observer organizations.
Having considered the submissions and views
expressed by Parties, the Co-chairs have proposed
to structure the discussion in Bangkok as follows:

Bangkok, 30 August (Meena Raman)  The Bangkok
session of the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban
Platform (ADP) under the UNFCCC is expected to
see a contentious and wide range of views from
Parties on the vision for the outcome of this body
tasked with coming up with either a protocol,
another legal instrument or an agreed outcome with
legal force by 2015, in order to implement climate
actions from 2020 onwards.
The ADP session will take place from 30
August to 5 September 2012, in conjunction with
the meetings of the other two Ad Hoc Working
Groups under the UNFCCCs Bali Action Plan and
the Kyoto Protocol.
The UNFCCC principle of equity and common
but differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities in the context of the 2015 outcome is
expected to be a key issue of debate in the ADP.
Many developing countries have stressed the
principles continued relevance and importance
while developed countries led by the US refer to
changing circumstances and evolving
commitments of some major developing countries
such as China, India and others perceived as major
emitters, thus undermining the principle.
The Co-chairs of the ADP, Dr. J. Mauskar
(India) and Mr. Harald Dovland (Norway), issued a
note on 7 August to Parties indicating how they
would conduct the Bangkok session and have
planned discussions on the principles of the
Convention.
The note in this regard states that the Co-chairs
plan  to encourage a focused discussion on the
elements that could frame the work of the ADP,
especially how Parties envisage giving effect to the
principles of the Convention in the results of the
ADPs work.
Many Parties have underlined the importance
of the principles of equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities in this context. This discussion could be
informed by the workshop on equitable access to
sustainable development that was held in Bonn on

(a) Vision for the ADP: We will invite Parties
to share and explore their vision and aspirations
for the ADP, the results of its work and how
these results are to be achieved. It would be
particularly useful if Parties could outline how
they envisage the broad contours and features
of the protocol, another legal instrument, or
1

It also stressed that the work of the ADP shall
be in full accordance with all the principles and
provisions of the Convention, in particular the
principles of equity and common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities. These
principles must be reflected in all aspects of the
agenda of the ADP and of the Durban Platforms
final outcome.
India in its submission re-emphasized that
work of the ADP shall be in full accordance with
all the principles and provisions of the Convention,
in particular the principles of equity and common
but differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities.
It believed that the immediate work under
ADP is to create an environment which is conducive
to discussions on development of a protocol, another
legal instrument or an agreed outcome with legal
force under the Convention applicable to all Parties.
Therefore, the work of the ADP till COP18 should
focus on identifying the issues that should inform
the Durban Platform in this regard.
For India, the workstream for addressing the
post-2020 regime (matters related to paragraphs 2-6
of decision 1/CP.17) should facilitate discussions
on substantive issues, particularly the principles
underlying the Durban Platform and the manner in
which these principles will be applied. These
discussions should be open-ended to capture a wide
range of views and to identify the broad areas of
convergence. The work should progress sequentially
and not in parallel on various aspects of ADP work.
This will enhance efficiency of the process and help
in achievement of objectives. The work in initial
stages should build around defining the scope of
work and clearly identifying the deliverables. It may
be pre-mature to discuss timelines or milestones even
before the substantive issues are identified and
discussed.
On the workstream for addressing matters
related to paragraphs 7-8 of the Durban Platform
decision, India was of the view that it should not be
mitigation-centric. It should address the issues related
to both mitigation and means ofimplementation in a
balanced manner to comprehensively address the
ambition gap.
The submission also states that the work of
ADP will need to be planned in a manner that it can
build on the work of AWG-LCA and AWG-KP,
though without revisiting the earlier decisions.
Further, the issues that may not get resolved under
these AWGs may need to be taken on board by the
ADP or the permanent subsidiary bodies, the SBI
and SBSTA.
The United States focused its submission on
advancing work on the 2015 agreement. It saw the
early stages of the ADP process as providing a

agreed outcome with legal force under the
Convention applicable to all Parties. This
roundtable discussion will be initiated at the
beginning of the session.
(b) Ambition: We would also like to deepen
the discussion on how to enhance ambition,
with the aim of building a better understanding
of the mitigation gap and the opportunities to
bridge that gap, the role of the means of
implementation, and how to strengthen
international cooperative initiatives.
The Co-chairs will prepare summaries of the
discussions under our own responsibility and make
these available after the session on the UNFCCC
web site.
In response to an invitation by the Co-chairs
following the May Bonn session to provide
additional inputs regarding the work of the ADP,
several countries have made submissions and they
include Brazil, India, the US, the European Union,
and Chile and Colombia (jointly).
Brazil in its submission proposed that Parties
should proceed with exploratory work to identify
topics with greater potential for convergence and
concentrate discussions on selected issues. It
believed that the central outcome of the Durban
Platform should be the development of a protocol,
another legal instrument or an agreed outcome with
legal force under the Convention applicable to all
Parties for it to come into effect and be implemented
from 2020, in accordance with decision 1/CP.17 (the
Durban Platform decision).
In planning the work of the ADP, Parties will
need to carefully consider issues arising from the
work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term
Cooperative Action under the Convention (AWGLCA) and the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further
Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto
Protocol (AWG-KP) that may have to be further
addressed after both Ad Hoc Working Groups are
terminated in Doha. While decisions reached under
the AWG-LCA and the AWG-KP should not be
revisited by the ADP, unsolved issues under their
mandates might need to be forwarded to the Durban
Platform or to the permanent subsidiary bodies, the
Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) and the
Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological
Advice (SBSTA), said the Brazilian submission.
Brazil added that it is also important to
acknowledge that future negotiations on the legal
form of the Durban Platforms agreed outcome could
have implications on the legal form of issues already
concluded in other subsidiary bodies. These
implications would need to be addressed by the ADP,
before it presents its final results to the Conference
of the Parties.
2

valuable opportunity to lay the conceptual
groundwork for the agreement.
While the (UN)FCCC Parties have experience
in developing a legal agreement applicable to some
Parties (to the Kyoto Protocol) and a non-legal
agreement applicable to all Parties (Cancún), they
do not have experience developing a legal agreement
applicable to all Parties. The successful development
of such an agreement is perhaps the greatest
challenge that the Parties have faced to date, states
the US submission.
Given the challenges, we think progress in
the negotiations should be measured not by whether
treaty texts have been put on the table but by whether
we are exploring the key issues, testing ideas,
deepening our understanding of each others
perspectives, and narrowing differences Text can
easily be written once conceptual agreement is
reached or close at hand. The Bangkok meeting could
be very useful in promoting conceptual exploration
if it employs the right formats and focuses on the
right issues, said the US.
On substance, the US wanted a number of key
issues that should be addressed at this early stage as
follows: How should the agreement be designed so
as to recognize the economic development and
emissions realities of the time period in question,
i.e., post-2020? While all Parties cannot be expected
to undertake the same type/level of mitigation action,
much more commonality will be necessary not only
for actions themselves but also for measurement,
reporting, review, and other forms of accountability.
What are the implications for the approach to the
Annexes?
How should the agreement be designed so as
to be applicable to all Parties (and attract their
participation in fact) while also promoting ambition?
To what extent can we avoid re-inventing the
wheel by relying on institutional arrangements and
procedures already launched in Cancun/Durban?
Would refinements be necessary to address the new
time period? Do all elements listed in paragraph 5
of the Durban Platform need to be part of the
agreement per se or just part of the 2015 package?
(Paragraph 5 of the decision agreed that the ADP
shall plan its work in the first half of 2012,
including, inter alia, on mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology development and transfer,
transparency of action, and support and capacitybuilding .)
How can the agreement be designed so as to
be a living, breathing instrument that can capture
changing circumstances and evolving commitments?
Cyprus, in a submission on behalf of the
European Union, said that the workstream on the

2015 agreement stressed two urgent priorities -(i)
to commence substantive discussions; and (ii) agree
on a workplan for delivering the 2015 agreement.
The EU submission states that the workplan
to deliver the 2015 agreement should be as
streamlined as possible and should be based around
the high level elements identified in paragraph 5 of
decision 1/CP.17.
According to the EU, it does not think it will
be possible at this early stage to reach consensus on
substantive elaboration of those elements. As such
the workplan to be developed under your guidance
should focus on the process leading to the adoption
of an agreement in 2015.
In an earlier submission to the UNFCCC in
April this year, the EU said that in order to give a
context to our deliberations it is important to have a
collective vision regarding what we are working
towards. For the EU, it was for a new protocol
that could contain the following main elements:
overall objectives; mitigation and accounting
(including market mechanisms); compliance;
adaptation; means of implementation (finance,
technology transfer, capacity building); transparency
of action and support; mitigation review and
simplified ways to raise ambition.
In relation to the workstream on pre-2020
mitigation ambition, the EU wants to accelerate
efforts to enhance pre-2020 mitigation ambition and
ensure that the ambition process delivers in Doha
recommendations that build political momentum
including by launching concrete complementary
initiatives that will deliver action to close the gap.
Chile and Colombia provided a joint
submission. In relation to the workstream on the 2015
agreement, they want the first element to deal with
legal matters, relating to the architecture of the
new regime viz. the legal form of the instrument to
be agreed upon; the nature of commitments within
that instrument; and the enforcement procedures
contained in the instrument. The second element they
want addressed is the operationalization of
mitigation, which involves the method of defining
mitigation commitments in the context of the
principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities with a
specific target or commitment for each country as a
result; accounting and transparency of action;
support, including finance for mitigation, technology
transfer, capacity building and the measuring,
reporting and verification (MRV) of support for
mitigation; and market mechanisms, including the
use of existing mechanisms and the creation of new
ones, if necessary. The third element relates to the
operationalization of adaptation.
3
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Durban Platform Outcome Must Not Rewrite UNFCCC,
Say Developing Countries
Platform decision (decision 1/CP.17) and another
addressing matters related to paragraphs 7 and 8 of
that same decision. (Paragraphs 2 to 6 relate to the
agreed outcome envisaged for the post-2020 climate
regime while paragraphs 7 and 8 relate to enhancing
the mitigation ambition in the pre-2020 time frame.)
The Co-chairs of the ADP are Mr. J. Mauskar (India)
and Mr. Harald Dovland (Norway).
On the issue of the pre-2020 mitigation
ambition, many developing countries stressed the
need to sequence the work of the workstream so as
not to jeopardize and undermine current on-going
negotiations in the other two Working Groups.
Dovland, in his opening remarks, said that the
current informal session in Bangkok is not to take
formal decisions on the organization of, but to clarify
the work to be done under, the two workstreams. He
said that some Parties had wanted contact groups to
be initiated in the Bangkok session. Dovland said
that when the session resumes in Doha, Qatar later
this year, the co-chairs would launch the idea of
having contact groups and other ways of dealing with
the work.
He explained that in the first half of the session
that will be held from Thursday (30 August) till
Saturday, 1 September, roundtable discussions will
be held on each of the two workstreams. The
discussions will focus on the vision for the ADP
(workstream 1) and ambition (workstream 2). The
roundtables are meant to be interactive and the cochairs want to hear concrete ideas on what we are
going to do and how.
Dovland said that the co-chairs intend to
prepare summaries of the discussions and make these
available on the website for Parties to use it or throw
it away. Following the introductory remarks, the
session was suspended for lunch and resumed in the
afternoon to hear statements from Parties and
groupings, after which the first roundtable discussion
was convened.

Bangkok, 31 August (Meena Raman)  The plenary
session of the informal session of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Durban Platform (ADP) held
on 30 August saw a strong and united call by
developing countries for the Working Groups
outcome to be in accordance with the objectives,
principles and provisions of the UNFCCC, in
particular the principles of equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) and respective
capabilities.
This call was led by the G77 and China and
echoed by several groupings of developing countries.
Developing countries also called for the agreed
outcome not to lead to a rewriting, reinterpretation
or replacement of the Convention and its annexes,
which distinguishes between the obligations of
developed and developing countries.
Developed countries on the other hand, led by
Australia for the Umbrella Group (which includes
the non-European developed countries), and the
European Union indicated the need for a global
agreement post-2020 which required updating the
regime with 21st century realities and evolving
capabilities in the contemporary context. The
Umbrella Group also called for a new global
agreement with a common legal platform which
responds to the diversity and current realities.
The ADP is tasked with coming up with either
a protocol, another legal instrument or an agreed
outcome with legal force by 2015, in order to
implement climate actions from 2020 onwards. The
session, which began on 30 August, will end on 5
September 2012, and is held in conjunction with the
meetings of the other two Ad Hoc Working Groups
under the Bali Action Plan and the Kyoto Protocol.
Earlier in May this year, at its inaugural session
in Bonn, the agenda for the ADP was adopted, where
two workstreams were initiated  one addressing
matters related to paragraphs 2 to 6 of the Durban
4

undertake commitments for deep emission
reductions, and successfully completing the work in
the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term
Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) particularly the
comparability of mitigation efforts amongst the
Annex I Parties up to 2020 and their provision of
finance, technology and capacity building to
developing countries under the Convention.
Therefore the negotiations and progress in the ADP
are intrinsically connected to the developments and
conclusion of the KP and the LCA tracks.
Argentina said the ADP should not become the
means by which developed countries jump-ship from
their legally binding commitments under the
Convention. It should not duplicate nor prejudice
negotiations and work already being undertaken in
the various subsidiary bodies, including the other
AWGs. The ADP should not take away from the time,
energy or resources for the successful conclusion of
the AWG-KP and the AWG-LCA and this is the
precondition for the ADP to proceed. The outcome
of the work of the AWG-DP can be an effective
vehicle in the struggle to address climate change
through the strengthening of the multilateral regime
under the Convention in accordance with its
principles and provisions, and covering all relevant
and interlinked issues, notably the building blocks
of mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology and
capacity building.
Argentina also said that avoidance of unilateral
measures is another necessary confidence-building
measure that is a part of the Durban package.
Unilateral actions in the name of climate change must
not damage the multilateral negotiating process. It
also reminded Parties of the recently concluded
Rio+20 Conference outcome document where Heads
of State recalled in the outcome document that the
UNFCCC provides that Parties should protect the
climate system for the benefit of present and future
generations of humankind on the basis of equity and
in accordance with their common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities.
Argentina added that the legal form of the outcome
under the ADP should not be decided on up-front,
nor should discussions on this be an immediate
priority, but such discussion should be phased in at
an appropriate time, when the negotiations on
substantive issues evolve and mature.
Swaziland for the African Group said the
ADP negotiations should culminate in an enhanced
multilateral rules-based regime that ensures the full,
effective and sustained implementation of the
Convention and keeps temperature rise well below
1.5 degrees C. The outcome is to be under the

Algeria speaking for the G77 and China said
that progress in the Durban Platform (DP) is critical
for taking the Convention forward. However, work
must ensure a strong linkage between mitigation,
adaptation and means of implementation, in a
balanced manner, as is reflected in the Convention.
The negotiations and outcome of the DP process must
be in accordance with the objective, principles and
provisions of the Convention, including the
principles of equity and common but differentiated
responsibilities (CBDR) and respective capabilities.
Any planning of the work should be based on
decision 1CP/17. It should also be comprehensive,
inclusive and equitable in scope, given the urgency
of responding to climate change and the vulnerability
of our members to the adverse impacts of climate
change.
Argentina, speaking for Algeria, Argentina,
Bolivia, China, Cuba, the Democratic Republic of
the Congo, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Iran,
Kuwait, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, the
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Thailand, and Venezuela, said that this informal
session is not a negotiating session but rather an
informal initial discussion designed to enable the
Parties to explore and discuss the issues relevant to
the work and mandate of the ADP. It reiterated that,
first and foremost, the work in the ADP is under the
Convention, and therefore, must adhere to the
provisions and principles of the Convention, in
particular the principles of equity and CBDR.
It added that the mandate of the ADP is to
develop a protocol, another legal instrument or an
agreed outcome with legal force under the
Convention, which means adherence to the
provisions of the Convention, with no amendment,
replacement or reinterpretation of the Convention
and its annexes.
Argentina said that any outcome under the ADP
under the Convention applicable to all Parties must
ensure that universality of application is not
uniformity of application, since the latter concept
implies that there would be the same mandatory
nature of obligations for both developing and
developed countries and which would go against the
principle of CBDR. The first and overriding priorities
of economic and social development and poverty
eradication on the part of developing countries must
also be ensured.
It stressed further that the decision establishing
the ADP was part of a delicate overall package in
Durban that includes a meaningful second
commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol, the
understanding that developed countries will
5

project-based mechanisms to 10% of their
commitments, and ensuring the additionality of
carbon credits.
Gambia for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said that the ADP should take into account
the principles of equity and CBDR, with the aim to
limit warming to well below 1.5 degrees C. It
envisioned the work of the ADP to result in a
protocol under the Convention, which included
mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer
and capacity building and transparency of actions in
a balanced way. It added that failure to act to close
the mitigation ambition gap prior to 2020 will have
disastrous consequences. The ADP must prioritize
this work and have a workplan to close the gap.
Nauru for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) said that the pre-2020 mitigation workplan
was an absolute redline for AOSIS as it was the only
reason it agreed to allow the postponement of the
application of a new legally binding protocol until
2020. Enhancing pre-2020 mitigation ambition is
essential in order to minimize the adverse and avoid
potentially catastrophic impacts of climate change
in all countries and the survival of SIDS. It will be
difficult to proceed very far in discussions on the
new protocol until we know that the pre-2020
mitigation gap will be closed. We cannot know if
we are negotiating an agreement for a below 1.5
degree C world, or a plus 3, 4, 5 degree C world. It
asked if it could rely on the Adaptation Committee
to completely relocate all of our critical infrastructure
further inland and if the Green Climate Fund will be
able to pay for it all.
It added that if we do not close the gap, the
mitigation cuts that would be required post-2020 to
preserve even a small chance of achieving our agreed
long-term temperature goal would need to be so
drastic that they would stretch the limits of technical,
economic, and political feasibility. Accordingly, the
workplan on enhancing mitigation ambition must be
prioritized under the ADP as a matter of urgency so
that immediate and meaningful progress is made
towards closing the ambition gap. The mitigation
ambition workplan should support, not detract from
on-going efforts to raise ambition under the AWGLCA and AWG-KP so that those bodies can reach a
successful completion of their work in Doha. The
ADP should not be a forum for renegotiating the
principles of the Convention. The principles of the
Convention should guide the work under both work
streams.
Egypt speaking for the Arab Group believed
that progress in the ADP is linked to progress in the
other two working groups. In terms of the order and

Convention, as agreed in Durban, and so must
conform to all of the Conventions principles and
provisions including historical responsibility, CBDR
and the overriding priorities of developing countries
which were reconfirmed at Rio+20. To facilitate a
smooth transition, all mechanisms developed under
the Bali Roadmap should be fully operational before
the outcome comes into effect.
The outcomes should be balanced in dealing
with mitigation and adaptation, and should ensure
that adequate, sustainable, additional and predictable
means of implementation  finance, technology and
capacity building  are provided to developing
countries in line with the Convention and their needs,
taking into consideration the time needed for
developing countries to achieve their economic
development in a sustainable manner, added
Swaziland.
The priorities for Africa are sustainable
development and poverty eradication. Therefore,
outcomes of our work should reinforce a fair,
multilateral rules-based regime that brings to effect
the right to equitable access to sustainable
development, the equitable sharing of atmospheric
space and resources, taking into account the
cumulative historical responsibility and use of such
resources by Annex I Parties.
Swaziland expressed Africas deep concern that
the inadequate mitigation pledges, notably by Annex
I Parties under the Cancun decisions, risk an increase
in global average temperature of greater than 2°C and possibly as much as 5°C. Temperature increases
of these levels will have catastrophic impacts
worldwide, and particularly for Africa due to its high
vulnerability to the impacts of climate change and
low adaptive capacity. Ambition must be increased
immediately through deep emission reductions by
Annex I Parties under the KP, and through
comparable efforts for Annex I non-Kyoto Parties
under the Convention. Annex I Parties are called on
to remove conditionalities, move up to and beyond
the high end of their pledges, and agree on an
aggregate commitment that reflects science and
equity.
The African Group has called on Annex I
Parties to reduce their emissions by at least 40% by
2017 as an equitable and appropriate contribution to
achieving the objective of the Convention. Real
emission reductions must be ensured and it called
on Annex I Parties to ensure the environmental
integrity of their emission reduction commitments,
and to guarantee an equitable and appropriate level
of domestic emission reductions, by closing existing
loopholes, limiting the use of carbon markets and
6

building, among others. It also expects that all
progress in the AWG-LCA will effectively contribute
to the completion of the regime.
In relation to the mitigation gap, it was deeply
concerned that over 60% of total emissions of
developed country Parties have been left out of the
second commitment period because of an
irresponsible decision by some Annex I countries
that have decided to leave the subsequent period of
the KP. It asked how we could ensure the fulfilment
of promises called pledges when there is no
guarantee, certainty or means of verification given
the inapplicability of the enforcement procedures laid
down in the KP. There must be certainty of how much
developed countries are contributing effectively in
the generation of global warming and we must
require them to meet their historical responsibility.
Only rigorous analysis can effectively lead the ADP
to elaborate a clear mitigation system under the
climate regime and the work plan for enhancing
mitigation ambition that can close the ambition gap.
Bolivia stressed the need to ensure strict
compliance with the principle of CBDR as well as
expressing the historic responsibility of countries
who have contributed more to create the climate
crisis. In this framework, equity and access to
sustainable development must be central themes of
our analysis and the assessment of the technical and
technological capabilities to meet the challenge of
mitigation which leads to the need for clear
mechanisms for financing and development and
technology transfer.
Nicaragua, speaking for the countries of the
Central American Integration System (SICA),
stressed the need for an equitable result and the
importance of observing the principle of CBDR in
the work of the ADP. The outcomes of the work of
the ADP workstreams should not lead to a re-writing,
weakening or undermining of the UNFCCC but must
lead to its full, effective and sustained
implementation. The ADPs workstreams should not
duplicate or prejudice negotiations on work already
being undertaken in the AWG-KP, AWG-LCA, SBI,
or SBSTA. The ADP workstreams should not detract
time, energy or resources from the successful
conclusions of the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA
according to their respective mandates. Substantive
work by the ADP on the issue areas that are still
being considered by the AWG-LCA and the AWGKP should not be undertaken until their work has
concluded.
South Africa speaking for the BASIC (Brazil,
South Africa, India and China) said that the ADP
offers a key opportunity for further enhancement in

sequence of the work, we need to see balanced
progress on all issues, and under each of the working
groups. This requires more progress in particular in
relation to the KP and the AWG-LCA. It said that
we are yet to see the kind of ambitious emission
reduction numbers (under the KP for the second
commitment period) that are of a legal nature that
provisionally enter into force pending their
ratification.
It reaffirmed that upcoming negotiations have
to reflect the responsibility of Annex I countries for
taking the lead in reducing emissions, and the
responsibility of developed countries to the provision
of finance and technology to developing countries
to adapt to the negative impact of climate change
and response measures, and that they help them
contribute to the international efforts to reduce
emissions without putting in jeopardy their
development prospects nor transferring to them the
burden of filling the gap between the goal of the
temperature rise and the modest goals by Annex I
countries for reducing their own emissions.
It also stressed that the ADP outcome will have
to be under the Convention, and should adhere to its
provisions and principles. It also referred to the Rio+
20 outcome which reaffirmed this. The starting point
has therefore to be the historical responsibility of
developed countries and the fact that they should
take the lead in addressing climate change and in
helping developing countries adapt to it and
contribute to mitigation efforts. We need to examine
how to best incorporate national circumstances and
the various facets of vulnerability. In reference to
the ADP outcome being applicable to all, Egypt
also emphasized that universality does not mean
uniformity and that the primary objective of
developing countries is to fight poverty and to
achieve sustainable development.
Bolivia speaking for the Bolivarian Alliance
for the Peoples of Our America (ALBA) said the
responsibility of the ADP is enormous considering
the challenges to be faced in a climate change
scenario that threatens to increase the temperature
to more than 3 degrees C by 2020 if emissions
continue to rise in a business-as-usual manner. In
this sense, the ADP has to develop a new and
comprehensive, legal and institutional regime to be
implemented in the shortest possible time. 2020 is
too late a date to ensure that our Mother Earth is not
severely affected by the climate crisis. The legal
regime to be completed in 2015 must of course have
a comprehensive overview of the key issues related
to climate adaptation and mitigation, development
and transfer of technology, financing and capacity
7

finance and technology will be supported. Designing
climate-effective outcomes would require updating
the regime with 21st century realities. Fresh thinking
at the conceptual level is needed before considering
the context and the form and the exploring of new
possibilities for enhancing action. There was a need
for a new global agreement with a common legal
platform, which responds to the diversity and current
realities.
Switzerland speaking for the Environmental
Integrity Group said that there was a need to address
the future climate regime post-2020 and the
mitigation ambition pre-2020. By Doha, there was a
need to capture common ground on the elements of
the future legal instrument with a broad plan of work
with milestones.
Third World Network, speaking as a
representative of civil society, said it could not
understand how those Annex I countries who are
escaping their legal commitments under the existing
legal regime of the Convention and the KP can show
more ambition under the ADP when the ADPs terms
of reference and parameters are yet to be defined. In
the name of closing the ambition gap, TWN said
that Parties must not negate the historical
responsibility of developed countries. There can be
no excuses for not acting with high targets in meeting
current legal obligations. Low targets, weak pledges
and loopholes will mean further appropriation of the
remaining atmospheric space that is most needed for
the poor of the developing world in meeting their
sustainable development needs. Those who need to
lead appear to be shifting much of the burden of
mitigation on the poor of the developing world and
call that meeting the mitigation gap and this was
unacceptable, said the representative.

the implementation of the Convention and its
outcome must be in accordance with all the principles
and provisions of the Convention, especially that of
equity and CBDR and respective capabilities.
Singapore said that the principles of the
Convention must be respected and there is no
mandate to renegotiate or rewrite its provisions.
CBDR and respective capabilities remain
fundamental pillars and developed countries must
demonstrate that they are taking the lead.
The Dominican Republic speaking for the
Coalition of Rainforest Countries stressed the
importance of having mechanisms to address
reducing emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation and other forest-related acivities
(REDD+) in the ADP outcome.
The European Union said that the pre-2020
discussion in workstream 2 should develop a shared
understanding among Parties on the key objectives
and deliverables. This requires the building of
political momentum for complementary initiatives
to close the mitigation gap. On the legal agreement
post-2020 which is applicable to all, there is a need
for discussion on how the principles of the
Convention are applied in the 2020 framework where
all Parties deliver and is fair and with evolving
capabilities in the contemporary context.
Australia speaking for the Umbrella Group
said that there was a need for substantial and
meaningful discussions in developing a new
agreement applicable to all under the Convention
and actions to close the ambition gap. The overall
goal was to hold the increase in temperature by 2
degrees C and this required climate effectiveness
under the ADP to be built with the participation of
all major economies. Climate effectiveness is
increasing the ambition by all Parties to make the
transition to a low-carbon path. Those who need

(Reports on the roundtable discussions will be
forthcoming.)
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Technology Contact Group Debates Intellectual Property Rights

(Similar matrix tables and informal notes that
reflect different levels of maturity of the various
items of the AWG-LCA mandate have been prepared
by the chair.)
Most of the exchanges made by the Parties in
the 30 August session centred more on the issue of
IPRs, on whether the UNFCCC has the competence
to deal with it or whether it should be left to other
international arenas such as the World Trade
Organization (WTO) and the World Intellectual
Property Organization (WIPO).
Three questions were posed in the informal
note:

Bangkok, 31 August (Chee Yoke Ling)  Intellectual
property rights and their implications for technology
development and transfer was once again debated at
the 30 August meeting of the contact group on
technology under the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC).
The AWG-LCA is mandated to work on
Enhanced action on technology development and
transfer to support action on mitigation and
adaptation and the issue of patents and other
intellectual property rights (IPRs) remains
contentious with developing countries consistently
seeking to address the issue as an obstacle or barrier,
while developed countries deny that IPRs are a
problem.
The contact group on technology held its first
meeting on 30 August at the Bangkok informal
session of climate talks (30 August to 5 September),
guided by two documents prepared by the AWGLCA chair, Mr. Aysar Tayeb of Saudi Arabia. The
first was a matrix table of an overview of the progress
made by the Conference of the Parties (COP) of the
UNFCCC on the 2007 Bali Action Plan agenda item
on technology development and transfer that the
chair said is factual.
The second document was an Informal note
with bullet points containing elements and options
that Parties may wish to further elaborate on
add to them or remove from them, as appropriate.
Several questions were also posed for Parties to
consider as they wish. The chair said that the note
acknowledges the progress made at the last meeting
in Bonn (in May 2012) on the Technology Executive
Committee and the Climate Technology Centre and
Network and tries to capture discussions on other
issues. He emphasized that it is an informal note and
that the work by Parties will then be the basis for
text to be negotiated in Doha, Qatar.





Reconciliation of IPRs to facilitate technology
development and transfer?
Discussion under the Convention? If so, under
which body?
Role of WIPO/other relevant organizations?

The United States said IPRs are not in the Bali
Action Plan (BAP), that there was some debate in
Durban but there was no consensus that we should
talk about this topic. It stressed that IPRs are not
part of the BAP, Cancun or Durban and they do not
consider that this is appropriate.
Chair Aysar Tayeb said that what we are doing
here is to identify what are the other topics. In order
to decide on the further topics, we need to know what
topics have been suggested.
He reiterated that the note is on what was said
(in Bonn) and not consensus. This is what we are
exploring. When it references functions to the CTCN,
what is it that is needed? We need to see what they
are so we can make a judgment. It is helpful to
facilitate this exploration to see what people want to
talk about, he added.
Regarding IPRs, this was one of the issues
raised in Bonn and the Chair said the US is right that
there was no agreement on this, but some Parties
9

Uganda said it matters to us that this issue is
taken up here; in every issue, theres a beginning
and an end, the US says IPRs has not been discussed
here before. We need to deal with emerging issues;
why is IPRs coming up again and again? Because it
is a barrier to us in accessing technology, said
Uganda. It added that addressing barriers/obstacles
is one of the functions agreed to in COP 16 (in
Cancun), and that on the demand side we feel IPRs
is an obstacle, a barrier. It stressed that we can discuss
it later but we should have the issue included.
(Uganda also gave the example of loss and
damage  the issue was not considered under
adaptation before but it is now.)
Mr. Kuni Shimada (Japan), who had taken over
from the AWG-LCA Chair to facilitate the discussion
by then, responded by saying that COP 16 agreed to
deal with barriers and obstacles and that this is part
of the work of TEC, as part of discussing the enabling
environment for technology development and
transfer.
The Philippines pointed to the Chairs matrix
on the decision of COP 13 (Bali, 2007) that refers to
the removal of obstacles and said that this is a matter
that squarely puts IPRs on the agenda. According to
the Philippines, the argument that we should not
discuss this because some other bodies are doing so
is not sound. Saying that IPRs cannot be tackled here
because it is being taken up by the WTO and WIPO,
is, for lack of a better word, a lame reason. It said
that the WTO tackles IPRs as a trade barrier issue,
and WIPO tackles IPRs as part of its mandate to
promote IPRs, questioning whether these
organizations have the competence to deal with
climate change.
The Philippines stressed that Parties have the
mandate under the Convention to deal with the issue
of climate change and finding ways like adaptation
and mitigation for countries to deal with the problem
and this issue of IPRs actually is a much narrower
concern here in the UNFCCC. We are here to
consider whether IPRs as they relate to climate
change technology transfer for adaptation and
mitigation are preventing countries from getting
these technologies. We should not talk about turfing,
that this and that issue cannot be tackled because of
lack of institutional competence; this is not what we
should be doing. The bottom line is, it said, the
UNFCCC has the mandate and the institutional
competence to deal with the issue of IPRs as it relates
to technology transfer for climate change adaptation
and mitigation.
Facilitator Shimada reminded Parties that
WIPO has already done some work under its own

said there is some work to be done and you can see
there is a question mark here (in the informal notes
bullet points).
China responded on behalf of the G77 and
China to the comment by the US, saying that it
knows there is no agreement on text on IPRs but
anyone talking about technology development knows
intellectual property is an issue. If we want to talk
about innovation for climate change then we need
an innovative arrangement for IPRs. If we take
technology development and transfer seriously we
have to deal with IPRs.
Chair Aysar Tayeb queried if the innovative
measures to deal with IPRs mentioned by China are
considered somewhere, or if it has some proposals
on these measures that it wants the contact group to
take forward to think about.
The European Union said that IPRs is an issue
that is raised all the time. It is a complex issue that
the EU did not want to talk about at this time, and
that we have ways of discussing barriers to
technology elsewhere as the TEC is doing now. To
the extent that IPRs is a barrier it can be dealt with
at the TEC, according to the EU, adding that IPRs
can also be a powerful tool. It also said that we should
let these institutions we have set up, such as the TEC,
go on with their work on this issue, and we can come
back later and see what we can do.
Australia said that IPRs have been discussed
before and asked what outcome is wanted out of a
discussion in the next 3 days. It said that it is quite
clear that there is no reason to consider a change to
the IPR system, adding that these issues are being
considered in the WTO (Agreement on Trade-related
Aspects of IPRs) and WIPO. Australia also said
WIPO is already doing some work on climate
technology and there are other bodies doing some
of this work, so we should let those do the work
first.
Japan said that as it has discussed in the
(earlier) meetings, it did not think this is the right
forum to discuss IPRs; there are other international
organizations to discuss this issue and we should
leave this issue to them.
Uganda, responding to the US and Australia,
said we are here discussing financial issues and we
are not in the World Bank or the International
Monetary Fund. So when it comes to IPRs and we
say we should not talk about (the issue), it is not
appropriate. If it is relevant here we should discuss
it, Uganda said, adding that it does not matter that
IPRs is discussed elsewhere. We should discuss it in
accordance with the relevance to technology
development and transfer.
10

addressed so that technology development and
transfer can be properly implemented.
The US intervened again, saying that it has
heard quite a few views especially from African
countries on their needs. The question is whether
we have addressed those needs, and as the EU said
whether we are going in the right direction. It said
that we have made significant progress and referred
to a recent study by African practitioners on African
technology needs. According to the US the study
identified many of the problems mentioned and if
we look at what is tasked by the TEC, these needs
are to be addressed. It said that the study did not
identify IPRs as a barrier, though it will not
extrapolate this to other regions.
The facilitator then said that we would like to
see emerging from Bangkok a draft decision so that
we can negotiate based on something. I can see some
convergence. He asked Parties if they are
comfortable for him or the LCA chair to write up a
very informal note based on the discussion.
The G77 and China agreed, saying that it is
helpful to have text.
The US said this will be a summary note, and
not text that will be pushed for Doha.
The EU said there are divergent views on the
nature of the work so it hoped the informal note can
capture that too.
The Philippines asked if a submission is also
to be made, to which the facilitator said that it must
be in specific language (proposals).
The other issues that saw differences between
developing and developed countries were over
additional functions of the Climate Technology
Centre and Network (CTCN) and the Technology
Executive Committee (TEC); and the relationship
between these two components that constitute the
technology mechanism of the UNFCCC.
The informal note also addressed linkages with
the financial mechanism and other thematic bodies.

mandate. Maybe it is useful for this group to look at
what has been discussed there in terms of climate
change technology and IPRs. He also said that the
TEC is currently working on obstacles and some of
the issues will be submitted to the COP and the TEC
will seek inputs from experts outside the TEC and
from stakeholders. He asked Parties to be as specific
as possible so we can find a way to reflect that as
matters for further discussion by this group.
Gambia expressed concern over hearing that
we should leave the IPRs issue to WIPO or WTO. If
there is an issue we should set up a working
relationship, e.g. with the WMO, IMO, IPCC. Now
that we have an issue around IPRs why cant we do
the same? Why leave it to WIPO? WIPO will of
course deal with the IPRs issue. We want to deal
with issues that are identified in our national
communications and our NAMAS and NAPAs  and
we have identified problems. So can we as a group
explore ways to work with WIPO to deal with this?
The facilitator said that if Parties decide to do
it, we do it. If not and we decide to give it to someone
else then we do that, so please give me some concrete
proposals on how to deal with this.
Ecuador supported the G77/China, welcomed
the IPRs issue in the paper and said it is important to
work with WIPO on this.
Nigeria said IPRs and access to technology is
a real challenge. So we must find ways to solve the
challenge. Let us for the sake of humanity isolate
climate change  let us have access to these
technology so that we can at least solve some of the
problems of Africa. We have minimum resources, it
said, calling for cooperative research. It also said
that if it means inviting WIPO to talk with us, let us
do that and we can talk with them.
India agreed with China on behalf of the G77/
China and Uganda on behalf of Africa and the LDCs,
adding that the issues of technology and IPRs are
closely related and this issue needs to be properly
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Forest Finance Should be Public, Include Non-carbon Benefits,
Says South

It said public fund is the most clearly
established type of funding source, can ensure
adequacy and delivering co-benefits, and ensure that
benefits are distributed equitably among all
developing countries.
It said in LDCs where more than 70% of the
population or 580 million people depend on the rural
livelihood system where forests provide energy, food,
livestock fodder, and a host of other environmental
services, REDD+ actions should provide
opportunities for poverty reduction and improving
livelihood.
It further said the principles behind financing
results-based actions should include additionality,
adequacy, equal distribution, predictability and
sustainability in addition to accommodating the
different national capabilities and circumstances.
Rejecting the market-based proposal, it said
LDCs disagree with transferring developed
countries commitment to developing countries,
referring to the offset element of a carbon market
where countries with emission reduction targets can
offset their commitment with credits from mitigation
efforts in developing countries.
It said LDCs believed that REDD+ is best
addressed under the development context rather than
market-based, adding that LDCs do not have the
capacity to access market-based funding for REDD+.
Citing the weaknesses of the offset mechanism
under the UNFCCCs Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM), it dismissed the effectiveness
of such an approach as illustrated by the failure of
afforestation and reforestation under the CDM where
procedures to access funds were difficult, costly and
lengthy.
It warned that market-based finance will result
in overlooking of the low carbon credit REDD+
activities such as biodiversity conservation and

Bangkok, 31 August (Hilary Chiew)  Developing
countries continue to stress that forest-related
activities under the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) must primarily be
publicly funded, with many expressing doubts over
market-based approaches.
A significant number of developing countries
also called for non-carbon benefits of forests to be
included for financing under the proposed forestrelated emission reduction mechanism and a
departure from the emphasis placed on the carbon
market as a source.
At the one-day workshop on 30 August on
financing options for the full implementation of
results-based actions relating to REDD+, including
modalities and procedures for financing these resultsbased actions, those developing country Parties
argued that financing for Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD),
actions on conservation of forest carbon stocks,
sustainable management of forests and enhancement
of forest carbon stocks should lead to the recognition
of the full range of forest functions.
(REDD+ includes Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing
Countries; and the role of Conservation, Sustainable
Management of Forests and Enhancement of Forest
Carbon Stocks.)
They said payment for non-carbon benefits of
REDD+ actions is essential to the integral
management of forests and is the basis to promote
public funding and to further develop the nonmarket-based approach.
Sudan, speaking on behalf of the Least
Developed Countries (LDC), said LDCs considered
public funding to be the major source of funding
and viewed financing through private sector as a
complementary source.
12

single payment system might be over-simplifying
and render them ineffective.
In response to the European Union (see below)
that addressing safeguards will give a premium to
the carbon credit generated, it maintained that
safeguards are to uphold environmental and social
integrity and cautioned against a race to the bottom
if there is a differentiation in the payment for REDD+
activities.
The European Union said the private sector
plays an important role not only in terms of finance
but it is also the key solution for REDD+ actions as
drivers of deforestation, especially in terms of
investment in sustainable land use. It said the United
States presentation on ideas for private sector
investment outside of carbon markets would be
useful to explore.
Earlier in Session One of the workshop, the
United States said public financing is finite
especially given the current financial crisis and
suggested the use of other forms of market besides
carbon market, such as financial and commodity
markets.
It said the financial tools would cover providing
capital and reducing risks. The former could consist
of grants, loans, debt swaps, bonds, equity and tax
concession to purchase the output of REDD+ actions
in the forms of credits, forwards, put options, call
options and reverse auctions. It further said this
would incentivize investors and producers by
insuring against or minimising risks, thus ensuring
environmental integrity.
Norway said one of the key enabling
considerations for finance is putting a price on forest
carbon without which countries would not have
incentives in place to make the needed reform,
adding that a REDD+ mechanism cannot wait until
2020 and progress must be made in Doha.
China said it agreed to a certain extent that
public funding is limited but so are private sources,
and called for developed countries to change their
domestic policies to incentivize the participation of
the private sector.
Towards this end, Brazil, Guyana, Papua New
Guinea, Indonesia, India and the Democratic
Republic of Congo urged developed countries to
increase their emissions reduction ambition in order
to create room for the private sector to participate.
Climate legislation and a realistic price of carbon
are keys to incentivize the private sector.
Indonesia said Parties need to learn from past
experiences in the CDM to address the issue of
geographical distribution of projects.

protection of natural forests with low greenhouse gas
mitigation potential, and that the protection of
existing high carbon stock forests does not always
lead to the protection of the biodiversity.
It also pointed out that there is no
comprehensive attempt to quantify risks for national
REDD+ actions, despite these being long-term
investments, from the socio-economic,
environmental integrity and potential perverse
outcomes such as incentivizing monoculture
plantation with low biodiversity value.
Bolivia reminded Parties of paragraph 67 of
Decision 2/CP.17 which was supported by a
significant number of countries at the UNFCCC
conference last November in Durban.
Paragraph 67 reads: Notes that non-marketbased approaches, such as joint mitigation and
adaptation approaches for the integral and
sustainable management of forests as a non-market
alternative that supports and strengthens
governance, the application of safeguards as referred
to in decision 1/CP.16, appendix I, paragraph 2(cd), and the multiple functions of forests, could be
developed;
It said at the core of the non-market-based
approaches is the joint mitigation and adaptation
approach which also recognises the non-carbon
benefits of forests and provides for the promotion of
public funding.
It added that joint mitigation and adaptation
goes beyond REDD+ actions and is based on a
second generation theory of collective actions,
adding that the market-based approach does not take
drivers of deforestation seriously, where the private
sector can participate as both buyers and sellers of
forest carbon.
Papua New Guinea said there are so many
expectations on REDD+ actions but it is time to get
moving and not to miss Doha (the venue of the 18th
meeting of the Conference of Parties to the
UNFCCC) and urged Parties to begin by
incentivizing on the agreed REDD+ activities.
Guyana said it recognizes that forests offer
both carbon and non-carbon services and that the
value of the latter far exceeds the former. It welcomes
the discussion but reminded Parties that the purpose
of the workshop is to allow Parties to get to a
decision at Doha.
It said the REDD+ issue is already matured and
discussion on non-carbon benefits can be held postDoha.
Indonesia said non-carbon benefits of forests
are of a different nature and serve different demands
but is concerned that lumping all of them in one
13

financing options, sources and enabling
considerations; role of private sector; and the
framework for financing the full implementation of
results-based REDD+ actions.
Chair Yaw Osafo of Ghana summed up the key
points on each thematic area.
In response, the United States said it disagreed
that public funds should be the main source while
Sudan representing the LDCs asserted that without
recognition of non-carbon benefits, REDD+ risked
commercialising the forests along the line of CDM
and it would compel Parties to redefine safeguards.
Bolivia speaking on behalf of the ALBA
countries said it would also like to see the joint
mitigation and adaptation approach included as part
of the non-market-based mechanism discussion.
Yaw acknowledged the concerns and said with
the help of the secretariat, a short summary will be
prepared to serve as a starting point for Parties
consideration in the REDD+ informal group
meetings during this week in Bangkok, without
prejudging the final outcome (in Doha).

The Dominican Republic said the private
sector can play its role but it should not replace the
obligation for public funding from Annex I countries
especially now that the carbon prices are proven to
be unattractive.
The Philippines stressed that social and
environmental safeguards are conditions needed to
attract private sector investors in REDD+ activities.
It also pointed out that there should be a clear
institutional mechanism on the entity to receive
REDD+ finance, and learning from past lessons of
forestry governance and the distribution of REDD+
benefits must include the communities.
Earlier, it also questioned the notion of the role
of market mechanisms in mitigation as a funding
source, and the depth of discussion on the overall
obligation of developed countries in providing
finance for forested-related emission reduction
mechanisms.
Parties spent the afternoon session of the
workshop deliberating on three thematic areas -
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Durban Platform: Developed Countries Outline Vision for
New Agreement
agreement and that such an agreement was better
than no agreement.
(This prompted one observer to remark
privately during the session that this sounded like
my way or no way.)
Pershing then outlined what the characteristics
of such an agreement could be, looking at what has
worked and what has not. He said that in the history
of the process, the Kyoto Protocol (KP) works for
some but not for all. He asked those who do not have
commitments under Annex B of the KP (the
developing countries) if they were prepared to take
on legally-binding commitments. He remarked that
not a single new country  except those who joined
the EU  is prepared to do this. Hence, if this was
the model, then it falls short, Pershing said further.
He said that the costs of this model outweighed its
value.
He then asked what could work and referred to
how Parties brought commitments and actions
forward beyond what was delivered under the KP
through the Cancun pledges for emission reductions.
Pershing stressed the importance of
flexibility, which allowed for the consideration of
national circumstances to forward pledges on the
table and to see what others are doing in a transparent
process. He also said that this was not time bound
but would be dynamic with iterations, review and
a process to modify actions. This is a model that is
working and not one which tells Parties what to do.
Pershing stressed that the characteristics of the deal
needed to be flexible, dynamic, takes account of
national circumstances and individual capacities.
If this was not the case, it could not attract enough
Parties.
On the issue of finance, he asked where Parties
were on massive new financial transfers. He said
that the reality of the world was that most of the
generous donors in Annex 2 of the Convention
are facing difficult political times. The US was facing

Bangkok, 1 Sept (Meena Raman)  At the roundtable
discussions held in Bangkok under the Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Durban Platform (ADP), on
the vision of the new post-2020 climate regime,
developed countries including the United States,
Australia, Russia, the European Union, Japan,
Norway and Switzerland outlined what they wanted
to see in the new agreement.
The US highlighted some characteristics of the
deal which needed to be flexible, dynamic, take
account of national circumstances and individual
capacities of countries to attract enough Parties to
join the new agreement. The other developed
countries also reflected similar ideas, insisting that
such an approach was not a rewriting of the UN
Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) but one that reflected the changed
context of new realities that required a dynamic
differentiation among developing countries.
Russia wanted the notorious firewall between
developed and developing countries to be removed.
The discussions on the vision began on
Thursday, 30 August and continued on Friday, 31
August.
Dr. Jonathan Pershing (the lead climate change
negotiator for the US) stressed the compelling need
to act to address climate change (he referred to the
most recent experiences in the US involving serious
drought in more than 60% of the counties, resulting
in reduction in food supplies and bad weather
affecting the Republican Convention in Florida these
past days), and then said that Parties would need to
think about what would happen if there was no
climate change agreement (post-2020). Hence, it was
useful to think of what we would get that would
be additional to the UNFCCC.
He said that the new agreement must benefit
all Parties, stressing that nothing is sustainable if it
only benefits one side. Pershing stressed the need
for incentives for engagement in the new
15

dumpsite for unresolved issues. It did not want a
toxic spill-over or contamination.
Norway said that the ADPs exercise is not to
rewrite the Convention. However, in 2020 the
Convention will be 30 years old and there is a need
to discuss how the principles of the Convention
should be operationalized in 2020 and 2030, taking
into account economic strength, capabilities and
emission levels of countries.
It said that there was a need to have some
assessment criteria to see if an agreement is effective.
Does it deal with the temperature rise of less than 2
degrees C? Is it fair over time? Is it realistic and
possible to implement? Is it flexible enough for future
trends in the world?
For it to be fair, effective and flexible, it must
be science-based and capture global emissions in
2020 and beyond. It must include countries relative
capabilities. Norway said that universality of
application is not uniformity. Differentiation is key
but there has to be a dynamic differentiation with
different models, said Norway.
The EU said it was also not rewriting or
renegotiating the Convention but called for a new
approach to achieve the collective goal. It was for a
protocol under the Convention.
It said that in relation to the principles of the
Convention, the context of their application is
important as we are not in 1990 but in 2012 and 2020.
Many developing countries are richer than they were
in 1990 and their emission trends have also changed.
All have a legally-binding spectrum of commitments
associated with the levels of emissions and all Parties
can take fair and ambitious actions in accordance
with their respective responsibilities and capabilities.
The EU in its intervention during the
ambition (of emission cuts) discussion said that it
is unlikely to see changes in the pledges of developed
countries to reflect the higher level (of ambition) this
year.
Japan said that the future framework had to
be flexible and dynamic, taking into account national
circumstances. The principles of the Convention
should be dynamic and evolving, in accordance with
economic and social realities. It agreed with the EU
on the changing context since 1992.
Switzerland said that the new regime should
be effective and ambitious, with the participation of
all. It should be fair and dynamic, reflecting the
economic and social realities of 2020.
(The views of developing countries on the ADP
outcome expressed at the plenary session on 30
August are reported in TWN Bangkok Climate News
Update #2: Durban Platform outcome must not
rewrite UNFCCC, say developing countries.)

a deficit; the EU was having difficulties in the Euro
Zone and Japan is facing a long-term economic
problem. He asked how countries could commit to
provision of financial resources in the future when
they did not have money now.
Australia referred to the notion of climate
effectiveness which would move Parties to a global
goal and international framework for domestic
action. On the issue of the new agreement being
applicable to all, it said that this means broad
participation by all major economies. There was a
need to design a new agreement that attracts the
participation of all countries and accommodates
diversity, flexibility, takes account of a full range of
national circumstances and capabilities. It should be
universal but not uniform in its application. It should
promote the increasing of ambition with a process
for broad economic transformation to close the
emissions gap and is capable of evolving over time
responding to economic, scientific and political
realities. Australia said that having schedules
(reflecting the mitigation actions of Parties) could
be considered.
Australia also proposed a framework for
domestic implementation with the creation of
incentives for climate action, including broad and
liquid carbon markets to address the costs of
abatement.
It said that this approach did not amount to a
rewriting of the Convention but was a dynamic
approach to the Convention, taking into account
the changing context, which was not static. Australia
said that there was a need to explore how
differentiation can accommodate the national
circumstances of all countries with differentiation
among developed countries and differentiation
among developing counties.
Russia, in response to the issue raised by
developing countries that the Convention should not
be renegotiated, said it agreed with that but there
was a need not to avoid the recognition of new
realities of the 21st century. What was relevant in
1995 may not be the case for 2012 and 2020. Hence,
there could not be a freezing of parameters and
realities.
What Russia was aspiring for was to combine
the efforts of developed and developing countries
and not to retain the notorious firewall between
the two anymore. The new agreement should not
prevent the contribution by all and those who can
do more.
In reference to the work of the ADP in relation
to the other working group on long-term cooperative
action under the Convention (AWG-LCA), it said
that Russias intention is not to treat the ADP as a
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Developing Countries Table Proposal for Enhanced Adaptation Action

In its general description of the proposal,
Bolivia recalled COP decisions 1/CP.13, 1/CP.16 and
1/CP.17 and Convention articles 4.1(e), 4.3 and 4.4
on financing for adaptation. It noted that the impacts
of climate change worldwide are already having
impacts on agricultural production and food security
and that it is the historical accumulation of
greenhouse gases since 1850 that has caused climate
change, further noting the responsibility of developed
countries in taking the lead as well as supporting
developing countries in responding to climate
change.
The proposal by this group of developing
countries would establish a process through the
Adaptation Committee, in collaboration with the
Standing Committee, to develop recommendations
with relevant Convention bodies and others,
including the Technology Executive Committee, on
means to incentivize the implementation of
adaptation actions, including finance, technology,
and capacity-building, identifying opportunities and
further actions for consideration by the Conference
of the Parties.
Under the proposal, the Adaptation Committee
and the Standing Committee would develop
recommendations and guidance for the operating
entities of the Convention and other financial
mechanisms with a view to supporting developing
country Parties, taking into account the needs of those
that are particularly vulnerable, through long-term,
scaled-up, predictable, new and additional finance,
technology and capacity-building, with support for
urgent, short-, medium- and long-term adaptation
actions, plans, programmes and projects at the local,
national, sub-regional and regional levels.
In addition, under the proposal, the Adaptation
and Standing Committees would organize a
workshop in parallel with the 38th session of the
Subsidiary Bodies on ways to promote
implementation of enhanced action on adaptation in

Bangkok, 1 September (Doreen Stabinsky)  About
70 developing countries tabled a concrete proposal
to advance enhanced action on adaptation under the
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) in Bangkok on Thursday, 30 August.
This was done when Parties met in an informal
group under the Ad Hoc Working Group on Longterm Cooperative Action under the Convention
(AWG-LCA) to examine further work needed on
enhanced action on adaptation under the Bali Action
Plan.
The Chair of the AWG-LCA, Aysar Tayeb
(Saudi Arabia), began the session by distributing a
matrix, which provided a record of decisions since
Bali on how the adaptation issue has advanced in
the negotiations and what further work is needed.
He noted that this contribution was factual, with no
attempt to exercise any judgment. The Chair also
distributed an informal note, reflecting further
elements under adaptation that may require further
elaboration.
Argentina, speaking on behalf of the G77
and China, noted the importance of adaptation for
the Group, and that further work was needed on the
topic. Argentina highlighted the need to incentivize
the implementation of adaptation actions, as well as
to increase means of implementation. The group
expected further action from the COP (UNFCCC
Conference of the Parties) in Doha.
Bolivia, speaking on behalf of itself and a
group of developing countries  the Philippines,
the African Group, the SICA countries (Belize, Costa
Rica, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador,
Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama), Argentina, Ecuador,
Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Thailand
and Venezuela  outlined the elements of a proposal
on enhanced action on adaptation.
(It is understood that a copy of the proposal, in
the form of a draft decision, has since been submitted
to the Chair of the AWG-LCA.)
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was a key issue for small island developing states. It
noted there was a range of issues that needed to be
addressed before the closure of the AWG-LCA, and
particularly emphasized the need for long-term
predictable, adequate finance and technology
transfer, and the importance of regional centres.
Timor Leste echoed the comments made by
the G77, LDCs and AOSIS, stressing linkages
between means of implementation as a key issue that
must still be addressed. In particular it noted the need
to scale up long-term financing, with numbers
attached, enabling implementation in all developing
country Parties. It lamented the lack of legal
commitment in terms of contribution for long-term
financing.
It also addressed the definition of loss and
damage, noting that loss and damage is what happens
beyond adaptation. This meant that there is also a
need to consider the linkages between loss and
damage and adaptation, and the need for a
mechanism for those situations where adaptation is
not possible. It indicated the need for predictable
financial support in such a mechanism. Finally it
noted agreement with AOSIS regarding the
establishment of regional centres to assist with
implementation of adaptation measures, particularly
for LDCs and SIDS.
Uganda associated itself with the Bolivian
proposal and other statements made earlier, putting
an emphasis on enabling activities, needs
assessments, technology transfer, and access to the
financial support necessary to carry these out.
Sudan echoed previous statements, remarking
that we were still far from implementing the (2007)
Bali mandate and noting that it was premature to
conclude the AWG-LCA work on adaptation as we
were still far from implementing adaptation on the
ground. It agreed with the AOSIS proposal to put in
place a process for the continuation of the work. It
said that under the umbrella of the AWG-LCA there
was a feeling of comprehensiveness, but without that
there is a great challenge.
In terms of what work needs to continue, it
noted that financing is far from satisfactory and
means of implementation were challenging. Sudan
indicated a lack of capacity even to carry out a needs
assessment and that they were struggling with
NAPAs, NAPs and the technology needs assessment.
It wanted to see decisions implemented and in that
regard noted the need to find a way to continue the
work towards enhancement of adaptation action.
Norway observed that there are many needs
with regard to adaptation, that there are many arenas,
many decisions, and that we are far from having done
enough. It noted, however, that Parties have taken

a coherent manner under the Convention and to
organize such a workshop periodically thereafter.
The proposal also includes direction to the
Adaptation Committee to include in its work
programme activities to strengthen and, where
necessary, establish regional centres and networks,
in particular in developing countries, with support
from developed country Parties and relevant
organizations, and to facilitate and enhance national
and regional adaptation actions.
The proposal also requests the Adaptation
Committee to include in its work programme
activities to strengthen and, where necessary,
establish and/or designate national-level institutional
arrangements, with a view to enhancing work on the
full range of adaptation actions, from planning to
implementation.
Ghana, on behalf of the African Group,
spoke in support of the proposal by Bolivia.
Bangladesh, on behalf of the Least
Developed Countries (LDC) Group, noted the
progress that had been made on adaptation, especially
in terms of the Adaptation Framework and guidelines
that had been established for the NAPs process.
However, it noted the shortcomings on means of
implementation in terms of lack of predictable
support, financing and other assistance to enhance
adaptation.
It wondered how to ensure the formulation of
NAPs (national adaptation plans) for LDCs,
including the mobilization of adequate and
predictable support for the formulation and
implementation of NAPs. It also stressed that NAPAs
(national adaptation programmes of action, precursor
to NAPs) for LDCs be fully implemented.
Bangladesh proposed that work concentrate on
regional centres, and expressed the need for an
international centre, both of which could facilitate
the exchange of ideas, best practices on adaptation,
as well as enable capacity building for focal points.
The Philippines noted that the AWG-LCA
cannot close its work with just the structure of the
Adaptation Committee established, remanding
elements to the subsidiary bodies or with workshops.
It stressed that the means of implementation for
adaptation must be addressed, and noted the need
for additional institutional arrangements with regard
to adaptation finance and means for linking
adaptation with the means of implementation. It
pointed out that the implementation of NAPs
required links with funding.
Nauru, on behalf of the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS), indicated their agreement
with the G77 position, underscoring that means of
implementation are key elements, and that adaptation
18

say that we are done with the implementation of the
Convention, but what we have done is created a set
of institutions and work streams which are designed
so that we can continue the work in a dynamic way.
On finance, it noted that we have put in place a
Fund and a Standing Committee, which we will have
to continue to strengthen. The EU outlined several
questions to address what could frame the discussion
in the coming days: Is there something fundamentally
lacking? Are we getting the right amount of
coherence? Have we given the right guidance to the
bodies? It noted that it was not hearing in comments
around the room the need for new institutions.
Bolivia noted the need to respond to the
constructive questions and conclusions being drawn
during the discussion. In particular, in response to
those countries that were proposing that business
as usual on adaptation is enough, it said this was
simply not an option. Bolivia stressed that all
developing countries are putting forward a clear
message, that these processes are not helping
developing countries just yet, and that this is why
they are putting forward these proposals to bring
coherence to the work on adaptation, not just in the
Adaptation Committee, but in the entirety of the work
that we do under the Convention and the financial
mechanism.
Bolivia commented that while it had lost track
of the number of times it had been said that adaptation
and finance links were being dealt with elsewhere
under the Convention and that under the adaptation
work we do not have to address it, it knew that it had
heard it enough. It indicated the group of developing
countries (that it spoke for) would put something
together in writing for consideration.
Uganda took the floor again to emphasize the
need to effectively and in an expeditious manner
implement the Adaptation Framework.
Timor Leste also took the floor once more to
note the important links between adaptation and
finance and underscore its desire for a discussion on
how to link adaptation to finance.
The next meeting of the group will be on
Saturday, 1 September from 10:00-11:30.

decisions on all these issues and that now it is time
to implement what has been decided. It pointed in
particular to the Adaptation Committee and its
functions, mandates, and indicative list of activities.
With regard to regional centres, it noted that
an overview of regional centres is on the list of
indicative activities of the Adaptation Committee.
On the issue of national adaptation planning, it
pointed out that there have also been decisions taken
there, and the task was now to get a comprehensive,
coherent process underway that enables support.
Norway agreed that all this work will not be
done by Doha, confirming and reassuring that they
recognize that more work needs to be done, but
stressing that there are already decisions taken that
underpin the work that we will do. It suggested taking
time and effort to implement and further enhance
the Cancun Adaptation Framework, but disagreed
with taking time to prolong the work of the AWGLCA.
The United States reflected that the Adaptation
Committee begins its work after this session, and
that the AWG-LCA has passed on its consideration
of all these elements to the Adaptation Committee.
It recognized the need for means of implementation
and noted the fast-start finance initiative, which the
United States was pleased to participate in, would
provide significant funding for adaptation.
The US suggested that the group has done its
job in setting up mechanisms for going forward and
that it should be proud for making this progress. From
what was seen, the Cancun Adaptation Framework
and Durban accomplished the request of the Bali
Action Plan. It agreed on the challenging question
of implementation, and noted that now the work is
for the Adaptation Committee and those working on
long-term finance. It concluded that the AWG-LCA
should focus its time on other challenging questions.
The European Union noted that the matrix
provided by the Chair shows very well the range
and depth of activity already underway. It reflected
back on discussions in Bali, where the need to
strengthen the implementation of the Convention in
all areas was agreed on. The EU noted that we cannot
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No to Termination of AWG-LCA until Work under Bali Action Plan
Completed
To help facilitate the work and achieve these
objectives, the Chair said he has prepared two
documents  a matrix on each area of the agenda,
aimed at providing an overview of issues from the
Bali Action Plan mandate and the progress made in
Cancun, Durban and further steps either taken or
envisaged.
The second document contains informal notes
to serve as a facilitative tool as it captures some of
the exchanges that took place in Bonn. He pointed
out that issues on the LCA agenda have reached
different levels of maturity. Some issues for example
have already developed to the stage where options
are being considered while others are at the
exploratory stage.
There will be a mid-sessional review to assess
the state of talks on all the issues either on Saturday
(1 September) or Monday (3 September), the Chair
said. There will also be workshops in Bangkok on
REDD+ financing, two workshops on framework for
various approaches and on new market-based
mechanisms and two on mitigation. There will also
be an informal wrap-up plenary.
Parties in their statements expressed their
expectations and concerns.
The Democratic Republic of Congo spoke on
behalf of Algeria, Argentina, Bolivia, China, Cuba,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Iran, Kuwait,
Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, the Philippines, Saudi
Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, and Venezuela.
It stressed that the agreed outcome under the
AWG-LCA must reflect all the elements of the Bali
Action Plan in which agreements on long-term
cooperative action on adaptation, mitigation, finance,
technology transfer, and capacity building are
reached in a coherent and integrated manner. Only
such an outcome would enable movement forward
expeditiously on the new process launched under the
Durban Platform.

Bangkok, 1 Sept (Kwesi Obeng)  A number of
developing countries expressed strong views that the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative
Action under the UNFCCC (AWG-LCA) should not
be terminated until its work under the Bali Action
Plan was completed.
This view was expressed at the opening plenary
of the informal session of the AWG-LCA held on 30
August in Bangkok.
Developed countries on the other hand,
including the Umbrella Group and the European
Union, were of the view that the AWG-LCA should
terminate its work in Doha, citing the decision
reached in Durban last year. They also stressed that
the unresolved work should not automatically be
transferred to the Durban Platform Working Group
(ADP).
This basic difference in the view of the status
of work under the AWG-LCA has played out in every
discussion since then.
When the AWG-LCA Chair Aysar Tayeb (Saudi
Arabia) outlined the work for the Bangkok session
during the 30 August plenary session, he said a lot
of effort has gone into putting the session together.
Parties, he noted, left Bonn (in May) with uncertainty.
He therefore thanked all Parties who have
contributed to making this meeting possible. He said
the AWG-LCA had two main objectives. A key
objective is to develop textual basis for an AWGLCA outcome that will be finalized in Doha. This is
a critical milestone on the way to Doha (where the
18th meeting of the UNFCCC Conference of Parties
will be held).
Earlier in May in Bonn, the Chair said, Parties
agreed on an agenda for work. Work started on
different streams with specific mandates from
Durban. He said Bangkok is the place to advance
substantively on the AWG-LCAs work.
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Convention, in particular CBDR, in opposition to
unilateral solutions that clearly undermine the spirit
of international cooperation.
On economic and social consequences of
response measures, we must continue discussions
in order to give full consideration to what actions
are necessary to meet the specific needs and concerns
of developing country Parties arising from the impact
of the implementation of response measures. We
have a mandate to reach an agreed outcome from
the Bali Action Plan to enhance the full, effective,
sustained implementation of the Convention,
including in relation to economic and social
consequences of response measures. Moreover, the
AWG-LCA is the negotiating group to establish
political parameters, while the Forum (on response
measures) has a specific mandate to implement a
work programme, and is not meant for negotiations.
In addition, response measures are taken with the
objective of combating climate change, and
therefore, this relates to the UNFCCC, the fora for
climate change-related issues. In this sense, we need
to continue addressing in the AWG-LCA unilateral
response measures that may have consequences on
economic and social development of developing
countries, as well as social issues such as the just
transition of the workforce.
On finance, there was grave concern that there
continues to be no commitment on addressing the
funding gap between 2012 and 2020 as well as the
MRV of support provided to developing countries.
In this context, it is important to initiate a process or
agree on the need for rapidly announcing financial
contributions to the Green Climate Fund from Annex
II Parties. Many issues also remain pending,
including strengthening links between the provision
of climate finance under the Convention and the
NAMAs and adaptation actions of developing
countries; drawing up lessons through this
intergovernmental process from the experience in
the administration of fast-start finance especially for
the long-term climate finance; detailing the
arrangements between the COP and the GCF; the
provision of funding for the implementation of
biennial update reports; and funding for National
Adaptation Plans.
On adaptation, in line with the Bali Action Plan,
it stressed that there are several issues of the highest
priority to developing countries that still need to be
addressed, such as vulnerability assessments,
financial needs assessments for adaptation and the
support for urgent implementation of adaptation
actions. It is crucial to ensure that we continue
discussing this issue in the AWG-LCA to pursue

The LCA should evaluate the remaining work
that needs to be done under the Bali Action Plan to
determine what can be achieved up to and beyond
Doha, and to identify the issues that continue to be
outstanding in order for us to deliver on an agreed
outcome and conclude our mandate under the Bali
Action Plan.
The DRC highlighted some key unresolved
issues under the AWG-LCA that need to be addressed
with great urgency. On shared vision, we need to
improve and deepen our discussion and
understanding of the contextual elements upon which
any discussion on the long-term goal for emission
reductions and global peaking of emissions should
be based and predicated. These elements include,
inter alia, equity; historical responsibility of
developed country Parties; ensuring equitable access
to sustainable development; clear long-term goals
on finance, technology, adaptation, capacitybuilding; and other relevant economic and social
factors such as unilateral measures, intellectual
property rights, economic and social consequences
of response measures, rights of Mother Earth, and
other elements.
On Annex I mitigation under paragraph 1(b)(i)
of the BAP, it stressed concerns that in the issue of
the comparability of mitigation efforts among Annex
I Parties, increasing the level or targets and ambition,
common accounting rules is being marginalized, and
this concern is heightened by what seems to be a
clear unwillingness on the part of many Annex I
Parties to commit to scaled-up quantified emission
reduction targets that go beyond what they have
already pledged pursuant to decision 1/CP.16.
Enhancing mitigation ambition pre-2020 is
predicated on such ambition being reflected in having
Annex I Parties to the Kyoto Protocol commit to
ambitious targets for the second commitment period
under the Kyoto Protocol and for Annex I Parties
that are not Parties to the Kyoto Protocol to make
enhanced comparable targets under paragraph 1(b)(i)
of the Bali Action Plan.
In relation to cooperative sectoral approaches
and sector-specific actions, there is a need to continue
the work on this issue to fulfil the mandate of the
Bali Action Plan to enhance the implementation of
Article 4, paragraph 1(c) of the Convention, in the
field of the development and transfer of technologies
in all the relevant sectors. In this respect, there is a
need to make progress in the general framework for
sectoral approaches and to advance the treatment of
international aviation and maritime transport, in order
to reach a multilateral understanding on this issue
consistent with the principles and provisions of the
21

Algeria, on behalf of the G77 and China, said
Parties must ensure a smooth transition, within a
comprehensive appreciation of work within the
AWG-LCA and AWG-KP and to ensure a
satisfactory result under the principles of the
Convention including equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) and respective
capabilities and historical responsibilities of
developed country Parties. For the G77 and China,
mitigation is an essential part of a balanced and
ambitious Doha outcome. However there is a need
for balance, both within mitigation and between
mitigation and adaptation as well as finance.
The G77 and China reiterated that the main
source for long-term finance should be public funds
mobilized by developed countries without
transferring the finance burden to developing
countries. This is to guarantee the adequacy and
predictability of new and additional finance to
mitigation, adaptation, technology development and
transfer and capacity-building costs in developing
countries, and to redress the historical imbalance in
financing for adaptation.
The Group expressed satisfaction at progress
made in defining the modalities, composition and
procedures of the Adaptation Committee, and urged
its full operationalization as soon as possible through
a three-year rolling work plan to be adopted at Doha.
The group also emphasized the need to ensure strong
linkages and coherence with other institutional
arrangements, in particular to the operating entities
of the financial mechanism and the Technology
Executive Committee and the Climate Technology
Centre and Network.
Swaziland, speaking for the Africa group, said
nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs)
should remain voluntary and reliant on appropriate
support in terms of implementation especially
finance, technology and capacity building. NAMAs
should be carefully used to support development that
will generate income to address underlying
challenges such as poverty and food insecurity.
The group also called for progress in converting
pledges to economy-wide reduction targets by nonKP Parties in a comparable manner to the KP and an
agreement to common accounting rules.
On finance, the group welcomed the Green
Climate Fund Board and workshops on long-term
finance but pointed out that finance is still not
effectively directed and circulated in a commonly
accounted manner. Secondly, there is no clear
funding projection for the period between 2013 and
2020. For Africa, adaption remains the top priority;
it therefore expects both financial and technical

means of implementation, which will be very
important towards addressing the urgent concerns
and immediate needs of developing countries.
On technology development and transfer, the
issues include addressing possible barriers to
technology transfer, including IPRs; operationalizing
interlinkages between the Technology Mechanism
with the UNFCCCs financial mechanism; further
clarifying the relationship between the Technology
Executive Committee (TEC) and the Climate
Technology Centre and Network (CTCN); and
defining the additional functions of the TEC.
On capacity building, while the establishment
of the Durban Forum on Capacity Building has been
a welcome development, there is a need to develop
effective and operational indicators and evaluation
modalities for the purpose of assessing the
performance and impacts of capacity-building
activities supported by developed countries in
developing countries in terms of improving the
capacity of developing countries to implement the
Convention.
On review, it underscored the importance of
ensuring that the scope of the review that will take
place from 2013 to 2015 explicitly encompasses an
assessment of the extent of implementation of the
Convention as part and parcel of assessing the
adequacy of the 1.5-2oC range goal and the overall
progress to achieve it. Additionally, given the need
to ensure that the results of the review provide a
strong political basis for moving forward together
after 2015, the review itself must be conducted by
Parties through the SBI and SBSTA.
In the context of our work, the DRC said there
must be no space for unilateral actions that tend to
damage the confidence among Parties and weaken
our collective response to climate change.
The DRC said that the work of the AWG-LCA
was extended by paragraph 1 of decision 1/CP.17
until an agreed outcome is reached, at which time
the AWG-LCA then terminates. Much work still
remains to be done in the AWG-LCA in the run-up
to Doha in order for us all to be able to deliver a
comprehensive, integrated, and coherent agreed
outcome in accordance with the mandate given to
us by the Bali Action Plan and subsequent COP
decisions to ensure the sustained and effective
implementation of the Convention.
It expressed deep concern at efforts to prejudge
the termination of the AWG-LCA in Doha without
ensuring a successful agreed outcome on all elements
of the Bali Action Plan mandate. Such an action
would be contrary to the political agreements that
we had reached in relation to decision 1/CP.17 to
have a balanced and comprehensive package.
22

that have abandoned the Kyoto Protocol,
comparability of efforts among developed country
Parties will continue to be a major obstacle to
attempts to arrive at a balanced outcome in Doha. It
said if these concerns are not addressed properly, all
other sincere efforts to resolve parties differences
will fail.
A direct consequence of this situation is the
fact that over 60% of Annex I Parties greenhouse
gas emissions are now outside the Kyoto Protocol,
said Ecuador. They are not controlled under any UN
multilateral agreement and will very likely escape
any commitment for at least the next 8 years. It
stressed that free riding should not be allowed to be
an option.
ALBA reiterated that the Green Climate Fund
cannot work without resources, emphasizing that
developing countries need predictable, new and
additional resources particularly from public funds.
ALBA also said that the equivalent of at least 1.5%
of the GDP of developed countries will be required
to enable developing countries to adapt to climate
change.
Egypt, speaking for the Arab group, expressed
support for the LCA chairs approach to review what
has been achieved in the implementation of the Bali
Action Plan and decisions from Cancun and Durban
to ensure that these decisions have been effectively
implemented and to determine how to carry forward
any uncompleted work.
Egypt called for a systematic forum to discuss
equity in order to further clarify relevant issues and
unlock progress on other issues including ambitious
comments from Annex I countries to cut their
emissions by 2017, 2020 or 2050 in line with science
and their legal obligations. He said Parties have also
yet to see clarity in relation to Annex I Parties efforts
and comparability as per the Bali Action Plan.
While Parties have made substantial progress
in the area of measurement, reporting and verification
(MRV) especially as it relates to developing
countries, further efforts are required to establish
MRV and international assessment and review (IAR)
arrangements for developed countries including
means by which to ensure comparability of efforts
and compliance by non-Kyoto Annex I Parties.
The Arab group expressed deep concern about
the lack of progress in addressing the finance gap
between 2012 and 2020 as well as the MRV of
support provided to developing countries. The group
also renewed its call to prioritize addressing
effectively the economic and social consequences
of response measures, unilateral measures and
intellectual property rights.

support to enable the region to implement their
adaptation plans.
The Africa group maintained its position that
shared vision should not simply be defined narrowly
as an emission reduction target for keeping warming
way below 1.5oC and a peaking year but should also
include critical pillars including not least a global
cut in emissions in which developed countries take
the lead and burden sharing of the remaining carbon
space in a fair and equitable manner based on
historical emissions and provision of means of
finance. Critically, the group said, peaking should
not suppress development in vulnerable developing
countries and regions like Africa and should at least
be by 2015.
Nauru, speaking for AOSIS, urged developed
countries to honour their moral and legal obligation
to take the lead in addressing climate change. It said
developed countries need to raise emission
mitigation commitments and provision of climate
finance to enable developing countries mitigation
actions to meet the temperature rise goal of below 2
degrees or 1.5 degrees Celsius. Anything less would
entail an unacceptable level of risk for small islands.
AOSIS reiterated that in 2011, global mean
atmospheric CO2 concentrations exceeded 390 ppmCO2, higher than any time in at least the last 800,000
years and likely 5-10 million years. Even the
wealthiest and most powerful nations such as the
United States are not immune to climate change,
adding that in the US, at the end of July 2012, 64
per cent of the contiguous US was experiencing
moderate to exceptional drought. The ramifications
of this drought are global as food prices become less
affordable.
AOSIS noted that the collective effort of all
countries so far does not reflect the gravity and
seriousness of these challenges as the gap between
what is required to address the problem and what
countries have pledged continues to widen even as
promised finance remains unmet as well.
Ecuador, speaking on behalf of ALBA, said
developing countries insist on the need to fulfil all
the components of the Bali Action Plan. Developed
country parties have a debt with millions of people,
species and ecosystems affected by climate change
all over the world.
The group noted that the mitigation of
developed countries is a critical issue still pending
from the Bali Action Plan. Without a clear
commitment from Parties that do not wish to act in
the framework of the only legally-binding, rulesbased agreement that exists to date and from those
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Cancun and Durban decisions. Issues such as longterm finance are still pending, and a satisfactory
conclusion of this will create an atmosphere of trust
drive and shape discussions under the Durban
Platform.
Australia, speaking on behalf of the Umbrella
Group, sought clarification on the organization of
work. It said that Durban had set a clear direction to
close the LCA at COP 18. The LCA will thus be
terminated and no further decisions will be needed.
Reflecting on discussions at Bonn, it said Parties did
not reach consensus on every issue. It did not agree
that texts were needed on all elements where there
is no shared understanding or a need for decisions.
There should not be an assumption that unresolved
issues will be carried out under the Durban Platform.
The European Union said Parties came to
Bangkok to make significant progress for effectively
the LCA to rest. Key elements of the package
ministers agreed on in Durban will need to be part
of a balanced outcome in Doha. The EU said there
was very little time left to COP 18; therefore there
was an urgent need to make progress on issues
mandated by the Durban decision  clarifying
mitigation pledges and designing new market
mechanisms. It said not all elements need further
work because of outcomes achieved in previous
years and are being implemented already in other
bodies. It urged Parties to avoid tying the LCA
automatically to the ADP, adding that decisions on
closing the LCA should not hold back progress in
the ADP.

Gambia, speaking for LDCs, noted that a great
amount of work still remains to be done to
meaningfully terminate the work of the LCA. It urged
Parties to work assiduously to enable the LCA to
complete its work in Doha. It said LDCs attach great
importance to the Bali Action Plan.
Termination of the LCA can only be done when
Parties have successful outcomes in BAP, Cancun
and Durban. Anything short of this will be
unacceptable to the LDCs.
South Africa, speaking for the BASIC, said
there are additional issues that need to be addressed
before the LCA can be terminated. These include
additional issues related to equity, intellectual
property rights and unilateral trade measures which
must be addressed in the LCA while issues of a
technical nature can be handled under the subsidiary
bodies. There is an urgent need to address issues on
comparability of efforts and common accounting
rules of developed countries. It is also critical for
the full operationalization of the institutional
mechanisms including adaptation framework, and
finance.
Nicaragua, speaking on behalf of SICA, said
the work of the AWG-LCA should reach an agreed
outcome in a comprehensive manner that includes
all the pillars of the Bali Action Plan. For SICA, a
comprehensive agreement is a pre-condition for the
conclusion of the Groups work. It also noted that
the conclusion of the LCA in Doha requires
evaluation of the work achieved following the Bali,
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No Signs of a Shared Vision as Divisions Remain

At the 30 August first meeting of the Informal
Group on Shared Vision [agenda item 3(a) of the
AWG-LCA] in Bangkok, the Africa Group supported
by the Philippines, India, China and Brazil argued
strongly that the context for agreeing to a global goal
and global peak year was critical to a successful
agreement. This view contrasted sharply with the
view of a singular focus on the twin goals expressed
by Trinidad and Tobago (on behalf of AOSIS). This
point of view was supported by Singapore, the EU,
Japan, the US, New Zealand and Colombia.
The session was facilitated by Professor Zou
Ji of China, who told Parties that the focus of the
discussion was on how the informal group could
move forward in preparing for Doha and that the
mandate was to advance the substantive discussion
based on work done in Bonn (in May), the workshop
on equity access to sustainable development (EASD)
and other workshops, as well as building on previous
decisions made in Bali (1/CP.13), Cancun (1/CP.16)
and Durban (2/CP.17).
Zou said that the AWG-LCA Chair (Mr. Aysar
Tayeb of Saudi Arabia) had provided two tools to
facilitate the discussion: a factual matrix of actions
taken and an Informal Note. He emphasized that the
tools were informational only and not negotiating
texts; they were simply facilitating tools to draw
attention to key issues, key debates and key points
for further discussion. He said that the objective of
the Bangkok meeting was to develop key elements
pointing towards text for discussion in Doha. He
noted that there was very limited time and lots of
work to be done. He urged the group not to consume
the limited time with circular debate but rather to
move forward to the key elements to the text for
negotiation and to identify key barriers or challenges.
The facilitator also said that he would like to
focus on equitable access to sustainable development

Bangkok, 1 September (Marjorie Williams)  Sharp
differences remain on how to deal with the twin goals
of a long-term global goal for greenhouse gas
emission reductions by 2050 and a global peaking
time frame. The division is whether these goals
should be with or without the context of a
comprehensive and integrated balanced package,
which includes critical elements of the Bali Action
Plan such as adaptation, finance, technology transfer
and capacity building.
After two informal consultations on 30 and 31
August at the on-going informal session of the Ad
Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative
Action under the UNFCCC (AWG-LCA), positions
on shared vision remain the same as expressed
since the 2010 Cancun meeting of the Conference
of the Parties.
On the one hand there is a large number of
Parties arguing strongly for a numbers-incontext
approach, i.e. that discussions on numbers on any
long-term global goal and peaking must be linked to
the impacts of such goals and the necessary means
of implementation (especially finance and
technology). Parties with this position include the
Africa Group, the Arab group, ALBA, Brazil, China,
India, Malaysia, the Philippines and Thailand.
On the other hand, a group of Parties prefers to
deal with a numbers-only outcome, with the
Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), Colombia,
Chile and Costa Rica as leading proponents. The
Umbrella Group of developed countries seeks to have
aspirational numbers only. This includes Australia,
Canada, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, the Russian
Federation, Ukraine and the US.
The European Union essentially advocates a
numbers-only approach with some consideration
of context such as a longer time frame for developing
countries to peak.
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Uganda on behalf of the African Group said
that the Group believes strongly that consistent with
decisions of Durban and Cancun as well as Bali,
shared vision should include goals on the other BAP
pillars (finance, technology, adaptation and capacity
building). Uganda urged the informal group to focus
on what the number really means. It said that dealing
with global peak may not have meaning if there was
no focus on the context of sustainable development.
It questioned the attempt to agree on specific
numbers or range of numbers without a context
including the nature of the burden sharing for most
vulnerable countries in Africa and LDCs.
Uganda further noted that on equity, the group
could consider a hybrid approach with other matters
such as GDP, development gap and current
capabilities. It also noted that the workshop in Bonn
raised different parameters on defining equity so
there could be a hybrid of some of these indicators
that include sustainable development consideration
taking into account what is already contained in the
Convention. Uganda said that it believed that CRP
39 provided good parameters for consideration in
arriving at a consensus on the matter.
Trinidad and Tobago on behalf of AOSIS
argued for a variation of option 1 in the chairs
informal note that would reference specific numbers
without a context. Trinidad and Tobago said that it
did not want to move too far away from 2/CP.17
(decision from Durban). It further noted the concept
of survival and sustainable development could be
included as an addition to context. It said that as there
was no agreement on what is sustainable
development, if the group was going to look at the
concept, then survival and development will be one
of them.
Singapore supported AOSIS and said that the
group should focus on what was agreed in Durban
and Cancun: long-term global goal and time frame
for peaking. It argued for zooming in on the working
towards a global goal and time frame and not include
other issues. It agreed with Trinidad and Tobago that
there are other contexts to be taken into account,
including best available science and referenced
UNEP documents and the output on the workshop
on mitigation as other inputs that could be useful for
setting the context for the global goal and time frame.
The Philippines noted that, as a country, it
consisted of over 7,000 islands and was one of the
most vulnerable countries in the world, thus it was
important for it to emphasize the importance of
context for reaching a fair decision in Doha. The
Philippines said that reflection on the Bali Plan of
Action paragraph 1 showed long-term global goal

as in the past there were debates and different
positions on this issue, and that part of the time of
the proposed sessions in Bangkok would be allocated
to discussing, merging and reaching common ground
so the group can move forward.
While introducing and reviewing the two tools
prepared by the AWG-LCA chair with the group,
Zou made a brief introduction of the progress made
in the past year. He noted that starting from the Bali
Action Plan (BAP), Parties reached two decisions
in Cancun (1/CP.16) and Durban (2/CP.17) regarding
shared vision issues. He noted that the matrix
provided by the AWGLCA chair showed the abstract
of relevant paragraphs in those decisions. This is the
current basis for the discussion. He said that in Bonn,
Parties discussed shared vision and a final report was
presented to the closing AWG-LCA plenary.
He pointed out that the AWG-LCA chairs
informal note identified three options: option 1 is
specific numbers for the long-term goal for time
frame of global peaking with their corresponding
context (qualitative, quantitative or both); option 2
identified a range of numbers for these goals with
their corresponding context; and option 3 is on the
possible process or mechanism with which to identify
numbers or a range of numbers for the 2 goals.
Zou also reminded the Parties that there had
been no official conclusion and that though the (May
2012) expert workshop on equitable access to
sustainable development (EASD) did not have an
official status, it led to a lot of ideas and opinions
addressing the issue of long-term global goal and
shared vision. He said that the workshop was
important to reflect opinions from the Parties. He
also noted that there were many different sources of
inputs including the CRP 39 document (unresolved
issues from the Durban COP meeting) that could
be the base for further contributions from Parties.
The facilitator stressed that there was a need to seek
more elaboration on option 3. He also wanted to
focus on EASD in order to elaborate the concept of
EASD in general and to examine EASD in the
context of global goal and global peak as well as
look at the context for EASD and equity. Following
the facilitators introduction, Parties commented on
his opening remarks and the documents presented.
Developed countries such as Japan and the US
argued that the goals mandated by Cancun are an
aspirational goal and that the distribution of reduction
for each country, including the principle of
distribution, is not the groups mandate. Developed
countries also raised questions about EASD in the
shared vision approach and some expressed
discomfort with equity.
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how they would be reflected in the final outcome.
China also noted that at the EASD workshop many
delegates proposed to have a work programme for
EASD, which is how to implement the principle of
equity. China said that this is a very useful suggestion
and could be included in the Chairs report to the
COP.
India said that it agreed with Uganda and the
Philippines that context is important. It said in the
Durban decision in paragraph 3 ministers agreed that
these items cannot be divorced from their context.
India said that no one is disputing that agreement on
global goal and peak is the mandate. It said that
context leads you to these numbers, and that the
numbers cannot be arrived at without context. They
are not antagonistic  any options of number without
context are the same as context without numbers;
both of them go together.
Brazil said that it supported India, the
Philippines and other developing countries that the
group needs to discuss the context. It said that Durban
is very clear; our ministers agreed to consider the
numbers and the numbers cannot be undertaken in
the abstract. Brazil said that context is not already
agreed and that shared vision cannot exist as an
abstraction. There is therefore a need to discuss
financing requirements, technology and capacity
building.
It said that these issues will impact food
security, energy security, the quality of houses and
should not be a restriction to economic growth and
social progress in developing countries.
Saudi Arabia pointed out that the objective of
the Convention is the 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 that that is the driver
and that the Bali Action Plan emphasizes this as it
talks about social and economic conditions, hence
context was needed alongside the numbers.
Saudi Arabia said that we have always been
consistent, pointing to Cancun para. 6 ( and
bearing in mind that social and economic
development and poverty eradication are the first
and overriding priorities of developing countries),
and 2/CP.17 paragraph 2 references on equitable
access to sustainable development. So there has been
consistency with global goal and peaking year. Saudi
Arabia said it did not agree with or accept global

for emissions reduction is not the only focus of shared
vision. It included as a summary of the context, the
principles of the Convention, CBRD, social and
economic conditions. These, the Philippines says,
are what it and other developing countries see as the
main context that sets the condition under which to
set the goals and identify the contribution for
developed and developing countries.
With regard to remarks made by Japan and the
US that the goals are aspirational, the Philippines
said that it was located in the typhoon basin of the
Pacific rim and was subjected to hits by earthquakes
and drought in some areas, while other areas suffered
from too much water. It was hence one of the most
vulnerable countries in the world, and the condition
under which the Parties address climate change is
very important.
The Philippines stressed that the setting of longterm global goal and peak year must be more than
simply aspirational. It wants to make it concrete and
everybody will get there and everybody will do their
share. It emphasized that context was important. It
said that a useful analogy was that if the goal was
100 kilometres, the context of how the goal was
achieved mattered: It mattered if some have flashy
Lamborghinis, while some have rickshaws and some
walked. It said that it agreed with Africa, and that
the condition under which we would do or share in
meeting those goals are important. Hence, the means
of the implementation are just as important for
meeting long-term reduction. It said that these
should form part of shared vision as was in the Bali
Action Plan, the mother of our mandate,
particularly para. 1(b)(i). The Philippines said that
this discussion must stand for something meaningful
in terms of numbers and context (since context sets
the condition for how we would be able to meet the
goals). It further said that it agreed with Trinidad
and Tobago that the group should focus on 2/CP.17,
as we need to focus on the goal, peaking and the
context to avoid being myopic and vague.
China said that it agreed with the Philippines
and that the BAP is clear that (shared vision) is not
just long-term global goal for emission reductions
but includes other issues. It said that Cancun
reaffirmed that shared vision should address not only
long-term global goal but adaptation, finance and
capacity building in a balanced, integrated and
comprehensive manner. China further noted that a
group of developing countries had also flagged a
number of unresolved issues for Doha, including
adaptation, response measure, historical
responsibility and adequacy. It said that with regard
to shared vision, CRP 39 provides a good basis for
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the basis for the inclusion of context and it noted
that this was the basis for the inclusion into the
options outline in the AWGLCA chairs informal
note. The facilitator also proposed that the second
informal meeting address difficult issues and barriers
to be overcome in order to move forward. He said
that a major option is to debate on EASD, given the
diversity of positions on this issue and the need to
close the gaps and merge the positions. He proposed
to develop some bullets on key elements based on
the interventions from Parties as well as previous
material as inputs for discussion in the 3rd meeting
of the week.
Japan, Singapore, the US and Canada raised
concerns about the facilitators proposal for the way
forward, especially with regard to further discussion
on EASD. These countries argued that the views on
the issues were so polarized that it would be difficult
to bridge the gap.
Bolivia, supported by India and the Philippines,
supported the proposal of the facilitator for the next
meeting as EASD is critical and important for
moving forward as part of the mandate in Durban.
India noted that paragraph 2 of the decision 2/CP.17
explicitly references EASD and that though the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
focused on scientific knowledge there was no
intergovernmental knowledge on EASD. The
Philippines said that EASD lays the foundation for
numbers and that it sets the condition for a fair
discussion on global goal for emission reductions
and time frame for peaking. It noted that it would be
useful to have a session were Parties could discuss
and digest the information from the workshop and
science and figure out how this all related in terms
of how we can have an approach in which the
development objective of developing countries
would not be prejudiced by developing countries
having to take deeper emission reductions than we
are ready to do using our own resources.
The facilitator in his closing remarks of the 30
August meeting said that it is a matter of
understanding context and EASD and how to define
the detail level of the range of the context. He said
that context and EASD are overlapping; EASD can
also be interpreted as part of the context. He said
that he welcomes proposals from Parties about how
to use the next round of discussion and would
undertake bilateral talks to discuss, identify and
determine the focus of the next sessions.
The informal group on shared vision will
continue to meet on 1 and 2 September.

goal and global peak year without the relevant text
on sustainable development.
Bangladesh further noted that when discussion
focused on sustainable development it seemed that
there is a presumption that there is an antagonistic
relationship between a healthy environment and
poverty reduction. It said that it does not have to be,
and argued that there must be some safe operating
space between the two.
The United States said that the mandate from
Durban was to talk about global goal to reduce
emissions by 2050 and to identify the time frame for
global peaking while taking the context into
consideration. It said that the group was told to take
context in consideration, not define or elaborate it.
It agreed with Trinidad and Tobago that context is
taking a larger share of the time. The US said that it
was intensely concerned about trend line and if we
are on track to meet the 2-degree goal set out in
Cancun. The US said that it supports 50% reduction
by 2020 and peaking as soon as possible and agreed
with Japan and others that the goal was aspirational
and not the basis for top-down allocation or burdensharing arrangement. The US urged the group to
concentrate on the mandate from Durban and not on
things that are a bridge too far to resolve in the week.
The European Union said that there was
already agreement to work on long-term global goal
in a certain context. The elements for that context
were a longer time frame for global peaking for
developing countries and that social development
and poverty eradication are the overriding priority
of developing countries. The EU said that these
things were already agreed on. The EU also said that
CRP 39 contains important elements as well as some
elements that are controversial and difficult to agree
on. Hence the focus should be on where agreement
in Doha is possible. As with AOSIS, the EU said it
preferred option 1 (of the options listed in the Chairs
informal note) but would be happy to listen to other
Parties proposed options and see how we can make
progress.
Colombia said that Cancun and Durban gave
important mandates which are the unfinished tasks
and that the group should focus on global goal and
peak year. It said that it did not feel comfortable about
EASD and noted the importance of fulfilling the
Durban mandate with regard to closing the AWGLCA.
The facilitator, in responding to the intervention
of Parties who wished to remove context from the
options, drew attention to the Durban decision as
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Divergence over Scope of Review of Long-term Emissions
Reduction Goal
It was clarified to the Parties that the informal
note is not a negotiating text but a guide for
discussion and Parties are to develop their own
negotiating text for the next COP at Doha that will
take place at years end.
Using the informal note as a guide, Parties
discussed the five options for the review process:
Option 1: Maintain the scope of the review to
what was contained in paragraph 138 of Decision 1/
CP.16;
Option 2: Extend the scope of the review to
include an assessment of the implementation of the
Convention;
Option 3: Maintain the scope of the review to
what was contained in paragraph 138 of decision 1/
CP.16, and agree that, to assess the overall progress
towards the 1/1.5°C goal, there needs to be an
assessment of the provision of the means of
implementation (finance, technology and capacitybuilding) to developing country Parties;
Option 4: Carry out the first review with a
narrow scope and then consider a wider scope for
the second review;
Option 5: Start the review with the scope as
defined in Option 1 above and to take up other
aspects, if this proves necessary in the course of the
review, based on the information contained in the
agreed inputs for the review.
India welcomed the informal note as a useful
starting point. It said linking the review to only
paragraph 138 of decision 1/CP.16 may be too narrow
while decision 1/CP.16 gives Parties the expressed
mandate to further define the scope of review as
illustrated by paragraph 140.
Paragraph 138 reads: Decides to periodically
review the adequacy of the long-term global goal
referred to in paragraph 4 above, in the light of the
ultimate objective of the Convention, and overall
progress towards achieving it, in accordance with

Bangkok, 1 Sept (Hilary Chiew)  There is
continuing divergence over the scope of the first
review of the adequacy of the long-term global goal
for emissions reduction as evident from the informal
group meeting on Review: Further definition of its
scope and development of its modalities held on 31
August.
Many developing countries insisted that Parties
must discuss the review of the global goal for
emissions reduction by 2050, taking into account all
decisions made at the 16th meeting of the Conference
of the Parties (COP) in Cancun in 2010 and not be
selective. Developed countries and a group of
developing countries led by the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS) prefer a narrow scope.
In the Cancun decision 1/CP.16, Parties
recognize thatdeep cuts in global greenhouse gas
emissions are required according to science, and as
documented in the Forth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, with
a view to reducing global greenhouse gas emissions
so as to hold the increase in global average
temperature below 2°C above preindustrial levels,
and that Parties should take urgent action to meet
this long-term goal, consistent with science and on
the basis of equity; also recognizes the need to
consider, in the context of the first review, as referred
to in paragraph 138 below, strengthening the longterm global goal on the basis of the best available
scientific knowledge, including in relation to a global
average temperature rise of 1.5°C (paragraph 4).
At the beginning of the 31 August meeting,
Parties were provided with a matrix of the relevant
COP decisions and an informal note on the points of
discussion on the matter from the 15th session of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative
Action under the UNFCCC (AWG-LCA). These
were prepared by the Chair of the AWG-LCA, Mr.
Aysar Tayeb.
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to get it on the right footing and in a complete manner.
Therefore, merger of Options 2 and 3 is the way to
go. It will allow Parties to include paragraph 138
and look at how the other Bali Action Plan pillars
are being implemented and mitigation undertaken
by developed countries put forward under the Cancun
(COP 16) and Durban (COP 17) decisions.
It also questioned the rationale for delay in
expanding the scope instead of ensuring there will
be continuity of the review going into the future,
and that the review must not only consider mitigation
as adaptation, finance and technology transfer are
all part of the consideration, adding that it is sticking
to the mandates of both Cancun and Durban.
Speaking on behalf of the AOSIS, Trinidad
and Tobago believed that Option 1 is the legitimate
interpretation according to paragraph 138, while
permutations were included in Options 2 and 3.
Colombia said its preference is for Option 1
as it is the most coherent and what it thought to be
as it was. The review is an urgent matter and must
start by 2013, adding that including review of the
provision of the Convention would be exceeding the
mandate given by ministers (at Cancun).
Belize said broadening the scope will
jeopardize the time line and undermine the review
process.
Others like Antigua and Barbuda, Singapore,
Norway, the European Union, Japan and Australia
supported the AOSIS position to postpone widening
of the review to another time.
India said it has an issue with Parties that tend
to pick and choose mandates and is bemused by the
debate of a second review. It said Parties have a
mandate to review the scope and India agreed that
there is urgency to start quickly but it cannot accept
a narrow scope now and a wider scope later.
Saudi Arabia highlighted that while Parties
are trying to close the AWG-LCA track, they refused
to recognise the relevancy of paragraph 140 to
complete the work of the AWG-LCA. It said Parties
are not doing justice to the AWG-LCA by dropping
paragraph 140. It further said there is no basis for
Option 1 as it ignores the mandate of the AWG-LCA
while Options 4 and 5 are incomprehensive and
Parties should limit the review to Options 2 and 3.
The Philippines said Options 4 and 5 are nonstarters and should be deleted. It said if Parties want
to get the review going by 2013 and to make it
effective, the mandates in paragraph 140 (1/CP.16)
and paragraph 159 of 2/CP.17 must be followed to
have a full scope so that when the subsidiary bodies
start work next year, they will have all those elements
as part of their Terms of Reference.

the relevant principles and provisions of the
Convention;
Paragraph 140 reads: Requests the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action
under the Convention to further define the scope of
this review and develop its modalities, including the
required inputs, with a view to their adoption by the
Conference of the Parties at its seventeenth session.
India said Option 3 limits the assessment only
to the means of implementation while Option 2 will
include implementation of the Convention principles
and suggested merging the two options.
It was supported by Bangladesh, Uganda,
China, Brazil, Saudi Arabia and the Philippines.
Uganda felt that the scope should include more
than the issue of temperature goal of 1.5°C but more
importantly the adequacy of the means of
implementation and the adequacy of the reduction
of Annex I (developed countries) Parties.
China pointed out the inconsistency of Parties
that cited urgency to get the review underway quickly
but preferred postponing the broadening of the scope
of review to the second round of review when
paragraph 140 makes no such reference.
It insisted that the scope of review must cover
the means of implementation as well as those
commitments by Annex I Parties on their mitigation
targets.
The United States said it is important for the
review to get underway and does not believe that
further discussion on scope will be constructive,
adding that the first review should maintain the scope
as set out in paragraph 138 so that the review can
start on time.
Japan said for now Parties should stick to
paragraph 138 but for the second phase they can
explore paragraph 140.
Citing the COP 17 Durban decisions on this
matter, Brazil said the decisions clearly illustrate the
elements contained in Options 2 and 3.
Saudi Arabia urged Parties not to be selective
of the COP mandate; taking one paragraph and not
the other. It said paragraphs 138, 139 and 140 of 1/
CP.16 should all be considered and urgency is no
excuse to push Parties to carry out premature work.
Parties need to work on a complete package and not
do half of the job only.
Bangladesh said since it was felt that paragraph
138 was inadequate, paragraph 140 was added.
Therefore, it cannot be ignored and Parties need to
define the scope further in order to go for a wider
review.
Agreeing with Bangladesh, the Philippines
said if Parties have to do this review, it is imperative
30

China said besides paragraph 159 of 2/CP.17,
another relevant decision is paragraph 6 of 1/CP.17
in which Parties agreed that the process of an agreed
outcome will be informed by the review which is
not limited to temperature goal but also other
elements. It warned that if Parties deploy a narrow
scope to the review, it will cause severe problems
for the other processes.

(Paragraph 159 reads: Agrees that Parties will
continue working on the scope of the review and
considering its further definition, with a view to
taking a decision at the Conference of the Parties at
its eighteenth session;)
If they are not ready by Doha, said the
Philippines, Parties may not get the review going,
adding that the review must be full and
comprehensive.
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Mitigation by Developed Countries: Common Accounting Rules and
Comparability of Efforts Debated
said that is a sense of the comparability between what
was done and what needs to be done.
[Para. 1(b)(i) of the Bali Action Plan addresses
mitigation commitments or actions by all developed
country Parties of the UNFCCC, obliging non-Kyoto
Protocol Parties to ensure comparability of efforts
with the Parties to the Protocol. Para. 1(b)(ii)
addresses the nationally appropriate mitigation
actions by developing countries supported with
finance, technology and capacity building by
developed countries.]
Mali further said that the updated technical
paper on the targets gave a very compelling picture
of whats happening in Annex I (developed country
Parties) mitigation targets. The Group also welcomed
the structure of the workshops (on quantified
economy-wide emission reduction targets by
developed countries, and on nationally appropriate
mitigation actions by developing countries) on
Sunday (2 September), but felt very strongly that
decisions are needed in Doha on a number of issues.
At Durban, the LCA was extended for a year to
enable completion of its work in pursuance of
decision 1/CP.13, and the Group called for decisions
in at least four areas for a successful completion of
the things under negotiation:

Bangkok 2 September (Fauwaz Abdul Aziz) 
Developed countries have turned around the
discussion of common accounting rules for
developed countries mitigation action by calling for
developing countries to be subjected to the same rules
as those for developed countries.
This took place in a meeting of an informal
group on mitigation by developed country Parties
of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term
Cooperative Action under the UNFCCC (AWGLCA)
held on 31 August, facilitated by Mr. Andrej Kranjc
(Slovenia).
Precipitated primarily by the proposal by
Norway in its intervention during the informal group,
the call led to other developed country groups and
nations such as the European Union, Switzerland and
Australia to lend their voices in support of the
suggestion, while an equally united show of
opposition by developing countries such as India,
China, Brazil and others emerged to emphatically
reject the suggestion.
No, for sure, is our answer, Brazil insisted in
reaction to Norway, and emphasized that the call did
not reflect a step in the right direction if it meant
that such an exercise brings into the discussion the
topic of common accounting rules for both developed
and developing countries.
The insufficiency of developed countries
mitigation effort was again emphasized by
developing countries.
Mali on behalf of the G77 and China said
that it would be interesting and helpful for the
information note to have a categorization to see what
was done in terms of, for instance, comparability of
effort (among developed countries mitigation
actions). Referring to the 6 pages on work done
relating to developing countries under para. 1(b)(ii)
of the Bali Action Plan, and the 3 pages for mitigation
commitments or actions of developed countries, Mali
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Increase pre-2020 ambition for UNFCCC
Annex-I Kyoto Protocol (KP) and Annex I nonKP Parties in line with science and the UNEP
report;
Conversion of emission reduction targets for
Annex-I non-KP Parties into tons of CO2
equivalent or turning targets into assigned
amounts over a period of time based on
common accounting rules;
Adopting Common Accounting Rules (CARs)
for all Annex-I Parties, at least as strong as
those under the KP;



It noted that Parties have only received
information on expected emissions reduction in the
period through 2020 from the EU, Norway and
Switzerland and called on other Parties that have yet
to provide that information to do so to help fill gaps
that we still have as reflected in the technical paper.
Norway said that the AWG-LCA chairs
documents for discussion reflected the achievement
of the working group and showed how hard they
had worked over the last couple of years. It then
called for the establishment of common accounting
rules throughout the process of submitting
information on mitigation action and pledges, saying
this would be the best outcome for 2020 pledges.
Norway said it realizes that so far it has been difficult
to achieve consensus on starting such a process, but
if it were a possibility for the Conference of Parties
scheduled to meet at the end of this year in Doha,
then this would be very positive.
Norway also said it would be very useful to
summarize and synthesize the events and
developments that had transpired over the past two
years, and looked forward to a workshop that will
take place on Sunday (2 September), the build-up of
more technical papers, and to take the AWG-LCA
process to its conclusion by year end.
Switzerland said several matters had to be
fulfilled so as to ensure the Doha meeting concluded
successfully, including further clarifying
assumptions and conditions related to pledges,
conducting more workshops, the continuation of
more updates in the form of technical papers, and
more parties are encouraged to submit further
information on their mitigation pledges.
It also said it supports the development of
common accounting rules and comparability for all
Parties and said efforts in such areas should be taken
further. Speaking about the conditions surrounding
its pledges or the higher end of its pledges and
ambition, which many countries had called to end,
Switzerland said they (the conditions) are placed
there because of the need to know what the other
Parties are doing. This is also why this process of
clarification is so important to Switzerland, and these
relate not only to (developed country) Parties but in
much broader terms, as Switzerland needs to know
what the other Parties are doing. As to ambition, there
is a context to the ambition that is there, it added.
Australia also expressed support for the
proposal by Switzerland, and said it also would very
much support the development of common
accounting rules for all Parties, both developed and
developing countries.

Further clarification of targets for non-KP
Parties, including the implication of CARs on
the effectiveness of the targets.

The Marshall Islands on behalf of the
Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) said that
building on what we had in our Durban decision we
would see an outcome at the end of the year,
particularly in the framing elements and the
contextualisation of whatever we say on developing
country Parties, as necessarily needing to refer back
to the science and a gap assessment and a very clear
statement of the insufficiency of developed country
effort. That needs to be made very very clear and
has obvious links with the work going forward next
year, including in the context of the workplan on
enhancing mitigation and under the ADP (Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Durban Platform for
Enhanced Action), it stressed.
The Marshall Islands said that having looked
at the useful technical paper that was updated since
the last session, its very clear that the number and
scope of the conditionalities that have been applied
to developed country targets have expanded, not
reduced. Thats a huge concern to us both in terms
not only of the understanding to us, but also of the
environmental integrity of what weve got in front
of us. So its been our position that wed like to see
that those targets are single-number, devoid of
conditionalities and reflected in a carbon budget over
a period such as what weve got under the Kyoto
Protocol. Since theres going to be information
presented at the workshop on Sunday, and to the
extent that improves our understanding as reflected
in the current version of the technical paper, wed
want to see those reflected in order that they could
inform our further work.
According to AOSIS, one gap that needs to be
filled is that in relation to CARs. We would like to
see our work between now and Durban pull together
the building blocks for CARs consistent with those
already in operation pursuant to the Kyoto Protocol;
as we know that will help to improve comparability
between efforts under the KP and those of the
Convention, and also give us guidance in terms of
the use of LULUCF, market-based mechanisms and
how those would apply towards achieving those
targets. In that context, the group is concerned that
in response to the common template that was
prepared earlier this year in response to the decision
in Durban, we still have a lack of information coming
forward from developed country Parties that would
help to enhance our understanding of the targets and
how the Parties intend to achieve them.
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helps to build trust and to move matters forward on
a number of issues.
Countering the developed countries, however,
India presented the context as well as the gaps
between what has been done so far and what needs
to be done under the particular issue of mitigation
by developed countries under the negotiations.
Associating itself with the comments made by Mali
(for the G77 and China), and the individual
comments by China and Brazil, India said while
many believe a lot of work has been done under this
agenda item and a lot of progress made, and that
there is not much that is seen as work that needs to
be done at Doha, and that work that is left on this
particular issue can be taken over by the subsidiary
bodies and that should be enough, the context tells a
different story.
Greenhouse gas concentrations in the
atmosphere and the increase which has taken place
from the pre-industrial levels to the industrial levels
indicate that average GHG pre-industrial
concentration in the atmosphere of 280 ppm in 1995
has risen to 360 ppm. This means that around 80
ppms were added by the industrialized countries into
the atmosphere, and from 1995-2005, around 19
ppms have been added, which show that the context
in which developed country Parties was supposed
to take mitigation commitments was due to historical
responsibility that they had increased the GHG
concentrations in the atmosphere and were therefore
required to take deep and ambitious mitigation
commitments to address the increase in GHG
concentration after 1992 when the UNFCCC was
adopted.
But the question is whether the commitments
of developed country Parties are deep and ambitious
enough, said India. There was the Kyoto Protocol
under which Parties agreed to reduce by 5.5% below
the pre-industrial 1990 level by 2012. Since Bali,
some Parties outside the Protocol have said that there
should be comparability of efforts so that Parties of
the Kyoto Protocol and other Parties are comparable.
But the question is whether these decisions are
complete and have led to the fulfilment of the Bali
Action Plan. In terms of the comparability of efforts,
there are still huge gaps as all Parties have
acknowledged, while a common accounting
framework (for developed countries in and out of
the Kyoto Protocol) has yet to be developed.
So there is no way to compare the mitigation
efforts of Kyoto Protocol Parties and non-Kyoto
Protocol Parties, said India, and the gap is a very
significant one and needs to be addressed through
the decisions that will be taken in Doha. In Durban,
it was agreed that a comprehensive and balanced

The facilitator called for more views and voices
regarding the debate over common accounting rules
for developing countries.
Brazil, which associated itself with the
statement of the G77/China, said it was wrong for
the developed countries to take the discussion in the
direction proposed by Norway.
If thats the question that well be taking on
(this agenda item), I think thats the completely
wrong direction in our opinion, said the Brazilian
representative, adding that the exercise mandated
from the Durban negotiations was very clear, which
was to clarify using the workshops and technical
paper, the pledges that are undertaken by the
developed country Parties.
In terms of marginal increments of actions,
Brazil said it has no doubt that developing countries
have increased much more burden than developed
countries so far. In response to the proposal and
question that (the facilitator) had raised, Brazil said
No for sure, that is the answer, adding that we
dont think thats the right direction if this exercise
comes into the discussion of common accounting
rules for all Parties.
Seeking to clarify its statements made on the
matter, Norway took the floor again to explain that
calling for the development of common accounting
rules for all Parties does not mean that the nature of
the pledges submitted would change for developed
countries with economy-wide absolute emission
reductions. The common accounting rules would be
common for all developed countries, but the
accounting rules that would be relevant and
applicable to developing country Parties would be
according to what kind of mitigation actions they
have put forward, the scope, and extent of those
actions. It doest not mean that developing countries
are expected to undertake or will have imposed upon
them the same type of mitigation actions as
applicable for developed countries.
It also said that by the closing of the AWGLCA in Durban, it does not mean it seeks to close
off the discussions on ambition by Doha, because
its work will be taken up in the Ad Hoc Working
Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action
(ADP).
Voicing support for Norway, the European
Union said it was the groups understanding that
around accounting there is a phased approach and
that has to be applied according to the type of
commitments that a country has taken and will take
in the future.
It reiterated the position that the purpose of the
exercise of the clarification of pledges is towards
getting more facts on the current pledges, and that
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forward, and on the specific mandates that are
remaining from Bali on common accounting rules
on comparability, after the successful closure of the
AWG-LCA, the best way to deal with them would
be in the subsidiary bodies under the Convention.
The Dominican Republic, similarly, said there
has been much that has advanced, but much needs
to be done. It would be very difficult to advance
solely because of the realities of the discussion on
the 1(b)(i) track without having some close
consultations and advances under 1(b)(ii). While
these are separate, they are related and have interlinkages. Its important to explore how both can
advance, as there is a lot of work in one of them
[1(b)(ii)], but not in the other [1(b)(i)]. The former
states that there should be accounting for LULUCF
and for carbon credits, and that accounting is
important, failing which a number of other things
will not happen. The Dominican Republic also
requested that the facilitator assist in giving guidance
as to how these issues could be resolved.
China, in support of the statement made by
India and Brazil, stressed that the call for the
development of common accounting rules to all
(Parties) derives from a misunderstanding of the
mandate given to the AWG-LCA.
While common accounting rules should be
supported in relation to all developed country Parties
(Annex I Parties) because such rules are a useful
tool to ensure the comparability that has yet to be
resolved, the Parties have never been mandated to
merge 1(b)(i) (developed country mitigation) and
1(b)(ii) (developing country mitigation), nor have
they been mandated to merge efforts to develop
common accounting rules for all Parties. It is
therefore not appropriate to discuss such matters in
this particular forum, said China.

outcome would be achieved pursuant to the decision
of 1/CP.13, whereas all other framing elements are
related to the common accounting and comparability
aspects of it.
Kenya, meanwhile, in association with Mali
and other developing countries, said developed
countries should be encouraged to show leadership
so as to enable developing countries to undertake
ambitious targets. Developing countries are
discussing that a lot of work has been done, but
developing countries are still struggling to cope with
new developments and the requirements imposed on
them to comply with their obligations to deal with
climate change generally.
But it suggests a lack of good faith when, with
the rules already set under the Kyoto Protocol,
developed countries say those rules are not supposed
to be developed further for developed countries that
are not Party to the Kyoto Protocol.
While developing countries look forward to the
work that is remaining in terms of the Bali Action
Plan and on the common accounting rules and
comparability, the least that should be done by
developed countries is to remove their
conditionalities, given there has not been any pledge
from any developing country that has a condition on
it.
On the issue of ambitious targets, developed
countries have to provide leadership, and before it
is figured out how the future agreement will look
like after 2020, at least these rules should be set out
by developed countries in the Kyoto Protocol and
non-Kyoto Protocol (developed) countries before
2020.
On the question of where we take these issues
forward, issues of clarification need to take that work
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Developed Countries Have Not Moved on Kyoto Protocol
Commitments
B (developed country Parties to the Kyoto Protocol)
commitment is a priority issue. It also stressed that
the transition between the two (commitment) periods
to commit emission reductions should be addressed
at this session in a manner that maintains the legally
binding character of the commitments. It emphasized
the Kyoto Protocol as being the central element of
Parties international responsibility to deal with the
challenge of climate change and that it is essential
that there be a strong and legally binding outcome
ensuring continuity between the first and second
commitment periods.
It further made reference to those countries that
had yet to bring forward binding QELROs to the
second commitment period but had an interest in
accessing the flexible mechanisms provided for in
the KP.
The Philippines on behalf of a group of
developing countries (Algeria, Argentina, Bolivia,
China, Cuba, the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Iran, Kuwait,
Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, the Philippines, Saudi
Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, and Venezuela)
echoed the statement of the G77/China and
underscored the character of the Kyoto Protocol as
the only legally-binding, rules-based instrument with
quantitative emission reduction targets (for Annex I
Parties) that must be preserved.
Obtaining a substantial and effective second
commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol is a
key element in the global communitys efforts to
address climate change and its adverse effects under
the Convention that reflects sufficient mitigation
ambition on the part of the Parties to it, said the
Philippines, without which global climate change
mitigation efforts will be severely hampered with
resultant increased adverse impacts on developing
countries.
It said that a meaningful second commitment
period is the centrepiece and should be the focus of

Bangkok, 2 September (Fauwaz Abdul Aziz)  Even
as developing countries continue to express strong
concern over the low levels of ambition of Annex I
(developed countries) Parties to reduce the emission
of greenhouse gases under the second commitment
period under the Kyoto Protocol, the European Union
made it clear that it is unlikely to see changes in the
pledges of developed countries to reflect a higher
level of ambition this year.
This was explicitly stated by the EU at a
roundtable discussion held in Bangkok under the Ad
Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform (ADP)
on 31 August on the issue of ambition of emission
cuts. This and the unchanged positions of developed
countries since the Durban meeting of the Parties to
the Protocol prompted Gambia on behalf of Least
Developed Countries to state at the 1 September ADP
roundtable that, without a meaningful second
commitment period, there can be no movement in
the Durban Platform process.
Failure to conclude the second commitment
period package in Durban resulted in further
extension of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group
on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under
the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) for another year.
However, the situation has not changed since the
Durban climate conference. The low pledges remain
and there are still various conditionalities that some
Parties have attached to their quantified emission
limitation and reduction objectives (QELROs).
At the 30 August opening plenary of the AWGKPs additional informal meeting, the lack of
progress was evident. The Philippines on behalf of a
group of 21 developing countries said that in Durban,
we strongly proclaimed that Africa will not be the
graveyard of the Kyoto Protocol (KP).
In Doha, neither will we allow the KP to be
buried in the sands of Asia.
Algeria, speaking on behalf of the Group of
G77 and China, said raising the ambition of Annex
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be closed to ensure the integrity of Annex I emission
reductions and to prevent resulting in Annex I Parties
making no net contribution to the global mitigation
effort.
It noted the failure to resolve the issue of the
provisional application of the second commitment
period before the entry into force of the amendment
to Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol, and said that to
ensure there is no gap between the first and second
periods, such provisional application must, and can,
be legally done by Annex I Parties.
It expressed regret and concern with the
decision of some Parties to withdraw from and
refusal to join in, the second commitment period of
the Kyoto Protocol, describing it as a betrayal of
the Durban package. It said that these issues relating
to the current state of the Kyoto Protocol
negotiations, particularly the prospect that there
might not be a second commitment period under the
Protocol or, at best, a second commitment period
with weak targets from Annex I Parties, create the
potential for unravelling the Durban package, and
could therefore endanger any progress that we might
make on other parts of the package, such as with
respect to the work under the Durban Platform.
Departing from ones commitments under the Kyoto
Protocol must have consequences because it shows
a clear lack of commitment to helping solve the
global climate change problem.
In this regard, the Philippines said Annex I
Parties who are not Parties to the Kyoto Protocol or
are not going to commit to a second commitment
period under that Protocol should not be allowed to
use its flexibility mechanisms, nor should there be
any new market mechanisms further developed or
concluded under the AWG-LCA for the use of Annex
I Parties.
Solid KP commitments from Annex I Parties
provide not only political assurance on the use of
the flexible mechanisms but are also indispensable
pre-conditions for their continued availability and
use, it emphasized.
While it was agreed in Durban that the second
commitment period shall commence on 1 January
2013, there is important work to continue in the
AWG-KP, said the Philippines, including
negotiations on raising the ambition of Annex I
Parties contributions to levels consistent with
science and equity. Considering that there are so
many issues that still need to be resolved with respect
to the AWG-KP, we therefore face the prospect that
we might need to extend the life of the AWG-KP in
order for us to have a second commitment period
that is commensurate with the challenge that faces
us and which reflects the strong and firm

our work towards Doha. Doha is the last opportunity
before the end of the first commitment period on 31
December 2012 to adopt the amendments to Annex
B of the Kyoto Protocol. Therefore, we stress that
the Kyoto Protocol (KP) should be the central
deliverable at Doha and we are of the firm view that
Doha should be the KP2 COP.
A meaningful second commitment period and
the preservation of the KP is the key element of the
Durban balanced package, the Philippines said
further, for which a satisfactory resolution and
completion of work of the AWG-KP at COP 18/
CMP8 without any further conditions is necessary.
It stressed that failure to do so would gravely
affect the full scope of negotiations and
implementation under the climate regime.
Noting that the Heads of State in the outcome
document of the Rio+20 conference in June had
urged Parties to the Kyoto Protocol to fully
implement their commitments and decisions adopted
under those agreements, the Philippines said Parties
should demonstrate their commitment to ensuring
results in science-based, equitable and adequate
contributions by Annex I Parties to the objective of
the Convention.
Contrary to such aims, the Philippines said, it
had emerged that some Parties were intending to
depart from the decisions made under the Kyoto
Protocol to determine an aggregate amount of
emission reductions and to base on this individual
contributions to this aggregate and instead pursue a
pledge-based approach in which weak individual
pledges are aggregated bottom up into an aggregate
target.
Mitigation commitments of Annex I Parties
must be established as QELROs through a
multilaterally agreed methodology to ensure
common accounting and comparability of efforts
within the Kyoto Protocol and to ensure all Annex I
Parties offer an equitable and adequate contribution,
said the Philippines.
It further said that an ad-hoc approach to
defining QELROs in which each Annex I country
defines and communicates its own QELRO cannot
assure the delivery of real and ambitious emission
reductions. QELROs should not be treated as merely
a political arrangement, or an empty shell. Endless
discussions regarding assumptions and conditions
of numbers need to come to an end. An ambitious
aggregate emission reduction target for Annex I
collectively, in accordance with their historical
responsibilities, must be achieved together with highquality QELROs by Annex I Parties.
The Philippines also said that all loopholes,
including those relating to surplus allowances, should
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should not be held ransom to individual Parties
domestic political problems.
Among the outstanding issues that remain as
obstacles to the start of the second commitment
period are the length of the commitment period, the
mid-term review, carry-over of assigned amounts,
and the level of ambition, and these can only be dealt
with successfully together, said Swaziland.
The Group appealed to the AWG-KP chair to
take a holistic approach in dealing with these issues,
so that by the end of this session, we can have as
few options as possible for consideration and
decision in Doha. To achieve this, we need to develop
draft decisions on the basis of currently available
negotiating text, and Party submissions.
Nauru on behalf of the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS) said when 2012 ends, every
Annex B Party to the Kyoto Protocol must hold clear,
unequivocal and ambitious commitments, and the
international community must be convinced that
these commitments will be delivered. In Doha, Naura
said, a 5-year commitment period to run from 20132017 must be established and amendments put in
place provisionally pending entry into force that
express ambitious, single-number unconditional
QELROs that are legally-binding on Parties from 1
January 2013 forward.
It emphasized that there must be no legal gap
in the implementation of the Protocol. The AWGKP began its work in 2005. Almost 7 years later,
and in just 3 months time, we will deliver the results
of this work to the world. These results must be
ambitious. They must be credible. They must inspire
the confidence of the international community in our
multilateral process
what the KP outcomes
absolutely cannot be is window dressing. We cannot
have a second commitment period that ignores the
reality of climate change by enforcing a low ambition
or by papering over a lack of ambition with
accounting tricks or conditionalities. We also cannot
support a second commitment period that promises
an increase in ambition at some unspecified future
point in time through an empty review process that
cannot and will not deliver the necessary ambition.
Nauru said that at the Bangkok meeting the
AWG-KP must address such critical unresolved
issues as the low levels of ambition as reflected in
the QELROs that Parties have brought forward. It
pointed out that the European Unions own internal
studies indicate that for the EU, an increase of
ambition to 30% is both cost-effective and desirable,
while Belarus, the Ukraine and Kazakhstan can take
much deeper reductions of their holding of surplus
units.

commitment of Annex I Parties to the Kyoto Protocol
to take the lead in undertaking mitigation targets that
reflect their historical responsibility for cumulative
global GHG emissions.
The Philippines added that in Durban, we
strongly proclaimed that Africa will not be the
graveyard of the KP. In Doha, neither will we allow
the KP to be buried in the sands of Asia.
Swaziland on behalf of the African Group
likewise urged those Annex I Parties still debating
over their commitment to tackle climate change to
contribute towards protecting the most vulnerable
countries by taking legally-binding commitments
under the second commitment period.
Expressing deep concern also about the low
level of developed countries pledges, including the
pledges under the Kyoto Protocol and what seems
to be an attempt to lock low levels of ambition into a
longer second commitment period of eight years,
Swaziland said it indicates a lack of commitment to
solving this global crisis of climate change.
Given the low levels of ambition, Swaziland
said the Group stresses the importance of closing
any loopholes which would further weaken the
environmental outcome of the second commitment
period. Issues such as the carry-over of surplus
assigned amounts need to be resolved swiftly and
with an outcome which has the most environmental
integrity, it said.
The Group further stressed the use of Kyoto
Protocol flexible market mechanisms should be
restricted only to Kyoto Protocol Parties that enter
into the second commitment period. We want to make
it clear that the KP flexible mechanisms are designed
for KP Parties to fulfil their commitments under a
sophisticated set of rules with clear accounting
systems and compliance systems in a defined
commitment period. Those who are outside the
second commitment period will not be subject to
these rules, and so their use of these mechanisms
will endanger the environmental integrity of the
UNFCCC. It is on this basis that we emphasize that
those outside the second commitment period should
not have access to KP flexible mechanisms.
As for the entry into force of the second
commitment period, Swaziland said everything
possible should be done to ensure that there is no
delay and that there is an immediate start to the
second commitment period. A gap is clearly
avoidable through provisional application of the CP2.
If Parties are seriously committed to an immediate
start of the second commitment period on 1 January
2013, then solutions to any domestic obstacles will
be found. The international negotiations process
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It noted that some Parties have argued that their
domestic constitutions do not permit provisional
application to international treaties, while others have
argued that they should be allowed to make unilateral
declarations of their intent to apply their adoption of
a second commitment period. However, we are not
convinced that these arguments on the provisional
applications are based on actual legal or technical
impediments. We believe they arise primarily from
domestic political concerns.
Venezuela on behalf of the ALBA group
comprised of Bolivia, Dominica, Cuba, Ecuador,
Nicaragua and Venezuela similarly emphasized the
importance of reaching a second commitment period.
Notably, every treaty in force is binding upon the
Parties to it and must be performed by them in good
faith, since new treaties are a promise, not a fact. A
pledge and review system has already proven that
it is not the way to raise the level of ambition, said
Venezuela, as it is known how woefully below the
pledges are from the so-called Copenhagen
agreement.
South Africa, on behalf of the BASIC (Brazil,
China, India and South Africa), stressed the
importance of the upcoming Doha conference in
prioritizing the full implementation of the Durban
outcome.
These developing countries also underscore our
understanding of the departure point on the matter
of the adoption of fully ratified amendments to Annex
B of the Kyoto Protocol, the adoption of the agreed
outcome pursuant to decision 1CP13 and
commencement of the work of the Durban Platform.
We remain concerned with the level of ambition
reflected in the QELROs information submitted by
Annex I countries that are Parties to the Kyoto
Protocol, which is far below what is required by
science, and they have the historical responsibility
to reduce emissions by at least 25-40% by 2020 from
their 1990 levels.
Therefore BASIC call for the adoption of the
ratifiable second commitment period under the
Kyoto Protocol, with clear entry into force provisions
and its immediate implementation in 2013. This is
the cornerstone element in successfully concluding
the AWG-KP in Doha.
Dominica on behalf of the Coalition of
Rainforest Nations called for the creation of a link
between the AWG-LCA and the AWG-KP, since the
usage of units generated from the new market-based
mechanism, REDD-Plus, would help to raise the
level of ambition of Annex I Parties. But actions
should be subjected to robust and transparent
measurable, reportable and verifiable (MRV) rules

It said further that AOSIS is waiting for New
Zealand and Australia to present information on their
QELROs at the earliest time possible, and look
forward to assurances of these countries unequivocal
commitments to taking meaningful second
commitment period targets here in Bangkok.
On the implications of the five- and eight-year
options, Nauru said that an eight-year commitment
period would, as a practical matter, lock in a level of
ambition that is inconsistent with emission
trajectories needed to be in line with the limitation
of temperature increases to below 1.5 degrees or even
below 2 degrees. It is also inconsistent with the
timetable agreed under the ADP to begin a new
agreement applicable to all.
On surplus Kyoto units, Nauru said these are
on such an enormous scale that it could negate the
intended results of a second commitment period of
emission reduction. Some Parties refuse to let go of
surplus, even though they appear to have no intention
of participating in a second commitment period even
when its clear that these Parties will not need this
surplus to achieve second commitment period goals.
On the related issue of eligibility to participate
in the flexible mechanisms, Nauru said AOSIS is of
the firm view that there can be no access to the
benefits of the Protocols flexible mechanisms for
any Kyoto Protocol party that does not take binding
second commitment QELROs and does not establish
second commitment period assigned amounts.
The Gambia on behalf of the 48 Least
Developed Countries (LDCs) reiterated the need
to discuss the issues of individual aggregate ambition
for the second commitment period, the length of the
second commitment period, the approach of the
carry-over assigned amount units, and the eligibility
of emission trading of the flexible mechanisms,
particularly for non-Kyoto Protocol second
commitment period Parties.
It said that resolving these issues would
determine whether we are in a position to adopt a
second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol
and expressed concern at the slow pace with which
these issues are being addressed.
The Group reaffirmed its position on the length
of the commitment period, which is 5 years, because
we want to avoid locking low ambition for an 8year commitment period when we all know that
peaking in global emissions is needed as soon as
possible, likely immediately after 2015, or before
2020, for consistency with the 2-degree temperature
rise. The provisional application to avoid a gap is
important for us to enter into force the second
commitment period of the KP.
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Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and
Panama, lamented the failure to advance towards the
ultimate goal of the Convention, contained in its
Article 2, which is to achieve the stabilization of
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at
a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic
interference with the climate system. It said that it
is clear that instead of moving toward the
achievement of that objective, we have moved away
from it, because that dangerous interference in the
climate system is already a reality, as we are
reminded by the growing number of climate-related
disasters that are happening around the world. It said
that in this context, the ratification of the second
commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol, which
is supposed to start on the first day of the year 2013,
has to have goals consistent with the preservation of
the integrity of the climate regime as indicated by
science.
Nicaragua called on the Kyoto Protocol
developed country Parties to contribute substantially
in reducing their GHG emissions, increasing their
level of ambition, in order to achieve stabilization
of the climate system well below 1.5oC. It supports
a five-year time frame for the second commitment
period.

at the national level and based on modalities and
procedures as agreed at the previous Conference of
Parties to ensure environmental integrity, including
safeguards.
St Lucia commented on the organization of
work, and said the AWG-KP Chairs note has
references to informal meetings and informal
consultations, but the distinction between the two is
not a clear one. Missing from the note are references
to many of the central issues that require resolution.
On high level issues, it said that the Chairs note
provides that these are to be taken up in the opening
plenary and then revisited in informal consultation
if necessary. St Lucia stressed that it will not be
acceptable to AOSIS to call all difficult issues high
level or political and hide them in informal
consultations. We need to set aside time slots to
address all central issues in an open and transparent
manner so that all Parties can participate. We need
to set aside formal time slots to address each of our
critical issues and the implications and consequences
of different approaches through open and inclusive
dialogues.
Nicaragua on behalf of the Central
American Integration System (SICA) composed
of Belize, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, El
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Developed Countries Reject Further Adaptation Work under
the AWG-LCA
that the EIG was uncomfortable with the way things
were being organized, including the absence of the
chair for meetings of the contact group.
Mr. Kumarsingh stated that the status of the
group was a contact group, not a spin-off group, and
offered to suspend the meeting if there were
objections to proceeding under his direction.
Argentina, speaking on behalf of the G77
and China, expressed their pleasure to see Mr.
Kumarsingh in the role of conducting the meeting.
He noted that for the G77, leaving Bangkok without
a paper that reflects the discussions is not an option.
He noted it was important to put adaptation at the
level it belongs in the Convention, and highlighted
that the Group would be happy to be allocated further
slots during this meeting, in order to have a robust
decision on adaptation in Doha.
He listed five key elements that should be taken
into consideration in the work in Bangkok and invited
other colleagues from the G77 and China to
contribute with further comments and elements:

Bangkok, 2 September (Doreen Stabinsky)  As
developing countries urged consideration of
outstanding adaptation issues from the Bali Action
Plan, developed countries refused to allow for draft
decision text to be crafted in the contact group
meeting in Bangkok.
The second meeting of the AWG-LCA contact
group devoted to adaptation was held on 1
September. Mr. Kishan Kumarsingh (Trinidad and
Tobago) was requested by the contact group chair
Mr. Aysar Tayeb of Saudi Arabia (also the AWGLCA Chair) to assist in conducting the meeting. Mr.
Kumarsingh noted the request that had been made
by the AWG-LCA Chair for Parties to submit to the
Chair text versions of ideas that had been discussed
at the previous session. He noted that the Chair had
requested this text in order to have conclusions that
would be reached at Doha. He further qualified this
statement, indicating that the goal for the end of the
informal sessions in Bangkok was not necessarily
to have agreed text, but text that could reflect
outcomes of the Bangkok session that could form
the basis of a decision in Doha.
Switzerland, on behalf of the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG), expressed displeasure that
the chair of the contact group (Mr. Aysar Tayeb) was
not in the room. It reflected on the discussions in
Bonn, whereby the work of the AWG-LCA would
be organized in two big areas: informal groups on
issues with a direct mandate from Durban, and the
contact group, where discussions could be structured
in clusters.
Switzerland said it was agreed that in the
contact group would be placed those issues that are
difficult to solve, where there is yet no agreement,
with the idea to see if, by continuing to discuss them,
agreement could be reached. However if agreement
is not reached, non-agreement cannot be included in
an agreed outcome. He requested Mr. Kumarsingh
to convey this message to Chair Aysar Tayeb, and
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Direct the Adaptation Committee to prepare
recommendations on means to incentivize the
implementation of adaptation actions,
including finance, technology, and capacitybuilding identifying opportunities and further
actions in collaboration with the Standing
Committee and other relevant Convention
bodies;
Conduct annual workshops on ways to promote
implementation of enhanced action of
adaptation, including to review progress on the
Adaptation Committee workplan;
Continue work on the National Adaptation
Plans process for LDCs, and other developing
countries, including through finance, including
direct access, capacity building and technology;
Carry out additional work on institutional
arrangements, including regional centres,



SBI and the SBSTA where there is a place to discuss
all the issues raised. It stressed that there should be
no text on the table in Bangkok.
Bolivia expressed shock that there was concern
over how the work was proceeding, given that the
Chair of the AWG-LCA at the previous session had
specifically requested Mr. Kumarsingh to help guide
the work, as he was so familiar with the issues. He
pointed out that at that time there were no objections
or concerns raised. He asked Mr. Kumarsingh to
convey this message to the Chair of the AWG-LCA
and urged his colleagues to carry on in a constructive
manner.
Bolivia voiced its support for the input from
the G77 and China and LDCs, noting that from the
perspective of developing countries there are still
issues that are unresolved, and that these discussions
are being held in the context of fulfilling the mandate
of the AWG-LCA so that it can be closed.
He pointed to the proposal that Bolivia had
submitted to the Chair on behalf of more than 70
developing countries, following the Chairs request
for concrete proposals, and hoped that Mr.
Kumarsingh would circulate the paper so that the
colleagues in the room could see what concerns were
being raised.
Ghana, on behalf of the African Group,
noted their pleasure at having Mr. Kumarsingh guide
their work on behalf of the Chair. It gave full support
to the statements made by Argentina and Bangladesh,
pointing out that they were not here to renegotiate
anything already negotiated, but to ensure enhanced
implementation of adaptation actions.
Nauru, on behalf of the Alliance of Small
Island States, expressed their support for Mr.
Kumarsingh guiding the discussion, as well as
support for the views of the G77 and China and
Bangladesh. It said the group looked forward to a
draft document at the end of this session in Bangkok.
The United States commented that over the
past few years, the profile of adaptation has been
raised, and that the US strongly believes a lot of
progress has been made, through the establishment
of the Adaptation Committee, the work programme
on loss and damage, and the process for national
adaptation planning. It noted that in the Durban
decision there is an annex with an indicative list of
activities for the Adaptation Committee, and that the
Adaptation Committee will provide coherence both
under and outside of the Convention. It pointed out
that there is a plan for the Adaptation Committee to
deliver a workplan in Doha and further noted the
agreement in Doha on activities on loss and damage,
and that guidelines had been agreed on NAPs
(national adaptation plans) and that this year Parties

national-level institutional arrangements and an
international centre; and
Suggest further consideration by the Adaptation
Committee of activities to promote economic
diversification to build resilience.

Bangladesh, on behalf of Least Developed
Countries (LDCs), associated itself with the
statement of the G77 and China. He noted that Mr.
Kumarsingh was there on behalf of the chair of the
AWG-LCA, in order to have a robust outcome at
Doha on adaptation.
He recognized that although there has been
much progress on adaptation, resulting in the
adaptation framework, the means of implementation
has yet to be evolved. The Adaptation Committee
has yet to work or to meet. He emphasized that the
work now must be to strengthen means of
implementation, and to identify gaps. The goal, he
stated, is to enable adaptation on the ground in a
broad manner, not through piecemeal international
efforts.
Regarding the way forward, he pointed out that
the set of questions put forward by the AWG-LCA
chair were very important, including how best to
activate the Adaptation Committee, and resolve
linkages between national and regional centres and
an international centre. He concluded that work in
Bangkok should concentrate on these issues, and
outcomes be taken to Doha for adoption.
Saudi Arabia, speaking on behalf of the Arab
Group, said they would like to see a workplan agreed
in Doha on economic diversification.
Mexico agreed with the statement by
Switzerland. He noted that the agreement in Bonn
was to a focused discussion in a single contact group,
but that the arrangements currently looked more like
spin-off groups, without the Chair or Vice-Chair
presiding. He stated that the Chair was stretching
his mandate and expressed his discomfort with this
way of working.
Norway pointed out that the Cancun
Adaptation Framework, including the work on
national adaptation planning, the work programme
on loss and damage, and the Adaptation Committee,
has an explicit mandate to strengthen adaptation and
is the means by which the Bali mandate is being
followed up. It emphasized that the Adaptation
Committee will meet next week to discuss their
workplan, with a mandate and indicative list of
activities, and that no issues that have been raised
here will not be taken care of by the Adaptation
Committee.
It reminded delegates that when they next meet
in Doha, there will be a joint agenda item with the
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the Technology Executive Centre, the Climate
Technology Centre and Network and the Steering
Committee, that the creation of these bodies brought
many issues of linkages, and that for Canada
addressing those issues is important. It added that
many of the residual issues identified by Argentina
and Bolivia have already been addressed.
Canada said that the Adaptation Committee
should be given time to do its work, to come up with
a workplan, and that there would be opportunity to
review the workplan during the joint SBI/SBSTA
workshop in Doha. It concluded that adaptation was
not listed as one of the elements agreed in Doha for
further work, and noted that this implies that work
on adaptation under the AWG-LCA is done. Canada
did not agree that text should be discussed.
Mr. Kumarsingh reiterated that the AWG-LCA
chair had asked for text from the contact group.
New Zealand indicated its opinion that the task
was to successfully close the AWG-LCA in Doha,
stating it had no wish to negotiate what has already
been agreed, and that the Adaptation Committee had
already been given clear instructions on what to
consider in its work.
The Philippines told Mr. Kumarsingh that it
was happy to have him there and associated itself
with the statement from Argentina and other ideas
that had been put forward by colleagues in the G77
and China. It stated that it belonged to the group of
countries that had submitted the text proposed by
Bolivia, noting that the Bali Action Plan states
emphatically the need to support urgent
implementation and action.
It noted that the profile of adaptation had been
raised, but what people in developing countries
urgently need is not profile or being mentioned, but
enhanced action on adaptation. The Philippines
stated that the intention of the submission is to
harmonize means of implementation and support and
to fulfil the mandate of paragraph 24 of decision 1/
CP.16 (from Cancun), which requests the AWG-LCA
to define linkages with relevant institutional
arrangements under and outside the Convention,
including at the national and regional levels.
It stated that the intention of the proposed text
is to cement means of implementation and support
together in a logical manner, and pointed out that is
not revising what has already been agreed. It
highlighted that the Adaptation Committee cannot
define how it will link itself with other institutional
arrangements, but rather that is the mandate of the
COP.
Nicaragua, on behalf of SICA, and Ecuador
supported the G77 and Chinas intervention as well
as the text proposed by Bolivia.

would develop modalities for support of NAPs,
including for financial support.
The US stated that the AWG-LCA should be
closed, pointing out that new spaces had been opened
up for discussions and suggested that the further work
to be done should be carried out under existing
agenda items in the subsidiary bodies. It stressed that
there was a need to trust that the Adaptation
Committee would do what it has been tasked to do
and concluded that there was no need to produce a
negotiating text.
Australia stated that all major items had been
moved into the subsidiary bodies, into a permanent
framework for consideration. It emphasized that
adaptation was an important issue, and recalled that
the decision taken in Cancun (2010) affirmed that
adaptation would have the same priority as
mitigation. It said that in Durban a balanced package
of four decisions on adaptation had been adopted,
and further noted that adaptation was not one of the
issues identified as needing further work before the
closure of the AWG-LCA. It also stressed there was
no agreement on moving forward and that there is
no mandate to negotiate any new ideas. It said they
did not agree to work on any text, nor did they agree
to any more meetings during the informal session.
Japan pointed out that the Adaptation
Committee was requested to develop a three-year
plan and the other items under the Bali Action Plan
were already under discussion. It stated there was
no need to discuss text at this session.
China agreed that there have been decisions
on adaptation, but pointed out that some issues have
not yet been resolved. It pointed to the need to take
tangible actions on the decisions already made and
enhance the means of implementation. It noted the
need to discuss how to support regional centres and
non-LDC developing countries, and how to promote
economic diversification, and that these are key
issues to be resolved in Doha. It wanted a negotiation
text before leaving Bangkok.
The European Union pointed out that a lot of
work had been done and processes set in motion. It
suggested giving the Adaptation Committee time to
function and perform, and did not see the need for
new decision text.
Canada commented that adaptation is a very
important issue, noting in the list of things
established, the Adaptation Committee, the work
programme on loss and damage, and that the work
to enhance that process is not done. It added,
however, that work on adaptation in the context of
the AWG-LCA is over, pointing to the many bodies
that were created under the AWG-LCA, including
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Bolivia added that it was not just a strange
desire from Bolivia to waste paper, but that it was
submitted on behalf of more than 70 countries in
response to a request from the (AWG-LCA) Chair.
It added that it expected to see more papers from
other Parties and regretted that only one paper was
being circulated.
The Philippines emphasized that any
submission by any Party has legal status in the
negotiations, adding that if the submission is in the
form of a draft decision that it must be given a CRP
number. It pointed out that it is only text coming
from the Chair that has no legal status and requested
that the paper be given legal status and offered to
make a formal submission requesting CRP status if
that would be necessary.
At that point, AWG-LCA Chair Aysar Tayeb
entered the room and reminded the Parties that at
the last meeting of the contact group on adaptation,
he had clearly stated his desire for proposals from
Parties. He added that the AWG-LCA has had an
open invitation from the beginning of its work for
submission of views, and that any views received
would be made available on the website.
The Philippines reiterated its statement that if
a Party puts forward a proposal as a CRP, the request
was to be put on the website as a CRP. It asked
whether this session in Bangkok was a resumed
session and whether there would be a resumed or a
separate session in Doha.

Bolivia questioned how Parties wished to see
their views reflected in the outcome of the work on
adaptation, and stated it did not like the approach of
text being written at the last minute, whether here in
Bangkok or in Doha. It recognized that four COP
decisions resulted from Durban but pointed to the
issue of coherence and how all the work comes
together. It stressed the need to reflect the sentiments
expressed by many countries that the work on
adaptation is not yet complete, and that the
discussions from Bangkok need to be captured in
text.
Norway pointed to several processes underway
to take forward further work, including national
adaptation planning for non-LDCs and an overview
of regional centres, noting that these issues were
taken care of. It said that by including response
measures, there was a huge risk of reopening
decisions already made under the AWG-LCA.
Mr. Kumarsingh then suggested that prior to
the next session, Parties meet informally among
themselves with guidance for him as to what needs
to be addressed for the conclusion of the AWG-LCA
work on enhanced action on adaptation. He requested
the secretariat to distribute the proposal submitted
by Bolivia on behalf of 72 developing countries and
directed the Parties to have a discussion on it prior
to the next session.
Australia asked Mr. Kumarsingh for
clarification on the status of the document to which
he responded that it was a paper being circulated by
Bolivia.
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Divergence over Further Work on Economic and Social
Consequences of Response Measures
prepared by the Chair of the AWG-LCA as it
contained good elements and useful information.
It further reiterated that policy measures taken
by developed countries should not result in
transferring of the burden to mitigate climate change
to developing countries, noting that it is happy with
the progress of the Forum, which enabled Parties to
share best practices and to avoid the negative
consequences of response measures that undermine
developing countries development prospects.
Representing the African Group, Sierra
Leone said it too believed that there are issues to be
discussed before Doha. In May (at the AWG-LCA
meeting in Bonn), it added, Swaziland made a
submission on this matter on behalf of the Africa
Group and that document has not been discussed. It
contains issues that had not been discussed fully and
should be done before Doha.
St Vincent and Grenadine, on behalf of the
Alliance of Small Island States, said it remained
convinced that the place to discuss the matter is in
the Forum, citing decision 8/CP.17 and paragraph
91 of 2/CP.17 (from Durban), and which was carried
out in the Bonn (AWG-LCA) session this year.
Kenya said issues specifically undermining
development of developing countries are of concern
and it felt that if a decision does not come out clearly
in the AWG-LCA, the issue will not be taken further
and developing countries will suffer severely.
India acknowledged the Chairs effort and
suggested putting up submissions by the like-minded
group (of developing countries) as an option to be
displayed on the screen.
[In the May meeting of the AWG-LCA a
submission containing a draft decision was made
jointly by India, Argentina, the African Group, China,
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Egypt, Algeria, Iraq, Thailand,
the Philippines, Libya, Iran, Indonesia, Nicaragua,
Cuba, Bolivia, Malaysia and Ecuador. In the 31
August discussion of the contact group in Bangkok,

Bangkok, 2 September (Hilary Chiew and Chee Yoke
Ling)  Parties differed in their views on preparing
a negotiating text on the economic and social
consequences of the implementation of response
measures after two meetings in Bangkok of the
contact group of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention
(AWG-LCA), held on 31 August and 1 September.
A significant number of developing countries
disagreed that their concerns about unilateral
measures taken by developed countries to combat
climate change are sufficiently addressed while
developed countries and the Alliance of Small Island
States (AOSIS) insisted that the issues are being dealt
with under the forum and work programme mandated
by the Durban decision.
In Durban, the 17th meeting of the Conference
of Parties (COP) of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) through
decision 8/CP.17 adopted a work programme on the
impact of implementation of response measures
under the UNFCCC subsidiary bodies with the
objective of improving the understanding of the
impacts. It also adopted the modalities for the
operationalization of the work programme.
By the same decision, the COP established a
Forum to be convened by the Chairs of the Subsidiary
Body for Implementation and the Subsidiary Body
for Scientific and Technological Advice to implement
the work programme and to provide a platform for
Parties to share, in an interactive manner,
information, experiences, case studies, best practices
and views. The first meeting of the Forum was held
in May 2012 in Bonn.
Argentina, speaking on behalf of the Group
of 77 and China, said it believed there is unfinished
work to enable the full implementation of the
Convention by Doha (venue of COP 18 at the end of
this year) so the Group is willing to work to ensure
progress on this issue. It welcomed the informal note
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later drop them, cautioning that divergence between
Parties will lead to disagreements.
Earlier, it also expressed frustration over the
repeated discussions on unilateral measures where
differences remained when decisions for a number
of elements had already been taken, referring to the
elements in the work programme (adopted in
Durban).
To this, the Chair of the contact group as well
as AWG-LCA, Mr. Aysar Tayeb, said from the
elements of the work programme, unilateral
measures is not included, or at least as it currently
stands.
[In the 31 August contact group discussion,
Argentina said that the previous AWG-LCA Chair
Reifsynder had made it very clear these are
unresolved issues. The ministerial level in Durban
was supposed to discuss these issues among Parties
but we were not given the chance to do so.
Discussions never took place on those issues. It said
that Parties need to see the content  we cannot
discuss if we do not see what the issues are. This is a
Party-driven process. CRP 39 specifically talks
aboutt response measures. We do not want to
specifically talk about trade measures. We want to
discuss the political parameters. The Forum is not
the place to discuss the political parameters. We
decide here, and then the Forum discusses.
[Argentina reminded the contact group that in
Durban, Ms. Claudia Salerno Caldera of Venezuela,
who facilitated the COP 17 ministerial consultations
on response measures, explained clearly and she
explained again in Bonn in May 2012 that in the
Durban decision there are 2 issues  first is the setting
up of the Forum, and secondly, with a comma, the
consolidation of discussions under the Convention
and this is the AWG-LCA. This is the logic she
clearly explained and this is correct legal
interpretation. Argentina made a plea for no delay
with procedural matters, adding that on just transition
of workforce, we also need political parameters.]
Canada said it wonders about the merit of
having the Forum (on response measures) when
Parties are starting another discussion here (in the
contact group).
Singapore said its submission (dated 6 August)
is to reiterate its position which has consistently
opposed unilateral measures as they create serious
distorting effects and lead to retaliation. It said strong
rules could reduce risks of harmful unilateral
measures. It, however, does not see the need for text
but just a paper submitted for discussion.
Saudi Arabia said the matter needs to be
decided in the AWG-LCA as it is the place to set

Argentina, India and Saudi Arabia requested that this
submission be treated as a CRP and a basis for
negotiation for Doha. At the 1 September discussion
in Bangkok, Argentina said that we need to start
discussing the content and then we can see whether
we agree or disagree.]
In supporting India, South Africa said CRP
39 (from the 14th session of the AWG-LCA prior to
the Durban COP 17) clearly illustrates that there is
unfinished work (on this matter) at Durban.
[When it became clear that several key
contentious issues would not be resolved at the
Durban COP 17, the former AWG-LCA Chair Dan
Reifsynder of the United States submitted draft
conclusions under his own responsibility to the COP,
over the objections of several developing country
Parties. A conference room paper  CRP 39  was
separately prepared containing texts reflecting work
undertaken (at the last pre-COP 17 meeting of the
AWG-LCA), in order to carry forward ideas and
proposals in areas in which continued discussions
are envisaged in 2012. One of the areas is economic
and social consequences of response measures in
enhanced mitigation action.]
To this, the European Union replied that CRP
39 was prepared by the former Chair (of the AWGLCA) and it does not have any status and was not
agreed on and that the issues in it are finished in
Durban. It said any Parties are free to submit
proposals but Parties know very well that unilateral
measures should not impede trade which is a
principle of the Convention.
It said Article 3.5 of the Convention recognizes
that there will be unilateral measures and that they
will be taken but it does not provide for a ban on
unilateral measures. It also stressed that unilateral
measures could be domestic policies (to mitigate
climate change) and although Parties agreed that it
should minimize the impacts on others, it does not
mean accepting a ban (on unilateral measures).
It said Parties are working to strengthen the
multilateral process and agreed in Durban to work
towards a much stronger multilateral deal but it
cannot accept a text that said developed countries
should not resort to any form of unilateral measures.
To do so is contrary to the principle of the Convention
and international law, and the EU added that debates
on this matter ended in a stalemate but the decisions
from Durban and COP 16 at Cancun recognized that
concessions can be achieved.
The EU also said no Party will disagree that
domestic policy is an issue of national sovereignty.
It urged Parties to compromise to reach consensus
as it is normal for Parties to put up proposals but
46

development and result in transfer of responsibility
from developed countries to developing countries,
said the group would like the work of the AWGLCA to move forward as the issues were not resolved
by Parties in Durban although the matter was taken
to the ministerial level. Therefore, the option is still
on the table.
The European Union called for a point of
order. It insisted that decisions were taken by Parties
irrespective of who represented them at the
ministerial level.
Argentina replied that the matter was taken to
the ministerial level and was supposed to be brought
back to the Parties but it never did. It said, therefore,
Parties must still be given the chance to negotiate
and take decisions.
On specific proposals, Argentina said the group
of developing countries concerned is seeking to
enhance Article 3.5 and it does not want to reinterpret
the Convention. Parties need to understand how this
Article could disguise transfer of responsibilities to
developing countries and the proposed wordings
reflect the principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities.
It further said it was agreed at the recently
concluded Rio+20 Conference that certain wordings
for unilateral measures and environmental measures
should have international consensus and unilateral
measures must be avoided, adding that the AWGLCA is the place to set political parameters.
In conclusion, Chair Aysar Tayeb said there is
more understanding on unilateral measures, the
application of Article 3.5 and what the Convention
says about them, that the Convention does not put a
ban on unilateral measures and lets not rewrite
Article 3.5 but enhance its implementation.
He acknowledged that the views are still in
divergence but there are some proposals and
submissions to take the work forward and to build
convergence.

political parameters. It said this will not undermine
the Forum which has specific functions and will be
concluded by next year with a report to the Parties
and thats the end of it. But in the AWG-LCA, Parties
are setting parameters for the future. It sought
constructive discussion with partners on crucial areas
to add to and a decision from the AWG-LCA in order
to achieve a proper closure on this agenda item in
Doha.
China said some Parties tried to confuse the
matter; that Parties are here to generate some legal
parameters and not to organize the Forum. It
concurred that the Forum can contribute to
understanding but after that it should help Parties to
develop political parameters.
It said it is clear that discussion should continue
and there is no mandate to close it; and in this context,
Parties need some negotiation text and fortunately
there are some submissions and the Secretariat
should generate some texts for Parties to continue
their work.
India clarified that there is no decision taken
to discuss all the issues in the Forum and urged
Parties not to cite this as a reason when they dont
like to discuss this issue. It reiterated that Parties put
forward their submissions including those of the view
that there is no need for discussion.
Saudi Arabia reminded Parties that they are
discussing the issue of social and economic
consequences of implementation of response
measures and not just addressing trade in general
and it does not see any item to deal with unilateral
measures. It asked the Chair to organize the elements
of the submissions. It stressed that the adverse
impacts from the implementation of response
measures are real and happening and Parties need to
decide on them.
Argentina in explaining the rationale of the
group of developing countries for its proposal that
unilateral measures must not undermine

47

TWN

Bangkok News Update
www.twn.my

Published by
Third World Network

14

3 September 2012

Kyoto Protocol System Key for Mitigation Ambition, Say
Developing Countries
the KP (2CP), there would be no outcome in Doha
at the forthcoming meeting of the Parties.
In addition, several developing countries
including the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS), India, China, Brazil, the Philippines and
South Africa have also stressed the importance of
successful outcomes for both the KP and AWG-LCA
in Doha to address the gap in ambition in the
implementation of the Convention and the KP, as
pre-conditions for movement in the ADP. A number
of them emphasized the importance of honouring
the mutual reassurances arrived at in Durban last
December.
The Bangkok session of the ADP has been
conducted in roundtable discussions for the two
agreed workstreams  workstream 1 to address
matters related to paragraphs 2 to 6 of the Durban
Platform decision (decision 1/CP.17) and workstream
2 to address matters related to paragraphs 7 to 8 of
that same decision. (Paragraphs 2 to 6 relate to the
agreed outcome envisaged for the post-2020 climate
regime while paragraphs 7 to 8 relate to enhancing
the mitigation ambition in the pre-2020 time frame.)
Under workstream 1 (on vision), three
sessions have been held from 30 August to 1
September and a further session will be held under
workstream 1 on Monday, 3 September. (See TWN
Update #5 on developed countries vision for the
new post-2020 agreement). In the case of workstream
2 (on ambition), three sessions have been held
between 31 August and 1 September.
Below are highlights from the discussions held
under workstream 2.
The Gambia, speaking for the LDCs, said
that if Parties wanted real progress under the ADP,
then they must engage in the KP negotiations for the
adoption of the 2CP. Those who are waiting with
numbers in their pockets will not be entertained
in Doha. If there is no 2CP, there will be no outcome
in Doha, stressed Gambia.

Bangkok, 3 September (Meena Raman) 
Developing countries stressed the importance of the
Kyoto Protocols system which is a top-down
science and rules-based mitigation regime for
enabling ambitious emission reductions in developed
countries, instead of a pledge and review system
advocated by the United States.
Responding to remarks by developed countries
such as the US that the Kyoto Protocol (KP) model
is not attractive for the engagement of Parties,
several developing countries led by Bolivia and
Brazil stressed the importance of the KP system.
These remarks were made during a roundtable
discussion on ambition under the Ad Hoc Working
Group on the Durban Platform (ADP).
The US has advocated the need for a new
agreement that would be flexible, dynamic, takes
account of national circumstances and individual
capacities of countries in what is viewed as a pledgebased system through a bottom-up approach which
is not science based. It also criticized the KP as
working for some and not for all and as a model
whose costs outweighed its value.
Brazil emphasized that no developed country
leaves the KP to do more  but to do less.
The European Union supported its commitment
for a top-down rules-based system and expressed
support for the views of Bolivia and Brazil.
Many developing countries including Small
Island States and Least Developed Countries also
expressed very serious concerns over the slow pace
of progress in the KP negotiations as well as the Ad
Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative
Action under the Convention (AWG-LCA), with
developed countries not committing to increasing
their emission reduction targets to close the gap in
mitigation ambition.
The Gambia, speaking for the LDCs, said that
if there was no second commitment period under
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Equity means having the means of implementation
to allow developing countries to do more. It recalled
the mutual reassurances given by Parties to enable
the Durban outcome. For enhanced global efforts,
Brazil said that the current Annex I mitigation targets
are insufficient. Meeting targets which actually
generate higher aggregate emission reductions from
Annex I (Parties) is needed which is also the
assessment of the IPCCs Fourth Assessment Report.
It referred to Bolivias intervention which it said had
strong arguments for why the Kyoto Protocol
represents an example of a rules-based system which
is a key factor for ensuring ambition.
Brazil said that no Annex I Party leaves the
Kyoto Protocol to do more but to only to do less! It
commended those who join the 2CP.
Referring to the US remarks that agreements
must be attractive for the engagement of Parties,
Brazil said that it appeared that many countries seem
to want to join the World Trade Organization (WTO)
as it seemed to be advantageous for key economic
interests. It was however important to distinguish
between those agreements which increase the power
of countries and those that restrict their powers
such as the treaty on disarmament. The logic of
the KP, like the disarmament treaty, enables countries
to agree to be restrained only if others also do so.
No one joins to get in but this is needed for a larger
ideal. Many think that climate change, like nuclear
war, needs to be avoided.
Brazil said that developing countries have come
forward with ambitious nationally appropriate
mitigation actions (NAMAs) but this is not always
recognized. It is essential for NAMAs to be
supported for capacity building to formulate them.
It said that there was a financing gap with no
quantified support for NAMAs by developed
countries.
India said that the ambition question covers
not only the question of mitigation but all other pillars
of the Convention in terms of support for adaptation,
finance and technology. Unless ambition addresses
the question of means of implementation to sustain
adaptation, survival, and flows of finance and
technology, it is incomplete and ineffective. And,
these questions need to be handled in this workstream
in coordination with other AWGs to be able to
correlate them with the ambition issue.
India said that as regards mitigation ambition,
it would be useful to recall that this is currently also
a part of the KP work and the work under paragraph
1b(i) of the Bali Action Plan (on mitigation
commitments or actions by developed country
Parties). At Durban, a delicate balance was achieved

Bolivia also expressed concerns with the KP
negotiations. It said it heard some Parties say that
the KP does not work (in an obvious reference to
comments by the US at an earlier session). It asked
if Parties wanted to build a regime that includes clear
commitments for mitigation reductions instead of a
pledge-and-review system that does not give
confidence to verify compliance. Referring to
technical data from workshops under the UNFCCC,
the EU had decreased emissions in 2009 by 22.9%
(compared to 1990 levels), Norway, Japan and Russia
had also decreased emissions. This showed that the
KP system works. The US (not a Party to the KP but
committed to reducing emissions under the
UNFCCC) increased its emissions by 5.6%. The
world needs a system that includes clear metrics
and models for accounting rules, comparability of
efforts, a high level of ambition and a system of
control, clear institutions and a commitment to
quantified targets (for Annex I developed country
Parties) and efforts by all Parties within the context
of CBDR (common but differentiated
responsibilities). Parties who are outside the 2nd
commitment period account for 64% of the emissions
of Annex I Parties. Hence, it asked how we can be
sure of compliance (if they are outside the system).
On the issue of mitigation gap (in relation to
the ambition question), Bolivia pointed to technical
data from the UNEP gap report and the Technical
Paper of the UNFCCC: to limit temperature rise to
no more than 2 degrees C, the carbon budget would
be 44 GtCO2 equivalent for 2020. If the mitigation
ambition of Annex I Parties is low and with
loopholes, together with the use of carry-over, double
counting in the context of bilateral agreements as a
trading system that non-2CP Parties are developing
(bilateral offset schemes), 50% of the budget in 2020
would be used by developed countries and the
remaining 50% of the budget will be for developing
countries with 83% of the population of the world.
One billion people suffer from hunger in the
developing world and there is a terrible situation of
poverty. This raises the issue of equity and how to
share in an equitable manner the remaining
atmospheric space for the right to develop in
developing countries. These are the different realities
between developed and developing countries which
underscore the need to recognize the principle of
CBDR, said Bolivia.
Brazil stressed that it was important to regard
equity and ambition as being mutually supportive.
At times, ambition and equity are portrayed as if
equity is an argument (used by developing countries)
not to act. A regime which is fair stimulates ambition.
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should be at least 25-40% of their 1990 levels in the
short term by 2020. As the current pledges made by
Annex I Parties fall short of the required emission
reduction levels, they should raise their ambition, in
the minimum, to this level. This is again something
that Doha can achieve. This may be considered and
reviewed further in the light of the results of the ICA
(international consultations and analysis related to
developing countries NAMAs) and IAR
(international assessment and review of mitigation
actions of developed countries) of biennial reports/
updates that will be due in 2014, and of the findings
of the IPCC in the 5th Assessment Report in 2015.
It also stressed that the principles of the
Convention must apply equally to this work-stream.
All actions clearly need to be built on the principles
of equity and CBDR. Moreover, we need to build
greater confidence in the multilateral process. We
can raise countries ambition if we can secure an
assurance that there will be no unilateral measure
taken by any country in the name of climate change.
Our objective in launching the new process under
the Durban Platform was to enhance confidence in
the multilateral rule-based system, not to detract from
it. Some recent actions taken by some countries have
caused this confidence to falter. We need to recreate
and re-instill this confidence, India added further.
The Solomon Islands, referring to what the
EU said (see below), that it was unlikely to expect
higher end pledges (from Annex I Parties under the
2CP), and to the US proposing actions in a
nonbinding manner, emphasized that Parties needed
to be more serious. It hoped to see progress in the
other two working groups (the KP and LCA) for
commitments by developed countries to increase
their emission reduction targets and to close the
mitigation gap. It was concerned with the very slow
progress in the KP. It was important for those who
have not yet presented their 2CP to do so and to close
the gap.
Nauru speaking for AOSIS said that the workplan on enhancing mitigation ambition must be
prioritized to close the pre-2020 gap. The workplan
should not detract from the work of the AWG-LCA
and AWG-KP so that there can be a successful
completion of work. The workplan should be in
accordance with the principles of the Convention
including equity and CBDR and respective
capabilities. It also stressed the importance of the
2CP and for comparable efforts for Annex I Parties
not in the KP, and called for emission reductions of
more than 45% below 1990 levels by 2020. Any
conditionalities should be removed and there must
be a ramp-up for new and additional resources for
financing NAMAs (of developing countries).

in the outcomes envisaged for the post-2020 period
on the presumption that we will achieve full and
agreed outcomes in the two working groups of the
KP and LCA. Its (pre-2020 mitigation) inclusion in
the ADP work was a result of the mutual assurances
exchanged at Durban. It is time, therefore, to recall
those assurances and not go back on them.
India said that nothing should be done that
detracts from the ongoing work on the ambition
question in the KP track. Delivery of ambition in the
KP track is absolutely central to the proposed work
in ADP and we must do everything to complete the
work in that track to be able to make progress here
(at the ADP).
There is a range of actions at the national and
international levels that can close the ambition gap,
but we need not be preoccupied with the notion of
one size fits all in this matter. There are several ways
in which this can be attempted, it added further. One
is to drop the various conditions which countries have
attached to their Cancun pledges. We may not be
able to achieve much by changing the status of the
pledges which are already captured in a document
compiled by the UNFCCC Secretariat. All Parties
have said that they will implement them, and we need
to believe them. The pledges recognize diversity of
approaches. Hence, removal of conditions will
liberate national ambitions and increase them
globally without compromising national
circumstances and priorities. It will also introduce
greater certainty in the pledges.
India said that the other way is to introduce
certainty in the provision of means of
implementation. For this to happen, we do not have
to wait for the outcomes under the ADP, nor do we
need a legal form. This can and should be ensured
under the LCA arrangements that are under
discussion. The regime should ensure access to
credible finance and provide access to technologies
that can help us address the problem in the near term.
Technology is going to be key to all actions that will
be taken in future on a sustainable basis. We should
therefore be willing to create a regime that addresses
the IPR (intellectual property rights) question and
help developing countries access these technologies
in a quicker time span in the pre-2020 period. This
should be a deliverable for Doha.
India said that ambition needs to be raised in
light of the scientific evidence. In the Durban
Platform decision, there is a reference to the gap
between the mitigation pledges until 2020 and
emission pathways consistent with achieving the 2°C
goal. This requires that we should seriously look at
the conclusions of the 4th Assessment Report of the
IPCC where emissions reduction by Annex I Parties
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will depend on the effective implementation by
developed country Parties of their commitments
related to financial resources and transfer of
technology, there must be a serious enabling of the
means of implementation. The ADP should not be
an excuse to escape the current and existing
obligations of the KP and the Bali Action Plan.
Ecuador said that there need to be legally
binding rules and penalties for non-compliance, and
that the principle of CBDR must be respected.
Addressing the ambition gap is a political issue that
must be based on sound science. Since Copenhagen
(referring to the Copenhagen Accord) developed
countries have been pursuing a bottom-up approach
that shows a lack of political will to do more. More
doubts have emerged if developed countries will
fulfil their legally binding commitments. Referring
to discussions about the future regime post-2020, it
asked what guarantees there would be that a new
instrument will be effectively respected. It said that
the time had come for a compliance regime that is
linked to international dispute settlement under the
International Court of Justice.
Barbados said that emphasis must be based
on scientific imperative for necessary emission
reductions needed for meeting the long-term goal
(to limit temperature rise). Some Parties have
suggested that emission reductions are impossible.
This may be challenging but it can be achieved. In
an obvious reference to developed countries who say
that there is a participation gap (in meeting
emission reductions), Barbados said that it was an
ambition gap.
Nigeria said that climate change is already
happening and that after 20 years, Parties are still
struggling to implement the Convention. It said that
there is no atmospheric space left for the
development of developing countries and urged
developed countries to increase their level of
ambition aggressively so as to allow developing
countries to develop and to be provided with the
means of implementation.
South Africa said ambition prior to the future
agreement is in the Bali Roadmap (comprising the
KP second commitment period and the Bali Action
Plan) and there can be no substitute for this. It said
that there has been reference to supplementary
actions which are not all under the Convention and
there needs to be a methodology for accounting for
those. The supplementary actions must make use of
the mechanisms under the Convention to build
confidence in the multilateral system.
The European Union underlined the urgency
to limit temperature rise to below 2 degrees. Its
commitment is to a top-down rules-based system for

Saudi Arabia said there was also a need to
have ambition regarding adaptation and not just
mitigation alone as not limiting temperature rise to
2 degrees C is an unacceptable risk. There need to
be clear commitments for adaptation. On the issue
of the mitigation ambition, it recalled the UNFCCC
and the Kyoto Protocol and asked how much Parties
have done since these were agreed to. The ambition
gap had to be addressed.
China said that there was a need to see where
the gaps in implementation are and to address them
and that the 1992 UNFCCC was for all Parties.
Article 4.1 calls on all countries to formulate
measures to mitigate climate change while Article
4.2 requires Annex I Parties to stabilize emissions
with the aim of returning individually or jointly to
their 1990 levels. There is a big gap in
implementation in this regard which can be addressed
by the raising of the ambition level.
There is also a commitment gap which is being
addressed in the work under way in working groups
under the KP and long-term cooperative action
(LCA). There has not been much progress in securing
a meaningful 2 nd commitment period (2CP) for
emission reductions under the KP and for comparable
efforts under the Bali Action Plan, for those who are
not joining the 2CP. Then, there is the equity gap.
The concentration of GHG emissions in the
atmosphere over the past 200 years from Annex I
Parties is most responsible for causing the climate
change problem. Developing countries need to
develop their economy to meet the basic needs of
their people and will involve the growth of emissions.
This needed to be addressed. The workshop in Bonn
(in May) on equitable access to sustainable
development covered this.
China said there needs to be a holistic and
balanced approach to reach the level of ambition and
this is not just about addressing the mitigation
ambition but also the means of implementation.
On the issue of supplementary actions or
initiatives referred to by several developed countries
which are taking place outside of the Convention,
China said that this cannot be an excuse by developed
country Parties (to not meet their obligations under
the UNFCCC) and called for caution in this regard.
It stressed that the work of the ADP workstreams is
under the Convention.
The Philippines said that the barrier to
ambition was the forgetting (by developed
countries) to go back to the Convention and the KP
to implement the commitments. Referring to Article
4.7 of the Convention that states the extent to which
developing countries are able to effectively
implement their commitments under the Convention
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was important to see who the players are, who the
actors are and what incentives there are. In reference
to the disarmament treaty model, it said that there
was no relevant differentiation (as exists in the
UNFCCC). It said that work could be done on shortlived pollutants such as black carbon and methane.
In an earlier session, the US said that the
Convention called for groups of interested Parties
to undertake actions. There is a need to be nimble
and flexible and voluntary in nature which is not
binding.
In response to the US, Brazil said that
attractiveness is not a condition for success of an
agreement and stressed that the work of the ADP is
under the Convention.
Switzerland said that reviewing the KP
commitments is to be done in the KP process. Its
understanding of the work in the ambition
workstream is to consider additional approaches.
Norway also stressed the need for additional
actions and for developed countries to move to the
upper end of their pledges. Clarity in accounting rules
is important. It also proposed other areas of global
action as in phasing out of HFCs, reduction of black
carbon, phasing out fossil fuel subsidies, etc.

mitigation and expressed support for the views of
Bolivia and Brazil. It said that complementary to this
is the need to deliver on the pledges made. There is
a need for common accounting rules to build trust
for top ranges of the pledges for emission reductions
and to move forward on market mechanisms. It asked
countries who have not yet made their pledges to do
so. There could be complementary initiatives but it
cautioned against making a long list which is just a
list.
At an earlier discussion, the EU said that strong
leadership from industrialized countries is needed
in mitigation ambition through domestic action and
to also encourage developing countries to cooperate
in partnerships to deliver NAMAs to close the gap.
However, the EU said that it was unlikely to see
changes for the higher end of the pledges this year
both in the EU and in other parts of the world. It said
that there is a need to see how there could be
complementary actions as in addressing bunker fuels,
fossil fuel subsidies, etc.
The US said that it was important to debate
about who takes action in ambition. The UNEP gap
report assumes actions by all actors. Responding to
Brazil on looking at other agreements, it said that it
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Parties Consider Framework for Various Approaches and New
Market-based Mechanism for Mitigation

The European Union said that two
workstreams on FVA and NMBM were mandated
in Durban and they need two different approaches,
which is reflected in the text. The EU said we need
to elaborate on modalities and procedures. It also
suggested a technical paper could be used to improve
the structure of the informal note.
Brazil agreed with the G77 that the list is not
comprehensive, it can be used as a map to start
discussions, however it is too premature to say that
all elements are here, or elements that are here are
necessary. It should not be an index of elements we
foresee in any decision text. It also said that it is too
premature for the Chair to prepare the text, there is a
need to have more discussions among the Parties to
decide whether the Parties or the Chair should come
up with the text. A technical paper at this stage can
provide good material, but it is not in a position to
use the technical paper for further deliberations yet,
and needs more study about how to use the paper.
New Zealand said some comments here echo
the discussions in Bonn. As we want to leave here
with what might be achievable in Doha, we should
focus on what can be constructive discussions. We
need to start to think about a Doha decision text
realistically, focus on elements which are likely to
get some sort of agreement, acknowledge others may
need more political discussion and find a way to do
that, to structure work for next year for both FVA
and NMBM. It said that Parties should focus on the
objectives in Doha, rather than spending too much
time on wider discussions.
Australia echoed New Zealands comment,
saying that the objective is to get the momentum
going and get the structure in place for going forward,
to address the question, where is the new home for
further work with the closure of the AWG-LCA.
India associated itself with the G77 and Brazil.
It said that we have not advanced to the stage where

Bangkok, 3 September (Dale Wen)  An informal
group of the AWG-LCA met on 1 September to
discuss agenda item 3b(v) on various approaches,
including opportunities for using markets, to enhance
the cost-effectiveness of, and to promote, mitigation
actions, bearing in mind different circumstances of
developed and developing countries.
The facilitator Ms. Alexa Kleysteuber of Chile
presented four documents to the Parties, including
two summaries from the workshops held on 31
August: the informal summary of the workshop on
a framework for various approaches (FVA) and the
informal summary of the workshop on the new
market-based mechanism (NMBM), a table
summarizing where we have been since the 13th
meeting of the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC
(COP 13) that adopted the Bali Action Plan, through
to COP 16 (Cancun), COP 17 (Durban), and the 15th
session of the AWG-LCA (May 2012, Bonn), and
an informal note with a list of elements for a FVA
and NMBM by the AWG-LCA Chair Aysar Tayeb.
Switzerland, on behalf of the Environmental
Integrity Group, said that we have moved forward
with better understanding of ideas and positions
about commonalities between us. It asked what
elements of the work programme should be if we
have to close the AWG-LCA this year. It said the list
of elements in the Chairs note can be used as a basis
to produce text for Doha.
Ecuador, on behalf of the G77 and China,
said that discussion of FVA is important, and should
be dealt with under the COP. And the discussion on
non-market approaches should be included as well.
It said that the list is not complete and Parties should
be able to add or delete elements that have been
proposed.
The facilitator confirmed that this is not meant
to be a complete list, and we can use the rest of the
Bangkok session to get text on the table for Doha.
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for the framework, all these need to be listened to
and taken into consideration.
The facilitator agreed with Brazil to have a map
to streamline the discussion. She also asked Parties
to work on elements on both FVA and NMBM, to
start discussing what big headings could be under
FVA and MBM, and where Parties could suggest text
under those headings.
China said the note is a good start point. Before
Parties start populating the text, it is better to have a
general exchange of views on the structure and ideas
of what is to be expected in Doha. If the Parties think
they wont be able to have detailed decisions in Doha,
maybe they should have general discussions on what
kind of outcome they can have.
New Zealand said to have general headings is
a sensible way to go forward. Parties can have a quick
discussion whether issues are political or technical
to build a general structure.
Brazil said there are still huge differences
among the Parties about principles of the framework,
which need more exchange of views as there is no
consensus so far.
Switzerland said that the EIG thinks a
technical paper would be a good start to include all
the views, to start populating the text.
The United States said as there are substantive
different views in the room, it can be useful to start
with a high level of abstraction in the note, to explore
the table of contents to understand what an overall
decision might look like without going into
substantive discussion.
Mali said the list is not exhaustive. More
discussion is needed to understand commonality, for
example, what the FVA should do, to understand that
this is under the authority of the COP.
Japan, Brazil, the US and Australia also said
that Parties should start discussion from the heading
level.
The facilitator said the next session will start
with the heading of the framework.
Four more sessions on the agenda item will be
convened in Bangkok, only the last one will be open
to observers.

we can draw out where the decisions are likely, a
more detailed discussion is welcome so we can
advance Doha.
Japan acknowledged that the list is not
comprehensive. It said that the first part, FVA,
contains elements for decisions for COP18. The
second part, NMBM, may not be consistent with the
mandate. Durban decides to conduct the work
programme, and elements of the work programme
should not be discussed here in Bangkok.
Bolivia associated itself with the statement
from the G77. It said the framework should take into
consideration guiding principles including
environmental and equity principles. Noncommodification of Mother Earth is important. FVA
should help developing countries to develop a model
for sustainable development. More discussion on
FVA is needed, especially development of nonmarket-based mechanisms, said Bolivia, adding that
it has proposed a climate justice mechanism as a nonmarket-based mechanism in its submission.
Norway said a technical paper would be very
useful to guide us to Doha.
The facilitator said everyone wants some
concrete elements to go forward for Doha, and she
would like to get textual proposals from all Parties
in the next few sessions.
Saudi Arabia associated itself with the G77
statement. It said Parties should reflect on how we
have proceeded given the mandate of COP 17 to have
a work programme: do Parties finish the work
programme? To have a decision or not, should not
have a bearing on the closure of the AWG-LCA.
Parties should not be under pressure to reach a
decision at COP18 without completing the work
programme. The text (that it said should be
comprehensive and covers all elements) can be
annexed to the decision.
Brazil said the bullet points in the Chairs note
can be used as a map to decide on elements to be
added or taken out. Before the text proposal by the
Parties, more work on the framework is needed as
suggested by Bolivia. Bolivia tried to put its views
on the objective of the framework, add principles
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Discussion Continues on Sectoral Approaches, Links with UN
Aviation and Maritime Bodies
May. He also confirmed that the two UN agencies
specializing on these issues, the International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO) and the International
Maritime Organization (IMO), were welcome to
participate in the discussion.
Japan said in order to close the AWG-LCA in
Doha, on the general framework, Parties should
recognize that it may be useful to pursue cooperative
sectoral approaches and sector-specific actions. On
international aviation and maritime transport, the
ICAO and IMO have made significant progress and
their role should be strengthened going forward. It
urged Parties to work with the ICAO and IMO
cooperatively in order to develop and concur on
globally applicable, multilateral measures to limit
and reduce emissions. The ICAO and IMO should
be invited to report on progress at future sessions of
the UNFCCC.
The EU said that in areas of convergence, all
Parties recognize the need to reduce bunker fuel
emissions. But there are diverse views regarding how
to achieve that. The EU prefers a global equitable
market-based measure to generate financial income.
Saudi Arabia, one of the developing countries
which submitted the joint submission, said we need
a general framework to guide the process. It
emphasized that cooperative sectoral approaches and
sector-specific actions shall be consistent with the
provisions and principles of the Convention, in
particular the principle of equity, common but
differentiated responsibilities, Article 4, paragraphs
3, 5 and 7, and the promotion of a supportive and
open international economic system. It should also
take into consideration the historical responsibilities
of Annex I (developed countries) Parties in their
contribution to climate change. And cooperative
sectoral approaches and sector-specific actions shall
take fully into account differences in geographic,
economic and social conditions and specific national
development priorities and circumstances, in
particular of developing country Parties, in

Bangkok, 3 September (Dale Wen)  An informal
group of the AWG-LCA agenda item 3b(iv) on
Cooperative sectoral approaches and sector-specific
actions convened in the morning of 31 August in
Bangkok to discuss the scope and elements of a
general framework for this topic, with a focus on
international aviation and maritime transport.
Facilitator Mr. George Wamukaya (Kenya)
presented a matrix outlining the progress of the work
from COP13 (Bali) to COP15 (Cancun) to COP17
(Durban) as well as the Subsidiary Body for
Implementation and the AWG-LCA in Bonn this
year.
During the Bonn meeting in May, facilitator
Wamukaya posed the following questions to the
Parties:
1. How can we frame a general framework that
does not inhibit investment and growth in all
the sectors as set out in article 4.1 (c) of the
Convention?
2. How would we like emissions from
international bunker fuels to be handled under
the UNFCCC? How do we package a
message(s) to other UN specialized agencies
such as the IMO and ICAO, dealing with
bunker fuels?
3. Given that the LCA is to close at Doha, what
kind of outcome would you like to see in Doha
pursuant to Decision 2/CP17 para 74 and 78?
Four recent submissions were made on the
topic: the United States; Japan; Cyprus and the
European Commission on behalf of the European
Union and its member states; and jointly by Algeria,
Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, China, Cuba, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, India, Malaysia, Nicaragua,
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Thailand,
Uruguay, and Venezuela.
The facilitator asked the Parties not to repeat
their submissions, but only to give highlights, as well
as to directly address his three questions posed in
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and impact on developing countries have to be
considered. Brazil welcomes the Singapore proposal
and said it needs further consideration.
India said that the Bonn meeting has already
decided to send a signal to the IMO/ICAO. While
the UNFCCC should not give a mandate to the IMO/
ICAO, greenhouse gas emission control is under the
UNFCCC, thus it is important to ask whether what
the IMO/ICAO are doing is in accordance with
UNFCCC principles or not. Principles and provisions
of the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol should be
respected, otherwise we are lost.
The facilitator acknowledged the bottom line
is the relationship with the ICAO and IMO.
The EU said that given how little we have
achieved in the last 4 years, we need further action
on bunker fuels. It also welcomes the Singapore
proposal, and said we need words on paper to get us
going.
Saudi Arabia said to close the AWG-LCA
successfully, we need an agreed outcome. The LCA
has a specific item referring to article 4.1(c). Parties
should not have a selective reading of the paragraph.
Without the CBDR principle indicated, this agenda
item is a failure and there will be no agreement.
China said we have made significant progress
in COP17, with a view to make a decision on the
general framework in COP18, then continue the work
on bunkers. A group of developing countries
(including China) has made a submission, and are
willing to look into the text and work on it.
Singapore said that while the UNFCCC has a
leadership role to address emissions, the global
context of emissions, and the context of cooperation
of UN bodies should be taken into account as well.
India again stressed that the IMO/ICAO cannot
go against the principles and provisions of the
UNFCCC. The IMO/ICAO should continue their
good work, but the UNFCCC should send the
message that its principles and provisions should be
respected.
Argentina, referring to the joint submission
by a group of developing countries, said the general
framework shall enhance the implementation of
Article 4.1(c) of the Convention, in accordance
with the Bali Action Plan. It stressed the need to fulfil
the mandate from the Bali Action Plan, and the need
for a multilateral approach. The role of the IMO/
ICAO should be respectful of Kyoto Protocol
principles and provisions.
Upon closing the session, the facilitator said
the next session will look at the general framework,
and have the text for further discussion. He
encouraged the developing country group, Singapore
and Japan to have bilaterals on the issues of the
general framework; and the developing country
group, Singapore, Japan, the EU and the US to have
bilaterals on bunkers to achieve more convergence.

accordance with equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities and in the light of the
fact that economic and social development and
poverty eradication are the first and overriding
priorities of developing country Parties. It also
emphasized that the UNFCCC is the international
body to deal with greenhouse gas emissions.
The United States said it supports a global
approach to address aviation and maritime transport,
and the best places to address them are the ICAO
and IMO. The US also said that Paragraph 74 of
Decision 2/CP.17 (from Durban) states that Parties
agree to continue discussing a general framework
with a view to adopting a decision, as appropriate.
This does not necessitate a decision, we just need a
general decision in Doha to further work. The US
also said that the UNFCCC is not in a position to
give the IMO/ICAO a mandate.
Australia said it wants to see a constructive
outcome in Doha. It supports Japans notion
regarding the need to close the AWG-LCA this year.
It said that the good work and progress by the IMO/
ICAO should be acknowledged and it supported a
general decision in Doha to further work as suggested
by the US.
Switzerland also emphasized the closure of
the AWG-LCA in COP18. It said that the UNFCCC
cannot give a mandate to the IMO/ICAO: these
specialized bodies under the UN have independence
to determine their own reduction objectives. It said
that the need to develop better cooperation should
be acknowledged and COP18 decisions should be
discussed in an international context.
Singapore read out a compromise proposal
from the floor, and said it will submit it as a formal
submission after the meeting. The Singapore
proposal is as follows:
General Framework
Decides that cooperative sectoral approaches
and sector-specific actions shall enhance the
implementation of Article 4, paragraph 1(c), of the
Convention, in accordance with decision 1/CP.13
International Aviation and Shipping
Agrees that measures to address the emissions
of greenhouse gases not controlled by the Montreal
Protocol from international aviation and maritime
transport should be undertaken through global
frameworks under the International Civil Aviation
Organization and the International Maritime
Organization, respectively, while taking into account
the principles and provisions of the Convention.
Brazil said that while the IMO/ICAO are fully
independent bodies, they also must undertake a
coherent approach with the UNFCCC. The
UNFCCC should give the IMO/ICAO a signal, while
the substance of the signal may differ from Parties
and needs further discussion. The potential influence
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Financing Gap the Subject of Debate, Developing Countries Call for
Clear Political Signal in Doha
The three options are:
Reaffirms the commitment of developed
country Parties to scale up, new and additional,
predictable and adequate financing to reach the
goal of mobilizing US$100 billion per year by
2020 to address the mitigation and adaptation
needs of developing countries.
2. Commitment by developed countries to provide
new and additional resources approaching US$
for the period 2013-2020 to address the
mitigation and adaptation needs of developing
countries.
3. No text.
It further noted that studies on long-term
finance needs show that more than US$100 billion
will be necessary for developing countries to meet
adaptation needs and not just mitigation actions. The
second option, it said, will open ways for Parties to
understand the extent of global cooperation to move
from fast-start finance towards the US$100 billion
annually.
It said Parties are aware that the US$100 billion
is tied to specific conditions such as taking
meaningful actions and transferring of these actions,
hence, the amount for Option 2 has to be new and
additional.
Learning from the lesson of fast-start finance,
it added that Parties have to be clear what new and
additional means.
Speaking on behalf of the African Group,
South Africa said it is willing to work on either
Option 1 or 2 but stressed that there must be balance
in adaptation and mitigation and Parties need to
conclude the work of the AWG-LCA in Doha.
Brazil associated with the G77-China and
echoed the African Group, said it understood the
importance of having this discussion and thanked
the Chair for the constructive note. It does not see
this as a final exercise and final text as it is only to

Bangkok, 3 September (Hilary Chiew)  Developing
countries were united in demanding for a political
signal to close the gap on financing and address midterm finance from developed countries at the ongoing contact group on finance under the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action
under the Convention (AWG-LCA).
Groups representing various developing
countries spoke strongly for the need to have
certainty that there will be continuation of
commitment for additional financial resources for
developing countries.
Representing the Group of 77 and China,
the Philippines said countries in the Group have
taken a common position to address this gap between
the end of the fast-start finance (2010-2012) and the
start of the long-term finance in 2020. How Parties
address this gap is of crucial importance.
It said the adverse effects of climate change
are here and as the world enters very soon into 2013,
Parties would like to have some certainties that there
will be continuation of financial commitments to
developing countries for them to be able to meet their
commitment under the Convention especially in
adaptation and also other climate change actions that
they are undertaking at the moment.
Parties in the Group are near to having a
common text on this particular issue and tried to meet
as often as they can in Bangkok to make a submission
as the group is clear that mid-term finance as it might
be termed and in hoping for a more predictable longterm finance, the gap needs to be addressed.
It said the commitment by developed countries
to mobilize jointly US$100 billion annually by 2020
needs clarification as in from which year. Is it from
now or from the year 2020? Pointing to Option 2 of
the three options for mid-term finance in the guiding
note prepared by the Chair of AWG-LCA, Mr Aysar
Tayeb, the Group said if it is from 2020, then it will
fall into Option 2.
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in Durban to set up a work programme to scale up
mobilization of finance after 2012.
It further said discussions were held in Bonn
(in May) and it will be on the COP agenda in Doha
for Parties to take a decision. Like the United States,
it wondered about the point of this discussion (here
in Bangkok).
Norway said additional decision in the AWGLCA is not required to complete the work. The Green
Climate Fund was launched and could become an
effective instrument and that developed countries
stand by their commitment of US$100 billion by
2020. The ending of the AWG-LCA does not mean
the end of finance for mitigation as it will continue
to be discussed and addressed.
Malawi welcomed the informal notes and
stressed that the AWG-LCA is supposed to end at
Doha, hence the need for a decision there. Not having
a text is not an option and Option 3 is unacceptable.
How do Parties expect to close the AWG-LCA when
there is nothing (delivered), it asked, adding that it
preferred Option 2 as it is more science-based.
It further said that it failed to understand how
US$100 billion is being mobilized, when it will start
and what do Parties have before the year 2020.
The European Union posed a question to
Barbados as well as to all its colleagues in the G77China which argued for a political decision. It said
as the work programme on long-term finance is a
technical process, it is therefore a useful space to
understand the issue and Parties need to have
understanding before taking actions.
It said a report from the work programme will
go to Doha to inform the decision to be taken there.
It asked why set up a technical programme if Parties
are going to make political decisions without taking
into account the results of the technical work.
The decision Parties take must be wellinformed and we dont need a commitment as
commitment may not be the best way to move
forward, adding that how to make the US$100 billion
commitment works required the developed country
Parties to be informed.
Canada said there is no doubt about the
importance of finance and the AWG-LCA has
produced valuable outcomes in the last few years. It
said Parties agreed to close the AWG-LCA and there
is no consensus to have decisions on finance.
It further said it was puzzled by the numbers
of meetings and would like the Chair to provide
advance notice.
The Philippines, speaking for itself, agreed
with Barbados that the new obligations of the
developing countries have no clarity as to how they
will be financed though they are to start by 2020. It

reach a common agreement within the G77-China
on this topic.
It agreed that the gap needs to be resolved by
the end of this session in Bangkok with political
signal and that there is room for improvement in the
second option with language that is more predictable
to achieve final agreement in Doha. It acknowledged
the difficulties but Parties need to discuss them
nevertheless.
Barbados, representing the Alliance of Small
Island States, said the group shared the view of the
G77-China, the African Group and Brazil in terms
of the gap. It said the AWG-LCA is a political
decision-making body and what it is calling for is
for the AWG-LCA to provide certainty on the sources
of finance.
It is concerned that its negotiating partners
(referring to developed country Parties) in the
political-making forum are unwilling to provide a
political commitment.
Apart from intervention statements in the
AWG-LCA, they are reluctant to put on paper the
certainty that AOSIS is seeking while developing
countries had taken on a slew of obligations: put on
papers their additional obligations in terms of
Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions
(NAMAs), preparation for biennial update report and
the preparation of National Adaptation Plans of the
Least Developed Countries (LDCs).
It said AOSIS is happy to focus on the gap.
Looking at Options 1 and 2, it said the first option is
a reinstatement of the existing position and is nothing
new while Option 2 could have a variant including
looking at the mid-term target. It certainly believed
that a political statement that provides political
certainty will ensure a successful outcome in Doha.
It is an absolute priority as Parties move forward in
the AWG-LCA.
Before discussing the options, the United
States said it would like to state that this is a Partydriven process and that it can go through the options
and clarified where these options had been addressed
already. It said the discussion is an unnecessary
exercise and asked the Chair to clarify the status of
the documents to which the Chair of the contact
group, who is also the Chair of the AWG-LCA, Mr
Aysar Tayeb, reiterated that it has no official status
and that the AWG-LCA will have one decision just
like what it produced in Cancun and Durban and the
content of the decision is to be determined by Parties.
The European Union noted the no status
paper, which it said will disappear once Parties leave
the room. It heard many Parties emphasize the
importance of finance and certainly does not think
that it will stop after 2012 as decisions had been taken
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believed that a strong political signal is needed to
reflect on the changing financial situation.
It welcomed the informal notes prepared by the
Chair; it is useful in terms of collecting the concerns
of developing countries as to what is going to happen
after 2012 in terms of climate finance. Although there
is no agreement, the majority believed that the AWGLCA needs to give the signal. It pointed out that back
in 2009 (COP15 in Copenhagen), the decision on
the quantum of finance was not guided by a technical
workshop but based on a political will to do it.
Uganda said it believed in record keeping and
tracking and the only way this can be accomplished
is to have a text as basis. When it looked at
termination of the AWG-LCA, it needs to know what
are the issues resolved and what are the ones to be
carried forward. The text, it added, is important to
help Parties to look back where they came from.
It said it has questions on the mobilization of
the US$100 billion by 2020 and that it preferred
Option 2.
China associated with the statement by the
G77-China and noted that despite the arrogant
statements by its partners, the option of no text is
not acceptable and that it supports Option 2 to close
the gap.
Before the meeting closed, the United States
registered its complaint that two meetings so far have
been chaired by the Vice-Chair (Indonesia), which
gives it a feel as a spin-off group.
Chair Aysar Tayeb said the next meeting for
the contact group is on Monday, 3 September.

said the aim of the work programme is to contribute
to on-going effort to scale up. Although there are
structures like the Standing Committee (on Finance),
they remain an empty shell.
Bangladesh supported Option 2 with a caveat
that in the MRV (measuring, reporting and
verification) there must be language to operationalize
this principle. We need understanding on the level
of commitment starting from January 2013. It said
the experience of fast-start finance had been very
discouraging as there is no clarity how much money
was actually channelled to the Adaptation Fund.
Australia said there is no mandate for text on
finance for the AWG-LCA. It said there is shared
understanding on the importance of finance but there
is no shared understanding on how to move forward
in the AWG-LCA.
On structure, it said discussion did not stop with
the creation of the institutions. Time, energy and
money were invested and that it has not forgotten
the US$100 billion support but it has to look at the
context. It will need technical information from the
work programme and guidance on how to move
forward on finance at the COP (in Doha) but not at
the AWG-LCA.
It was supported by New Zealand and Japan.
The latter said it has limited resources and its
financial resources are stretched and work should
be focused on substantive matter.
To this, Chile said it appreciated that the work
programme is a valuable technical tool and it was
attending it in this spirit and looked forward to the
report and the COP decision on that report but it

(With contributions from Marjorie Williams.)
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Dont Block Progress for Success of Talks, Says South

(Bali Action Plan) through decisions adopted by the
16th, 17th and 18th sessions of the COP, at which time
the AWG-LCA
shall be terminated.
Developed countries are insisting that the
AWG-LCAs work must be terminated in Doha as
agreed in Durban while developing countries say that
such a closure can only be reached once the mandate
of the BAP is achieved.
These divergences in views were expressed at
the stock-taking session of the AWG-LCA on 3
September, chaired by Mr Aysar Tayeb of Saudi
Arabia.
The
AWG-LCA
Chair
expressed
disappointment with the level of progress achieved
so far in the days in Bangkok. With two days
remaining for the Bangkok session (30 August to 5
September), the level of progress is still very limited
on most of the issues, he said. While there were
movements, these are not as far as had hoped for by
this point in time.
He said that in some spin-off groups (informal
consultations), Parties are already working on (text)
formulation in a format that they can continue to
discuss options, have exchanges and have real
negotiations going on, but on a number of other
issues there was no progress.
On substantive matters, Tayeb said divergent
views remained on the content and how and if work
under these matters is needed beyond Doha, and
which bodies are suited for them.
However, he said Parties still have two days
and hope that in these remaining hours, Parties can
improve on the status and find ways to capture the
moment and begin negotiations to reach closure on
the different issues.
The Philippines speaking for the G77 and
China said that Parties seem to have a different
reading of the Durban decision. For developing
countries, it was clear that the AWG-LCA was
extended to fulfil the mandate of the BAP, following

Bangkok, 4 September (Hilary Chiew)  Developing
countries lamented the slow progress in the on-going
meeting of the UNFCCCs Ad Hoc Working Group
on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) and
called on developed countries not to block progress
in the negotiations to enable a successful outcome
in Doha at the meeting of the Conference of Parties
to the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change (26 November to 7 December).
Developing countries said decisions must be
taken on several outstanding issues in the AWG-LCA
before it is terminated in order to fulfil the mandate
of the Bali Action Plan (BAP).
The Philippines, representing the Group of
77 and China, said that developing countries have
put forward texts to focus discussion on various
issues such as in the means of implementation that
will allow Parties to reach an agreed outcome but
developed countries are refusing to discuss them.
It said there cannot be closure of the AWGLCA without clarity on the means of implementation.
Giving an example, the Philippines said that
developed countries refused text on technology
transfer without even listening to the developing
countries. It said that work is not finished by
establishing certain mechanisms (referring to the
Technology Executive Committee and the Climate
Technology Centre and Network) and this needed
to be addressed.
Saudi Arabia said that Parties should stop
blocking progress in the negotiations and allow the
unresolved issues to be discussed. It said that Parties
must find homes for those issues to be addressed
and where there is no home (following the
termination of the AWG-LCA), there must be a
process to address them.
Parties to the Convention had agreed in Durban
in December 2011 to extend the AWG-LCA for
one year in order for it to continue its work and reach
the agreed outcome pursuant to decision 1/CP.13
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understand that there are some difficult issues but
Parties cannot avoid them by forwarding them to
another place. If solutions cannot be found here (in
the AWG-LCA) , it will be difficult to find them in
another forum.
It urged Parties to make full use of the
remaining two days and try to allocate more time in
Doha to further discuss issues such as level of
ambition of Annex I countries, the comparability
issue, common accounting rules, gap of mid-term
finance and technology in terms of intellectual
property rights becoming a barrier. It said countries
submissions need to focus on these issues to find a
way forward.
Saudi Arabia said the way things are going is
not promising. It said since its establishment at Bali
and through the various COP decisions to enhance
the Convention implementation to fight climate
change, the AWG-LCA is set to be closed and
replaced with a process for 2012 to 2020 despite the
pledges out there being not up to the ambition that
science is asking for.
It said there are issues among Parties with
differing views but in the end if there is no
satisfactory closure in Doha there can be no
discussion on ambition. This is not the way to go
and Parties should stop blocking to allow the good
process to continue. We must find homes for those
issues that need to be addressed and where there is
no home, find a process to address them. There is a
need to build confidence on how much can be gained
out of these discussions and how to raise ambition.
Representing the African Group, Kenya said
it is concerned with some procedural issues which
are not in line with what Parties agreed to. It agreed
that Parties do not reopen issues which were
previously agreed but there are specific elements and
issues that it felt need to be agreed upon through
decisions in Doha. The African Group has been
constructive and provided specific views on finance
and technology development and transfer where
work is needed for a comprehensive decision coming
from the AWG-LCA. It is disappointed with the
debate on procedural matters under the Contact
Group for agenda items 3 to 5.
India shared the sense of disappointment of
the Chair as it is hoping to move on to decision text
and hopes to make some progress in the next two
days.
It had listened carefully about the closure of
the AWG-LCA but it is of the view that the extension
of the mandate for a year is for it to do something
and not merely to close it. Parties need to reach
agreement pursuant to Decision 1/CP.13 (Bali COP)

which it would be terminated. It would really like to
close the AWG-LCA in Doha but the AWG must
first fulfil the obligations under the BAP.
In all the discussions right now, the Philippines
said, the developed countries are refusing to discuss
the means of implementation, which are not new but
are crucial before Parties move forward to any other
platform (in reference to the Durban Platform).
It reminded Parties that the BAP is part of the
Bali Roadmap, which is a two-track process where
the AWG-KP (Ad Hoc Working Group on Further
Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto
Protocol) started 2 years before the AWG-LCA and
both mandates must be fulfilled in order to move
forward in the process.
There cannot be closure of the AWG-LCA with
all the new responsibilities placed on the developing
countries without clarity on how these will be
implemented through the means of implementation.
It stressed that if developed countries want
developing countries to do a host of new
responsibilities, these had to be financed. It called
on Parties to have good faith in discussions as the
work laid out in the BAP has yet to be finished. There
were gaps in implementation and the Philippines
urged these to be addressed for a closure in Doha.
Malawi speaking for the Least Developed
Countries (LDC) was disappointed with the
developed countries stance that there is no mandate
to conclude the outstanding work of the AWG-LCA
in Doha. While it can agree that the AWG-LCA is to
be concluded in Doha, it asked how Parties are to
achieve this if there is no negotiating text before them
to enable a decision to be taken. It said the Durban
decision specifically mentioned that the one-year
extension of the AWG-LCA is to continue the work
under the BAP through decisions of COP 16, 17 and
18 (in Doha). If Parties do not intend to have text for
decision taking, then it should not have mentioned
COP 18 and Doha will just be a meeting to say hello
and goodbye.
Venezuela echoed the Philippines that Parties
need outcomes (on unfinished issues) before closing
the AWG-LCA. Addressing the means of
implementation is crucial for the developing
countries to do the new obligations to raise the level
of ambition.
China said it too is disappointed and concerned
about the lack of progress at this session in Bangkok.
Some Parties are keen to close the AWG-LCA but
not keen to complete the mandate of the BAP.
It said the process was launched five years ago
and Parties need to show the international community
the work achieved as a matter of credibility. It does
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(Reducing Emission from Deforestation and Forest
Degradation; conservation of forest, sustainable
management of forest and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks).
Switzerland speaking on behalf of the
Environment Integrity Group (Liechtenstein,
South Korea, Monaco and Mexico) and Australia
representing the Umbrella Group insisted that the
outstanding issues of the AWG-LCA are being dealt
with under the institutions set up under the Cancun
and Durban decisions.
Australia said significant progress has been
made since Bali, building permanent homes for work,
but in the contact group divergence of views
remained on some issues. It assured Parties that
concluding the AWG-LCA is not concluding the
work; it means the opposite where these issues are
treated with seriousness with new, permanent
channels. It said that the AWG-LCA will not be
extended beyond Doha.
Singapore said the stock-taking gave a
sobering reality of the progress in the AWG-LCA. It
said the Chair seemed to have crystallized the areas
of divergence. The fact that Parties had crystallized
issues that divide them gave a sense where the gaps
are. Parties need to realize that what they are
engaging in is a confidence-building process and it
is important to give a sense that everyone has been
heard and their concerns acknowledged, or else it
will be difficult in Doha. For closure of the AWGLCA in Doha, Parties have to think in terms of
agreeing to agree and agreeing to disagree. Parties
have to accept that for certain issues, they have to
agree to disagree.
In response to Singapore, the United States
said Parties never agree to disagree; they agree where
they can agree. Where there is disagreement, we seek
to highlight but never assume that the process
continues to evolve. It said there appeared to be some
convergence but cannot force agreement and
conclude the work.
Saudi Arabia replied that Parties used to do
exactly what the United States said, which is leaving
out areas that Parties disagreed on. But we would
see them coming back again and again. Sometimes
this takes 20 years and it makes Parties realize that
it is about time to have an innovative way to discuss
them. Citing the example of the issue of economic
and social impacts of the implementation of response
measures, it took 20 years to establish a forum.
It asked if Parties want to continue doing this.
It said in those areas where Parties agreed to disagree,
they will need to find a forum to discuss and find
ways and means to resolve the problem but just to
ignore them will not make them go away.

at which time the AWG-LCA must close. Successful
closure is a key part of balance, which is very
important for developing countries.
Given the short time in Doha, India foresees
that not all the work will be finished. As such, Parties
must identify the technical and political issues now
and start looking at how and where to take these
issues forward. Some of them would include a global
goal and timeframe for peaking, long-term finance,
equity, unilateral measures, trade and intellectual
property rights.
Pakistan attached great importance to the work
(of the AWG-LCA) on the achievement made and
how to close the work to reach an agreed outcome.
It supports concerns expressed by other developing
countries. It warned that any effort to impose (a
decision) will be contrary to the political agreement
in Durban and will not be helpful. It believed that
the Chair should create a space for negotiation on
the text on his own responsibility which is based on
vision and consultation with Parties. Flexibility on
remaining issues on the table will help the work and
is in everyones interests. It called for moving ahead
instead of moving backwards.
South Africa said some work can be resolved,
some would be partially resolved with political
guidance yet some will not be resolved but that does
not exclude how Parties conclude their work in the
AWG-LCA.
In Durban, the agreement for the Contact Group
was to establish sufficient elements to implement
fully the outcome but the reality is that there is no
clarity on how to resolve the issue of comparability,
means of implementation, finance etc.
There are some views that these issues are
undertaken by institutions set up but again these
institutions are not the platform to discuss
commitments but are there to bring to effect what
Parties agreed in the Convention. It would like Parties
to engage in these substantive issues.
The European Union said it is essential to
make a distinction between issues in the spin-off
groups and other issues in the contact group of the
AWG-LCA. It said there are issues discussed in the
contact group, which already have homes in other
bodies.
It said it would like to see progress in the AWGLCA in Doha in terms of clarification of pledges
and common accounting rules; understanding of
scale and mitigation gap and its implementation. It
wanted technical papers that clarify science-based
assessment; procedures and modalities for new
market mechanisms; progress in long-term goal and
peaking; issue of bunker fuel and finance for REDD+
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Most groups reported useful exchanges and
clarifications to move discussions forward but
differences remain on the development of negotiating
text for decision-taking in Doha.
The most contentious areas were finance,
technology development and transfer with regard to
dealing with intellectual property rights, shared
vision on long-term global goal for emission
reduction by 2050 and a global peaking timeframe,
unilateral measures of developed countries in
combating climate change, the treatment of
emissions from international bunker fuels in the
maritime and aviation sectors, and the means of
implementation.
On REDD+, Parties had exchanged views on
institutional frameworks such as a REDD+ board,
registry, review and regulatory bodies and the
linkages with existing new institutions. A new
proposal on a non-market mechanism called joint
mitigation and adaptation mechanism was included
as an issue for further exploration beyond Doha and
is to be taken up by the UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies.

Chair Tayeb concluded that no Parties said they
do not want to close the AWG-LCA. He said he saw
a path that can take Parties to a closure (of the AWGLCA), closing each and every agenda item (as per
the BAP mandate). He also noted that Parties said
closing an agenda item does not mean the agenda
ends and work cannot continue. He said he looked
forward to Parties helping not to resist the route that
he has developed but to work with him to find
convergence, to crystallize the divergence, not to
disagree for the sake of disagreement, but to find
what the disagreements are and what to do with them.
He believed all is attainable as none of the proposals
are new; there is a need to look at content and ideas
and see where the true convergence and divergence
are and how to take them forward.
During the stock-take, reports on the progress
in each agenda were provided either by Tayeb or the
respective facilitators. The reports showed that the
informal notes by the Chair helped to facilitate
discussions and in some groups, the notes were
revised as the meetings went along.
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Durban Platform: Developing Countries Express Vision for
Post-2020 Agreement
Below are some highlights of the intervention
by some countries.
South Africa for the Africa Group said that
all the principles of the Convention apply to the post2020 regime, including historical responsibility,
equity, CBDR and respective capabilities,
prioritization of sustainable development
recognizing the development gap in Africa. The
Convention also recognizes national circumstances.
The notion of applicable to all is not new and the
leadership of Annex I Parties is relevant, including
on the provision of support to developing countries.
The outcome should reflect some key areas of the
temperature goal, global goal for adaptation and
finance.
Gambia speaking for the LDCs stressed the
importance of CBDR and equity in the new
agreement. It said that the Convention recognizes
national circumstances with the LDCs being the
poorest and vulnerable. On the term applicable to
all this does not mean uniformity of application. It
was open to a broad criterion for participation. It
referred to historical and current responsibility for
emission reductions. Developed countries need to
take bold action and this was not a matter of having
flexibility. It was concerned about developed
countries calling for a flexible regime (in an obvious
reference to the US) which would put the LDCs at
risk. There is a need to raise the level of ambition
and for adequacy of efforts to avoid tipping points.
Nauru, speaking for the Alliance of Small
Island States, said the DP is under the Convention
and this meant under the principles and provisions
of the Convention.
Venezuela, speaking for the ALBA group, said
the ADP is under the Convention, which provides
the context and substance to the vision: that the
largest share of historical and current global
emissions of GHG has originated in developed

Bangkok, 4 September (Meena Raman)  At the
roundtable discussions held in Bangkok under the
Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform
(ADP), on the vision of the new post-2020 climate
regime, developing countries stressed that the
purpose of the new agreement is to enhance the
implementation of the UNFCCC and is not about its
rewriting or renegotiation.
They said that the terms under the
Convention meant the Conventions objectives,
principles, provisions and structure, including the
principles of equity and common but differentiated
responsibilities (CBDR).
Developed countries on the other hand, led by
the US and the EU, have insisted that the changed
context of new realities required a dynamic
differentiation among developing countries and that
such an approach was not a rewriting of the
UNFCCC. (See TWN Update No. 5 in this regard.)
(Under paragraph 2 of the Durban Platform
(DP) decision (decision 1/CP.17) Parties agreed to
launch a process to develop a protocol, another legal
instrument or an agreed outcome with legal force
under the Convention applicable to all Parties.)
The roundtable discussions under workstream
1 (on the vision for the new agreement) began on
Thursday, 30 August, and continued on Monday, 4
September.
The roundtable also saw discussions around the
term applicable to all Parties with varying views
among countries. Many developing countries
emphasized that universal application did not mean
uniformity of application, with some stressing the
need to take into account the national
circumstances of countries within the context of
equity and CBDR. Others cautioned that national
circumstances should not lead to voluntary actions
(by developed countries) or be used as an excuse for
inaction.
64

of a rules-based multilateral regime in which there
is no place for unilateral measures.
In a later intervention on Monday, 3 September,
Singapore clarified that the notion of national
circumstances is underpinned by the principles of
the UNFCCC of equity, CBDR and respective
capabilities. It emphasized that there is no rewriting
of the Convention principles but its reaffirmation. It
also said that it was not possible to talk of
contributions without understanding the context
and principles. The 3 Cs implied no formulas or
one-size-fits-all approach. It added that mitigation
actions are determined nationally and not
internationally imposed.
Pakistan elaborated that the issue of national
circumstances must be seen in the context of the
term applicable to all and does not mean voluntary
actions being incorporated into instruments. On the
question of how broader participation can be
encouraged, it said that if this is about addressing
the issue of mitigation, it is different but if it involves
having broader participation in finance, then the
Convention will be turned on its head. There was a
need for more understanding, said Pakistan.
Pakistan said there needs to be clarity on the
set of objectives, core principles and lessons to be
drawn from the Kyoto Protocol. On the objectives,
an important objective is meeting the temperature
rise goal of below 2 degrees C or less than 1.5 degrees
C. A multilateral rules-based system is important to
overcome unilateral action. The term applicable to
all should not override CBDR and equity. There is
a need to maintain differentiated responsibility.
Referring to terms used by developed countries such
as dynamic differentiation, it said that there is no
understanding of this and the issue of changed
circumstances is still a matter of debate.
China said that the DP is under the Convention
and this means the objectives, principles, and
structure are automatic to any outcome. We should
not rewrite or renegotiate the Convention. The
purpose of the DP is to enhance the implementation
of the Convention. Applicable to all is obvious
that all Parties are bound by a legal instrument. This
is not a new invention. The term should not rewrite
or denounce CBDR and equity. It is important that
the DP recognize equitable access to sustainable
development.
In an earlier intervention, China said that
Article 3.1 of the Convention, which deals with the
principles of equity and CBDR, stems from historical
responsibility of developed countries as we are
talking about concentrations of GHGs in the
atmosphere. There is a need to close the pre-2020

countries
that is to say, we are discussing
concentrations existing in the atmosphere now and
which are responsible for the phenomena that we
are living. It acknowledges that the global nature of
climate change calls for the widest possible
cooperation by all countries and their participation
in an effective and appropriate international response,
in accordance with CBDR and respective capabilities
and their social and economic conditions. National
circumstances can be accommodated as part of the
equity discussion.
Venezuela said that poverty continues to exist
in developing countries and has not disappeared since
1992. (It was responding to claims by developed
countries that the world has changed since 1992.)
Indeed 40% of the worlds population has access to
5% of the worlds income. On the other hand, 20%
of the richest people have access to 75% of the
income. In 2005, we had 830 million people going
hungry. In 2012 we have 1 billion, this mainly due
to rising food prices due to, among other factors, the
impact of climate change. This is why poverty
eradication is an overriding priority for us to reach
sustainable development. Poverty is the worst kind
of pollution and is a barrier for advancing anything.
It asked how the Convention principles could
be translated into the proposed pledge-and-review
system (advanced by the US). Can we deliver the
sort of emission reductions that science is indicating
are necessary with a pledge-and-review system?
How can we engineer flexibility to reach a goal
ethically, asked Venezuela. Measurement of
emissions is an essential element in any rules-based
system. 17% of the worlds population uses up nearly
half of the carbon budget, said Venezuela.
Singapore said that there were two key
elements in the DP decision  the terms under the
Convention and applicable to all. Under the
Convention meant not a renegotiation of the
Convention including its principles. The term
applicable to all means universal participation and
there is a need to accommodate the different national
circumstances which involved 3 Cs  context,
constraints and contributions. Context refers to the
socio-economic, political and geographical
conditions of countries and the different conditions
of Parties are recognized by the Convention.
Constraints refer to structure, economic, financial,
geographical etc. which would determine the ability
or potential to act. The difficulty of having access to
renewable energy was one notion. Contributions
refer to efforts being done domestically to respond
to climate change. Constraints should not be a pretext
for inaction. Singapore also stressed the importance
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aspects of the Bali Action Plan and Cancun
Agreements with differing degrees of binding-ness
under the provisions of domestic and international
law under the UNFCCC.
Brazil said that negotiation for a post-2020
outcome is the main focus of the ADP. It is a new
phase for an intentional regime under the UNFCCC,
allowing for actions by all Parties. If a satisfactory
outcome is achieved in Doha (under the other
working groups), there could be negotiations under
the ADP with mutual trust.
Applicable to all means universal enhanced
participation which better reflects national
responsibility and capability but not forgetting
historical responsibility with a fair share of the global
effort. This reflects equity, said Brazil.
Under the Convention means under the
provisions and principles of the Convention
including CBDR and the Annex I and non-Annex I
differentiation which reflects equity and is the
cornerstone of the regime. This cannot be
reinterpreted, it added further.
Barbados said the term applicable to all is
not at variance with the Convention but the challenge
is in defining the types of commitments and how
they are differentiated. Universal participation is
central and does not imply a race to the bottom in
terms of legal form. Significant technical work is
needed for burden sharing and participation for a
truly climate-effective regime.
Saudi Arabia said that under the Convention
means its objectives and principles and did not want
its renegotiation. The ADP is to enhance the
implementation of the UNFCCC. The Convention
and the Kyoto Protocol already recognized the
national circumstances of Parties.
The Philippines said that the notion of national
circumstances is expressed in the Convention.
Universal application does not mean uniformity of
application. Broader participation can be encouraged
through the provision of the means of
implementation to developing countries. There
should be no rewriting of the Convention with equity
and CBDR being key with developed countries
taking the lead.
Bangladesh is for a new legally binding
protocol which is effective and robust for
environmental integrity. Operationalization of
burden-sharing in mitigation should be in the light
of historical, current and future emissions. The
principle of CBDR is also important.
Japan said that national circumstances
should not be an excuse not to act. Fairness in the
future agreement was important and there was a need
to strike a balance between a flexible framework and

gap for a positive outcome in the DP process for
enhanced actions after 2020. It said the pre-2020
mitigation gap stemmed from low pledges by Annex
I Parties which are not ambitious and are an insult
on the word ambition. Referring to the EU target of
only 20% emission reductions by 2020 from 1990
levels for the second commitment period of the KP,
China said that according to some accounting, the
EU has already achieved its 20% reductions. Another
gap is the need for Annex I non-KP Parties who are
required to take comparable targets as those in the
KP. There was also a gap in the provision of finance
and technology transfer to developing countries.
India said that equity and CBDR are key in
the post-2020 regime and that all countries must act
on this basis. Under the Convention, historical
responsibility is most important in dealing with
fairness and is relevant in the post-2020 agreement.
National circumstances are already captured under
the Convention. On the nature and level of actions,
this needs to be discussed under the principles of
the Convention with differentiated commitments
based on historical responsibility. On the issue of
flexibility India said that historical responsibility
is key and actions can be flexible according to
capacities, but that the annexes (Annex I non-Annex
I differentiation) under the Convention cannot be
done away with.
In an earlier intervention, India referred to the
Singapore 3 Cs and said there should be 4 Cs in the
vision of ADP  Content, coverage, compliance and
consequences. The ADP should raise ambition and
enhance the content of actions in all spheres, not just
mitigation. It should cover all Parties but be based
on the principles of equity and CBDR. It should
provide for a binding regime of actions and support
that enables all to comply with the targets and
obligations in a measurable and verifiable manner.
It should ensure that there are no punitive or adverse
consequences for anyone based on unilateral actions
of some Parties.
On the legal options of the DP, at least three
distinct options are possible, said India but, the legal
shape of post-2020 arrangements must not be prejudged. Each of these legal forms is adequate as long
as it is under the Convention and it abides by the
principles and provisions of the Convention. It was
open to exploring any and all options, including a
combination of these options, at the appropriate
juncture in the negotiations, when the substantive
content of the arrangements has been agreed on the
basis of the principles of the Convention. An agreed
outcome with legal force is a notion that includes
aspirational COP decisions, binding COP decisions,
setting up of institutions and bodies covering various
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silver bullet to accommodate national circumstances.
On the term applicable to all, this means that all
countries will take legally binding commitments. It
does not mean that all Parties are the same but there
must be a fair share. The term also refers to
emissions, which involves the coverage of close to
100% of emissions. The challenge is how to define
in way fair regime with taking into account evolving
responsibilities and capability of Parties. Obligations
could vary in the nature of stringency. Those with
responsibility and capacity can undertake quantified
economy-wide measures. Applicable to all does
not imply one sizes fits all.
The ADP will meet on Wednesday, 5
September among Parties to discuss how to advance
its work further in Doha and the first half of next
year. A final roundtable discussion was held under
workstream 2 on ambition on Tuesday, 4
September.
Mr. J.M. Mauskar (India), who co-chairs the
ADP with Mr. H. Dovland (Norway), said that they
will prepare a summary of the discussions under their
own responsibility which will be put on the website.
They will also prepare a reflection note on the
Bangkok session as a whole and how to advance the
work in Doha.

one that is not environmentally effective. The
principles of the Convention needed to be interpreted
in an evolving context according to a socio-economic
framework.
The US said in reference to the term applicable
to all, the current agreements, the UNFCCC and
the KP have commitments for Annex I emissions.
This will not work. Application is about substantive
engagement by all to reduce emissions. It means
there is a legal obligation for all. It does not mean
that everyone is bound in the same way and that is
the differentiation. There is diversity in the actions
but Parties are legally bound. There needs to be
universal participation due to competiveness
concerns.
On the principles of CBDR and respective
capabilities, there should be an artificial divide
between developed and developing countries. This
is no longer applicable. CBDR means all have
responsibilities for emissions, historically and going
forward. This does not apply to some countries.
The EU said that it was committed to the
principles of the Convention but they needed to be
applied to the future regime in a fair manner. There
are ways to design a spectrum of commitments so
that all countries can do a fair share. There is no

67

TWN

Bangkok News Update
www.twn.my

Published by
Third World Network

20

6 September 2012

Heated Debate on Unilateral Measures

The developing countries throughout the week
stress that there is a distinction between issues and
matters that can be addressed by the subsidiary
bodies of the UNFCCC or the new bodies established
in the Durban COP 17, and those that need to be
addressed through decisions of the COP in
accordance with the mandate of the Bali Action Plan,
in particular decisions that provide political
parameters for the enhanced implementation of the
Convention. Unilateral measures are one of the issues
that need to be addressed by the AWG-LCA tasked
with fulfilling the Bali Action Plan mandate.
In CRP 39, Option 1 deals with developed
country Parties resorting to unilateral measures,
including tariff, non-tariff, and other fiscal and nonfiscal border trade measures against goods and
services from developing country Parties on grounds
related to climate change. Option 2 is about Parties
cooperating in accordance with Article 3 paragraph
5 of the UNFCCC. Option 3 states: No text on
trade.
(The UNFCCC Article 3.5 provides the
following: 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.)
When the AWG-LCA resumed its work in Bonn
in May 2012 this issue was discussed, and continued
to be debated in Bangkok in three meetings of the
AWG-LCA contact group on 31 August, 1 September
and 4 September.
At the 4 September meeting the AWG-LCA
Chair, Mr. Aysar Tayeb (also the contact group chair),

Bangkok, 5 September (Chee Yoke Ling and Hilary
Chiew)  There is a deep division between
developing and developed countries over the issue
of the use of unilateral measures to deal with climate
change.
One of the agenda items under the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action
under the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change (AWG-LCA) is the economic and social
consequences of the implementation of response
measures. Over the past few years, developed
countries have refused to include unilateral measures
as a response measure in the work of the AWG-LCA
on this agenda item.
As part of their united position to terminate the
AWG-LCA at the forthcoming 18th meeting of the
Conference of Parties (COP) in Doha, Qatar,
developed countries are of the view that there is no
more work on response measures that needs to be
done by the working group. Anything else can be
addressed in the Forum to Implement the Work
Programme on the Impact of the Implementation of
Response Measures that was established in Durban
last December at COP 17.
On the other hand, a large number of
developing countries emphasize that unilateral
measures are clearly an unfinished business of the
AWG-LCA. They point to a conference room
paper (CRP 39) in which several key issues that
were controversial were placed by the former Chair
of the AWG-LCA (Dan Reifsynder of the United
States). This document contains texts reflecting
work undertaken (at the last pre-COP 17 meeting of
the AWG-LCA), in order to carry forward ideas and
proposals in areas in which continued discussions
are envisaged in 2012. One section contains 3
options on unilateral measures under the sub-heading
Economic and social consequences of response
measures.
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country Parties, thus enabling them better to address
the problem 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.
Recognizing that unilateral measures, while
permitted by the Convention, have impacts across
borders and that Parties have the obligation to
minimize negative impacts.
Recognizing that unilateral measures are not
the best way forward in designing mitigation policy,
and that working through multilateral system is the
priority.
Option 4 reads:
No text.)
Canada was the first to respond to the Chairs
paper, saying that it does not recall asking the Chair
to produce this document. We had a clear mandate
from Durban that this is not an issue to discuss. This
looks like moving closer to a draft decision and we
will never agree to that.
Chair Aysar said he disagreed that there is a
mandate that this issue is not to be discussed.
The US said this was a process question it
shared and it was not surprised at the strong voice
from Canada. It understood from Durban that on the
issues on adaptation and response measures, and
capacity building, the directive was that we try to
see if there was convergence on these issues. And if
there were convergence we could try to go forward.
The US said (from the stock-take session on 3
September) there are certainly different views on
issues; here in response measures there certainly are.
The issue is about what paragraph 91 means.
(Paragraph 91 of the Durban decision 2/CP.17
on the outcome of the work of the AWG-LCA reads:
Recognizes decision 8/CP.17 that establishes the
Forum to Implement the Work Programme on the
Impact of the Implementation of Response Measures,
and consolidates all progressive discussions related
to response measures under the Convention.)
It thought the contact group had a good
discussion but it thinks and believes that last night
(at the stock-take) the Chair identified there was a
division of views and there is no convergence.
Without convergence we feel very strongly that we
should not work with what looks like text moving
forward.
(Observers at the Bangkok meeting note that
the US is particularly determined to close the AWGLCA in Doha as it is adamantly against the
commitment made by the Administration of the
senior George Bush in 2007 in the Bali Action Plan

circulated a paper containing 3 options. He said that
these are options from the submissions that Parties
made in reference to the discussions (in Bangkok),
and that we still have an option for no text (Option
4).
He said that in Option 3 he tried to capture some
of the discussion we had built on Article 3.5 (of the
UNFCCC), with some recommendation that may
provide further information that is not so much direct
guidance but may be useful for the discussion of
unilateral measures. He said this option recognizes
that the Convention does not put a ban on unilateral
measures but recognizes that there are impacts of
unilateral measures, and that these measures may
not be desirable for a way forward and that there
should be a multilateral system.
(Option 1 of the 4 September paper by the Chair
reads:
Decides that the developed country Parties
shall not resort to any form of unilateral measures
against goods and services from developing country
Parties on any grounds related to climate change,
including protection and stabilization of climate,
emissions leakage and/or cost of environment
compliance; recalling the principles and provisions
of the Convention, in particular Article 3, paragraphs
1,4 and 5, Article 4, paragraphs 3,5 and 7, and taking
into account the principles of equity, common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities and the obligations of the developed
country Parties to provide financial resource,
transfer technology and provide capacity building
support to the developing country Parties.
Request to undertake consideration of what can
constitute means of arbitrary or unjustifiable
discrimination or a disguised restriction on
international trade.
Option 2 reads:
Decides that 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 problem 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.
Option 3 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
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discrimination or a disguised restriction on
international trade are the following:

The measure transfers the burden of the
developed country Parties obligations of
climate change mitigation to developing
country Parties, in a manner inconsistent with
the principles of equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities;

The measure undermines the development of
the developing countries, affecting their
economic and social development and poverty
eradication, being that they are the first and
overriding priorities of the developing country
Parties, in accordance with article 4.7 of the
Convention;

The measure obliges developing country
Parties to take mitigation actions to comply
with that response measure, with their own
financing, that is, without the adequate
international support, in a manner inconsistent
with articles 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7 of the Convention;

The measure weakens the multilateral system
and undermines the spirit of multilateral
cooperation, leading to retaliatory measures;

The measure applies in an extraterritorial
manner, having impacts across the borders and
compromising the sovereign rights of
Members;

The measure does not take into account the
special economic and social conditions of
developing countries.
India said that therefore, any AWG-LCA
decision in Doha must include a clear provision
against unilateral measures that would affect
developing countries economic and social
development, and that would be disguised
restrictions on trade, inconsistent with the principles
of the Convention. In this respect, India recalled the
submission made by a group of like-minded countries
including itself.
Saudi Arabia associated with Indias statement.
New Zealand said that in its mind it is clear.
We agreed in Bonn to open this contact group to
explore areas of convergence. There is no further
convergence on unilateral measures here, and there
is no need and certainly no agreement to work on a
text decision. It will not be an efficient or effective
way of using our negotiating time.
The European Union said we had a very
interesting exchange the last time we talked about
this. Let us find a way to have some discussion on
the concerns that Parties have, this is exactly the
discussion that we can have at the Forum to further
work in this area. It is interested in what India has to

that the US would reduce greenhouse gas emissions
comparable to the cuts taken by Kyoto Protocol
developing country Parties.)
Saudi Arabia said the Chairs paper does not
capture fully all the elements that it had submitted
to the Chair, adding that it would like to discuss and
add in elements based on what we discussed in Bonn.
Chair Aysar responded that while recognizing
there are other elements, this is an attempt to facilitate
a very focused exchange on unilateral measures and
see if somehow the different views can be bridged,
or whether something else needs to be said about
unilateral measures.
Argentina on behalf of the G77 and China
said that we still have not solved the issue of
economic and social consequences of response
measures and this needs to be dealt with in Doha. It
said the Group was still consulting further on this
issue.
India also thanked the Chair for his effort so
that this issue can move forward. This is a Partydriven process and there is no decision that
everything that has to do with unilateral measures
will get moved to the Forum. It reiterated that this is
a misinterpretation of the (Durban) decision  there
was setting up of the Forum but this issue remains
an unresolved issue. It agreed with Saudi Arabia and
Argentina that all the elements they submitted were
not reflected.
India said there is a need to enhance the
implementation of Article 3.5 of the UNFCCC, and
to ensure that measures to combat climate change,
including unilateral ones, not constitute a means of
arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination or a
disguised restriction on international trade.
The issue, it added, is that the Convention does
not define what is a means of arbitrary or
unjustifiable discrimination or a disguised restriction
on international trade. Therefore, to enhance the
implementation of Article 3.5, there is a need to have
political parameters of what this could mean in the
context of the principles and provisions of the
Convention, and these parameters should be
discussed within the AWG-LCA towards an outcome
in Doha.
India stressed it is not against measures which
Parties are taking domestically to respond to climate
change, but our concern is about the unilateral
measures that could have negative economic and
social consequences on developing countries and that
could be a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable
discrimination.
It further said the parameters that could help
define what is an arbitrary and unjustifiable
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disputes; the UNFCCC does not have infrastructure
to arbitrate on such disputes while the WTO has a
track record and also ensures that rules on
international trade are upheld and Members are not
discriminated in an arbitrary manner.
Switzerland agreed with Canada, the US and
Australia, saying that the contact group has a specific
mandate to see how far we can discuss and agree,
and as far as response measures are concerned
especially unilateral measures, the discussion shows
no agreement and if so, no decision text should be
produced. It added that fortunately we have an
avenue to continue discussion on this (the Forum).
Singapore highlighted that it had made a
submission on unilateral measures, and stressed that
it does not condone unilateral measures including
those that are of an extraterritorial nature. It said that
CRP 39 reflects that various options are on the table,
so it does not see the need to have another decision
text to be put forward to the Doha meeting.
Chair Aysar said that one of the options in his
paper came from Singapores submission and asked
if it wanted to remove this option.
Singapore responded that it does not see the
need for any specific outcome from this contact
group for the Doha meeting; the proposal in CRP 39
is still on the table. It said that at this juncture we
dont have to make a pronouncement if our option is
in or out of the mix.
Japan reiterated that we already established
the Forum in Bonn and all discussion related to
response measures can be made in the Forum. On
the issue of coverage of unilateral measures, its
understanding is that although specific examples are
not listed, Parties can raise any kind of issue in the
Forum instead of continuing further work in the
AWG-LCA. We should get the process going in the
Forum and there is definitely no need for a decision
text in Doha.
Mexico said there is no need for text; this is
not about options, its about the mandate and its
understanding is that there is no mandate to produce
an outcome.
Argentina, speaking for itself, associated with
China, India, Saudi Arabia and South Africa, and
thanked the Chair for capturing the state of
discussion. It said that even for those who do not
agree to have text, this option is there. It said that its
submission (jointly with a group of other developing
countries) is not fully captured and understands that
the Chairs intention is to resolve issues. It supported
India on what can constitute arbitrary and disguised
restriction.
In this respect, it said, this is about principles
and provisions of the Convention; and even if some

say even though it does not think that is the way the
issue should go.
It said that if there are disputes there are other
fora and international agreements to resolve these
issues. Referring to the stock-take on 3 September,
it said there is no convergence on response measures
and more particularly on unilateral measures. It
considered that we have sufficiently dealt with this
issue in another home and fora.
Regarding the informal note it said that it is
unfortunate that in capturing the discussion the Chair
has text that looks like a decision. It said again that
the issue is whether there is a need for decision on
this issue, and its conclusion is that we dont need to
take further decision at the COP.
China supported Saudi Arabia in that the
Chairs paper does not include every element
submitted by China and other like-minded
developing countries, and that it fully agrees with
India. It said that Article 3.5 (UNFCCC) needs to be
further elaborated and should be done under the
AWG-LCA. It said for some countries that do not
wish for text on this topic they can choose Option 4
and we can continue discussing on this.
South Africa on behalf of the Africa Group
said that the Group also made a submission that deals
with unilateral measures, and also supported India
and China that lucidly set out the challenge that lies
ahead. It said there is a mandate for clarification of
Article 3.5, that the Forum is for technical work and
not setting principles, which it believes should take
place at the AWG-LCA.
St Vincent and Grenadine, speaking for the
Alliance of Small Island States, said it heard from
several quarters that it is unresolved and it would
like to hear more from partners why we cannot
discuss this under the Forum.
Australia agreed with the US, New Zealand
and Canada that there is no consensus on response
measures and does not agree to draft text, adding
that Parties agreed that the Forum can consolidate
all discussion. It is not sure where India is coming
from, and said that the Forum covers all issues related
to both positive and negative impacts (of response
measures).
It said that Article 3.5 makes it clear that while
partners can take unilateral measures it should not
be arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination or a
disguised restriction on international trade. This
provides for protection to Parties for discriminatory
behaviour; and there should be no attempt to redefine
the carefully crafted Article 3.5. Parties will resist
any attempt to redefine them.
Australia said that the World Trade
Organization has also got a mandate on trade-related
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India said it fully acknowledges the work of
the WTO and we are not interfering with their
decision but here we are discussing more than trade.
If the WTO is doing some work on trade it doesnt
mean all parameters have been fixed for socio and
economic consequences. It would like to take the
work further and lay the parameters for future work.
Chair Aysar sought further clarification from
Singapore that at this juncture there should be no
text on unilateral measures.
Singapore concurred with India that this is not
the forum to discuss trade issues; it also agreed that
unilateral measures are not just trade so we are now
on the right path. It said that it made a number of
submissions but CRP 39 Option 2 is different from
what is reflected in the paper (by the Chair). It said
its submission cannot be turned into a CRP type of
proposal for Doha.
Saudi Arabia echoed India on clarifying the
issue and the role of the WTO; the use of unilateral
measures is crucial and it reiterated that this is the
right place to agree on some kind of decision on this.
We need to explore a solution so as to enhance actions
for mitigation; so we have to avoid, minimize the
adverse impact of unilateral measures; while doing
so we also recognize (this is the Durban decision)
the positive impacts.

Parties are saying that this is related to other fora,
we feel this is the forum for climate change and we
have provisions in the Convention that we need to
further enhance in its implementation.
It said it is not against domestic measures and
sovereign rights; we are trying to establish what
would be disguised restriction that would have
impact; we are not discussing trade here; its about
climate change so it has to be discussed here.
Argentina also said that the Forum is for
implementation and not to establish parameters; it
does not overlap with the Forum nor other fora; we
have a specific mandate to comply with and we really
encourage Parties to continue discussing this issue.
The EU questioned how we could address
unilateral measures within the Forum. The work
programme set out does deal with positive and
negative consequences of response measures that we
had identified; sharing information and
understanding, exchange of experience; many of
them allow us to address this issue and we consider
unilateral measures as part of the wider response
measures debate. This can be picked up, we dont
think our exchange is useless but it is better to do it
in a place that can focus our work.
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Durban Platform: Parties Divided over Way Forward

Mr. J.M.Mauskar (India) and Mr. H. Dovland
(Norway).
Mauskar at the closing plenary informed Parties
that after the session, the Co-chairs will prepare,
under their own responsibility, two summaries to
reflect the discussions at the roundtables.
Parties were informed that these summaries
have no formal status in the negotiations and are
made available to assist in their preparations. The
Co-chairs will also prepare, under their own
responsibility, a note that will contain their reflections
on the session as a whole and look forward to Doha
and beyond. This note also has no formal status in
the negotiations and is made available to Parties to
assist in their preparations.
Mauskar said that the outcomes of the AWGLCA and AWG-KP will be central pieces for Doha
but the ADP will also have its own importance. He
also said that workstream 1 (dealing with the post2020 agreement) and workstream 2 (on the pre-2020
mitigation ambition) will have different
characteristics and Parties were in a conceptual
exploratory stage. There will be a formal session
of the ADP in Doha (the Bangkok session was an
informal additional session) and some kind of
outcome may be needed to indicate that the ADP
was doing well, he added further.
Algeria for the G77 and China said that the
ADP process is critical to take the Convention
forward. There is a need to ensure strong linkage
between mitigation, adaptation and means of
implementation. It emphasized the need to
successfully complete the work of the LCA and KP
and to provide the necessary solid basis for the ADP
process. It said that the ADP should not rewrite the
Convention and must respect the objectives,
principles and provisions of the Convention,
especially the principles of equity, CBDR (common
but differentiated responsibilities) and respective

Bangkok, 7 Sept (Meena Raman)  Parties were
divided on the way forward to advance further work
under the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban
Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP) under the UN
Framework Convention on Climate Change, which
is tasked with developing a new agreement under
the Convention which is applicable to all Parties and
is to come into effect from 2020.
While some countries including the European
Union, Least Developed Countries (LDCs), the
Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) and the
African Group wanted contact groups to be organized
in Doha for the ADP at the forthcoming 18th meeting
of the Conference of Parties (COP 18) to the
Convention, a large number of other developing
countries wanted discussions in roundtables to
continue (as was conducted in Bangkok) under the
ADP to be the way forward for further exploratory
work to enhance further understanding among
Parties.
While some countries including the Umbrella
Group (non-European developed countries), the
European Union and the LDCs supported a proposal
by AOSIS for a ministerial-level roundtable in Doha,
24 developing countries led by Malaysia said that
such a ministerial was premature and could only be
organized under the directions of the COP.
The G77 and China stressed that successfully
completing the work of the other two Ad Hoc
Working Groups under the Bali Action Plan for
Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) and the
Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) is necessary for the ADP
process.
Two roundtables on the theme of vision (for
the new agreement) and ambition (on how to
increase the mitigation ambition) were held from 30
August to 4 September and an informal plenary of
the ADP was convened on 5 September to conclude
its work in Bangkok. The Co-chairs of the ADP are
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and Parties should continue to identify the various
elements necessary to define the scope of our work
in Doha.
It said further that Doha should focus on
delivering agreed outcomes in the AWG-KP and
AWG-LCA. A firm foundation for the work in the
ADP would be laid at Doha through the successful
conclusion of the KP negotiations marked by having
ambitious targets from Annex I KP Parties to be
provisionally applied as of 1 January 2013; and
ambitious and equitable results on all elements of
the BAP. These positive outcomes in the KP and LCA
would have a positive effect on the ADPs work. The
DP (Durban Platform) is only one part of the package
of Durban that includes results in the KP and LCA,
said Malaysia.
After Doha, it said the focus should be on
identifying the issues relevant to the work and
preparing for the meeting of the subsidiary bodies at
Bonn. This may be supported if necessary through
in-session workshops at Bonn as may be necessary
and agreed by the Parties, it added further.
Swaziland on behalf of the African Group
expressed concerns about lack of engagement by
developed countries on critical aspects necessary for
concluding our work under the Bali Roadmap,
particularly on support for finance, technology,
adaptation support by developed countries, including
mitigation commitments of developed countries not
Party to the 2nd commitment period of the Kyoto
Protocol. This has the potential of contaminating the
good spirit cultivated in this session.
It reaffirmed that workstream 1 of the ADP
negotiations should culminate in an enhanced
multilateral rules-based regime that ensures the full,
effective and sustained implementation of the
Convention. The outcome is to be under the
Convention, and must express principles and
provisions of the Convention, including historical
responsibility, CBDR as well as the overriding
developmental priorities of developing countries.
It further reaffirmed that the principles of the
Convention equally apply to workstream 2, and
emphasized that the work on ambition is for
additional actions over and above the commitments
inscribed under the Bali Roadmap going to 2020. It
is however important that such actions are recognized
under the Convention; as such clear accounting is
necessary in order to understand their contribution
to the reduction of the gap.
Swaziland said the ambition workplan is not a
substitute for commitments under the Bali Roadmap.
It welcomed proposals by Parties shared in the
ambition roundtable for the submission of proposed
initiatives with an articulation of expected

capabilities. Negotiations should be party-driven,
open and transparent. It said that under workstream
1, there should be a further brainstorm to clarify
conceptual ideas. It also wanted discussion on the
means of implementation.
Malaysia, speaking for Algeria, Argentina,
Bolivia, China, Cuba, Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Iran,
Iraq, Kuwait, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua,
Pakistan, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sri
Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, and Venezuela, said that
Parties have made some progress in expressing and
understanding each others perspectives in relation
to the work of the ADP. At Doha, there would be
merit in continuing our discussions under the same
format, so that Parties could strive to arrive at a much
fuller understanding of each others positions and
objectives.
Given the early and exploratory stage of
discussions under ADP, Malaysia said it may be
somewhat premature to launch contact groups
immediately in Doha and discussions should
continue in an exploratory fashion under a Group of
the Whole. It said that the idea of a ministerial on
ADP discussions is also likewise somewhat
premature. In any case, a ministerial can only be
organized under the directions of the COP and as
such, must have a larger focus, not limited to ADP,
with key attention on the second commitment period
of the KP, the most urgent task for us this year.
Malaysia said that work under the DP reflects
an opportunity to enhance implementation of the
Convention. It was looking for ambition and equity
on all elements of the DP, particularly from
developed countries that are committed to take the
lead in reducing their emissions and in providing
support and the means of implementation so that
developing countries can contribute equitably in a
manner that also promotes their sustainable
development.
It reiterated its fundamental belief that the work
of the ADP under both its workstreams is under the
Convention, which means that all the principles and
provisions of the Convention shall apply to the work
of the ADP and remain paramount in considering all
or any other elements that relevant parties attach
importance to. This is necessary to fulfil the ultimate
objective of the Convention. The responsibilities and
obligations of all countries in any period must be
built on the principles of equity and CBDR.
Malaysia said it was useful to hear this
understanding shared by a large number of Parties
at the roundtables. It is necessary to reflect a similar
shared understanding in planning the work of the
ADP. It said work of the DP is at a very initial stage
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of the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA by Doha, and above
all on the faithful implementation of the Durban
package. It was still hopeful that by Doha, and with
much stronger determination, Parties will achieve a
quality legal second commitment period, comparable
efforts by Annex I non-KP parties under the LCA,
as well as the much-needed progress in adaptation,
finance, technology and capacity building.
Cuba on behalf of the ALBA group of
countries expressed its great concern on the
impending gap between the first and second
commitment periods of the KP (the first commitment
period ends on 31 December 2012). Despite
announcements made 8 month ago, we still dont
have numbers (on emissions reduction) on the table.
On the other hand some Parties have not been willing
to engage in work to bring to an agreed outcome the
AWG-LCA and thus fulfil this second track of the
Bali Roadmap. Just like this Ad Hoc Working Group
(ADP), the AWG-LCA was created as a space for
exchanging ideas with a view to improving the
climate change regime in the light of the principles
and provisions of the Convention and its outcomes
are of direct relevance to the ADP process.
It highlighted the need to safeguard the only
rules-based multilateral system that exists. No
society would tolerate that initiating discussions on
a new law implies that you are not required to
comply with the existing law. No one is above the
ecological carrying capacity of our planet, that is the
ultimate law... From now till 2020, it would seem
that some Parties interpret this juncture as an
opportunity to shirk responsibilities, said Cuba.
The implementation of this non-system from
now till 2020, comprised of loose promises, lacking
rules and lacking clear targets, paradoxically occurs
at a time when the effects of climate change demand
more commitment, not less, and when equity, clear
rules and solidarity are most needed. Its expectation
from these roundtable discussions is to deepen
understanding of root causes and barriers for
addressing them. Key to this effort is the discussion
on sustainable patterns of consumption and
production and equity, said Cuba.
It further said that developing countries are
showing much more ambition than developed
countries on a voluntary basis. Nevertheless, this
situation does nothing to address the inherent gaps
in equities in the climate change conundrum, in
acting in accordance with our CBDR and respective
capabilities. If a system is going to replace the KP, it
cannot be weaker than the existing one. Flexibility
in taking actions to reach common goals, national
circumstances and the applicability to all countries
are all issues which we are confident we could reach

reductions, quantum of finance necessary, and the
source of such financing, and the proposed delivery
mechanisms, noting the proposal by the Africa Group
for use of institutions established in Cancun and
Durban. Demonstrating of the commitment to the
reassurances made in Durban to the Durban Package
is essential. It looked forward to the stepping up of
work in Doha, and establishing a contact group to
prepare decisions on how we plan our work for 2013
on both workstreams.
(The Bali Roadmap comprises the Bali Action
Plan adopted by the UNFCCC COP in 2007 and the
second commitment period of emissions reduction
by developed countries under the Kyoto Protocol.)
Egypt on behalf of the Arab Group said the
outcome of the ADP should strengthen the existing
multilateral regime for climate change. It should be
firmly grounded in the principles and provisions of
the Convention. It should, like the Convention under
which it is negotiated, be applicable to all while
respecting the principles of equity and CBDR and
addressing all building blocks in a balanced manner,
as agreed in Durban. Parties are not starting from a
vacuum, it said.
Many efforts were exerted during the last few
years under both the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA.
Hence, the work of the ADP has, as its point of
departure, the results of the work accomplished in
these two working groups. These long-standing
mandates must be delivered as a basis for
determining the basis of work of the ADP.
Egypt said the Bangkok meeting has given a
positive signal that the ADP has successfully been
launched. It believed that it would be most useful if
the co-chairs could prepare a matrix incorporating
the various elements of the Durban decision and
present for consideration of Parties their proposals
on how these could be implemented as of the
beginning of 2013. It also proposed two roundtables
to be held in Doha touching upon the issues of means
of implementation and of equity, and for this working
group to be briefed on the conclusions of the
workshop on long-term finance, as these would
complement the discussions that took place in
Bangkok, and provide an important input for our
work in this working group.
It said that there is no contradiction between
equity and ambition, and that equity in fact can and
must be the gateway to an ambitious outcome under
this working group. In fact, ambition should apply
across the board and not be of a selective nature. It
also believed that all countries have the inalienable
right to develop as well as the right to survival.
It also stressed that the success of efforts under
the ADP will depend on the successful conclusion
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Nicaragua speaking on behalf of the countries
that comprise the Central American Integration
System (SICA) expressed deep concern for the slow
progress this week in this Bangkok session. Again,
it is urgent to achieve a greater commitment from
all Parties so we can move into concrete actions
based on the principles and objectives of the
Convention. We must advance in a balance and
equitable manner in all the tracks (the AWG-LCA,
AWG-KP and ADP) in order to build the climate of
confidence to move the whole process forward.
Despite being economies highly dependent on
their natural resources and having no legally binding
obligations, Nicaragua said the SICA countries are
continuing to make meaningful mitigation actions
voluntarily, using our own and scarce resources,
which are urgently needed in our struggle for poverty
eradication and sustainable development. It stressed
the need to ensure implementation of the
mechanisms on financing, capacity building and
technology transfer in order to reinforce the support
of our national programmes to combat climate
change.
The result of the work of the ADP is vital for
the future of the Convention, to ensure an effective,
equitable, and fair outcome in accordance with the
principle of equity and CBDR in the implementation
of the work and reach a legally binding agreement
that includes all the pillars seen in the Bali Roadmap
and that does not jeopardize or undermine the second
commitment period of the KP.
Peru speaking for itself, Chile and Colombia,
said that the future legally binding regime should
set incentives for high ambition and rewards for those
who do so. It wanted a common understanding for
equity, fairness, and a dynamic approach to
differentiation (as advanced by developed
countries).
Australia in the Umbrella Group said that the
DP called for the widest global response to climate
change. There is a need to ensure countries were not
holding hostage its work for effective climate
outcomes. It welcomed an opportunity for ministerial
engagement in the roundtables at COP 18 on a
number of key questions. On the new agreement, it
suggested discussion on how to design an agreement
applicable to all that takes into account countries
national circumstances; builds ambition over time
and has widespread global participation; has lessons
from the UNFCCC; addresses domestic drivers,
constraints and potentials; how the new agreement
is relevant to enhance adaptation; and how to build
agreement under the Convention but adapted to the
world after 2020. On the raising of ambition under

agreements on. The principles and provisions of the
Convention have ample provisions to accommodate
such considerations. What we cannot allow is to use
these arguments as an excuse to reinterpret and in
this way eliminate, the principle of CBDR between
developed and developing countries. This is
unacceptable. The Convention applies to all Parties
but historic responsibilities and use of our
common atmospheric space (the carbon budget)
cannot be sidelined.
Cuba said that the fate of Doha depends on the
fate of the second commitment period of the KP; it
is a legal instrument and to comply with it is an
obligation. The Parties that refuse to do so cannot
expect to have their cake and eat it. It would not
be fair to other countries that are making efforts to
comply with commitments within the multilateral
framework.
Nauru for the Alliance of Small Island States
said the work of the ADP remains critical for the
Doha package. Work on mitigation ambition is of
fundamental importance. The Doha outcome should
raise the pledges for emission reductions; remove
conditions for these pledges of developed countries
and in tightening the rules. It stressed the importance
of the means of implementation for developing
countries to enhance their ambition. It further
emphasized the importance of successfully
completing the work of the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA
to advance the work of the ADP. It stressed that the
ADP is under the Convention. Parties could not pick
and choose which principles they liked. On the way
forward, it proposed a contact group to be
established. It also proposed the need to have highlevel engagement of Ministers in relation to the work
in workstream.
Gambia for the LDCs also stressed the
importance of a balanced package in Doha and the
successful outcomes under the AWG-KP and the
AWG-LCA. It proposed the establishment of 2
contact groups in Doha for both workstreams of the
ADP. It also supported the idea of a ministerial-level
discussion.
South Africa speaking for the BASIC (Brazil,
South Africa, India and China) said the successful
completion of the work of the AWG-KP and AWGLCA was key to advance the work of the ADP which
was part of the mutual reassurances agreed to in
the DP. It proposed further roundtables in Doha to
help exploratory work in an open and flexible setting
to enhance mutual understanding and build trust. On
the call for ministerial engagement, it said that further
discussions needed to be crystallized under the ADP
before this was done.
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and support given to those who need it. In the pre2020 workstream, it suggested exploration of
possibilities on how to enhance collective efforts
before the new agreement in 2020. It wanted
clarification of what the next steps will be with clear
milestones. It supported the proposal for a
ministerial-level roundtable to discuss preparations
for the 2020 mitigation agreement. It proposed the
setting up of two contact groups for both the
workstreams whose deliverables are different.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity
Group said there is a need to capture existing
common ground from the roundtable discussions on
the post-2020 regime and its characteristics. It said
that real progress in the ADP is an essential part for
the balanced package in Doha. In relation to
workstream 2 on ambition, it wanted exploration of
options under and outside the Convention.

workstream 1, Australia said that this could be done
through voluntary initiatives; actions by those
countries who have yet to forward their pledges and
other complementary initiatives such as in cities and
the private sector. It said that the ADP was a core
part of the Durban deal.
The European Union said that for a successful
outcome in Doha, all work must be taken forward as
agreed to in the Durban compromise. It wanted
tangible progress under the ADP with concrete
activities to raise ambition as well as planning work
for a legally binding agreement post-2020. For the
post-2020 agreement, it said the Convention
principles will apply but said there is a need to work
together to define how these principles would be
applied post-2020 in a way that all Parties participate
in a collective way with fair and sufficient ambition

77

TWN

Bangkok News Update
www.twn.my

Published by
Third World Network

22

7 September 2012

Developing Countries Call for Resolution of Outstanding Issues under
Bali Action Plan
Gambia, for the Least Developed Countries,
called for the extension of the mandate of the AWGLCA for another year to reach an agreed outcome,
as there were many issues that were yet to be
resolved.
Developing countries also stressed that the
Doha outcomes must be carefully balanced,
reflecting the Durban package. A number of them
could not see the closure of the working groups
(referring to the AWG-LCA, and the working group
under the Kyoto Protocol tasked with finalizing the
second commitment period of emission cuts by
developed country Parties) if they had not finished
their work. Many developing countries also said that
they could not in good conscience accept
unambitious outcomes that would place the world
almost irrevocably on the path for warming that is
dangerous.
The Group of 77 and China expressed concern
over the slow progress of work in Bangkok and called
on Parties to move into areas of convergence and
minimize divergence.
In response to developed countries who were
reluctant to engage on the issues of importance to
developing countries, the African Group said there
could not be a situation in which Parties unpack the
Durban package and pick-and-choose only their
favoured elements, and then expect success in Doha.
Movement in the process is predicated on balanced
progress in all of the mandates (of the working
groups), further stressed the African Group.
The ALBA group said that the agreed outcome
of the AWG-LCA should be expressed in substantive
decisions, and in areas where Parties are not able to
finalize an agreement, the COP should take
procedural decisions signalling the next steps to
continue consideration of those issues.
India said that Parties cannot simply let the
unresolved issues fall off the table because Parties

Bangkok, 10 September (Hilary Chiew and Meena
Raman)  An agreed outcome at the 18th meeting of
the Conference of the Parties (COP) of the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) can only be achieved by respecting the
Durban package which contained the mutual
assurances that all elements of the Bali Action Plan
(BAP) will be fulfilled before transiting to the Ad
Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for
Enhanced Action (ADP). The ADP is tasked with
developing a new agreement to be effective in 2020.
Stressing the importance of a balanced outcome
at the closing plenary of the session in Bangkok on
5 September, developing countries said outstanding
issues in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term
Cooperative Action under the Convention (AWGLCA) must be resolved with clear direction on how
to address them.
Developing countries including Algeria,
Argentina, Bolivia, China, Cuba, the Democratic
Republic of Congo, Dominica, Ecuador, Egypt, El
Salvador, India, Iran, Iran, Kuwait, Malaysia, Mali,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand and Venezuela, as well
as the ALBA countries (Bolivarian Alliance for the
Peoples of our Americas) and countries in the Central
America Integration System (SICA) called on the
Chair of the AWG-LCA, Aysar Tayeb (Saudi Arabia),
to draft texts on the relevant issues to advance the
negotiations in Doha.
China said that to have a meaningful and
successful conclusion in Doha, Parties could not go
to Doha empty-handed and wanted the AWG-LCA
Chair to prepare draft texts to assist Parties. It referred
to a Chinese saying that no matter how wise a
housewife is, she could not cook a rice meal without
rice. China urged the Chair to get the rice ready
by Doha so that the Chair will not be a desperate
housewife.
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divergence. It called for a fair, equitable and
comprehensive outcome in Doha, taking into account
the BAP and substantive progress made in Cancun
and Durban.
Bolivia spoke on behalf of a group of
developing country Parties comprising Algeria,
Argentina, China, Cuba, the Democratic
Republic of Congo, Dominica, Ecuador, Egypt,
El Salvador, India, Iran, Iran, Kuwait, Malaysia,
Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, the Philippines, Saudi
Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand and
Venezuela. It said an outcome under the AWG-LCA
must be ambitious and equitable and must effectively
address all of the elements of the BAP in an
operational manner that also reflects the framework
and balance of commitments of Parties under the
Convention. It said that in Bangkok, developing
countries were faced with a consistent and acrossthe-board refusal by some developed country
Partners to discuss and arrive at such ambitious and
equitable outcomes on the very issues, such as the
emission reductions of developed countries up to
2020, finance, technology transfer, capacity
building, and adaptation support.
As a result of the decisions that have been taken
in Cancun and Durban, developing countries will be
contributing more in terms of overall emission
reductions than developed countries, despite having
less in the way of financial and technological
resources from developed countries. Some developed
countries are increasingly relieving themselves of
their treaty obligations to take the lead in reducing
their emissions and to provide finance and
technology to developing countries under the
Convention.
Bolivia pointed out that there continue to be
many outstanding issues that need to be resolved and
concluded by the AWG-LCA in accordance with its
mandate. Developing countries have put forward
submissions and proposed draft decision texts that
reflect high levels of ambition and the application
of equity on virtually all elements of the BAP.
There is a call on developed countries to reduce
their emissions by 40-50% below 1990 levels by
2020 in a comparable manner and also for proposed
texts that would provide further operational detail
and modalities with respect to the provision of
climate financing, technology transfer, adaptation
support, and capacity building from developed to
developing countries.
The AWG-LCA, in order for it to reach an
agreed outcome in accordance with its mandate under
the BAP and subsequent decisions that would allow
it to close, depends on reaching agreement on

did not reach agreement even though the BAP
mandated them. While technical issues can go to the
relevant UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies for further
work, the unresolved issues, which involve
commitments and which require broad political
consideration and direction, must be taken on board
by the ADP, which will be the only political forum
for future work after the AWG-LCA and AWG-KP
are successfully closed, added India further.
Chair Tayeb at the closing plenary of the AWGLCA circulated an informal overview note of 35
pages, which he had prepared. The note states that it

brings together the work of the informal
additional session of the AWG-LCA held in Bangkok
It reflects the exchanges on the various topics on
the AWG-LCA agenda and possible ways of how
issues may be addressed. It does not represent
consensus by Parties regarding the content, form or
way forward, including on possible decision text.
The note draws from views, interventions and
options presented by Parties, including submissions
and written inputs in their consideration of the
various agenda items. It is intended to assist Parties
in their reflection on progress made and remaining
challenges.
Developed countries raised objections to the
informal overview note prepared by Chair Tayeb,
saying that it did not reflect their views and was not
balanced. They wanted closure of the AWG-LCA
following the consideration of the limited issues
mandated from Durban. There was reluctance to deal
with issues raised by developing countries which
were still outstanding from the BAP and that were
not covered by the Cancun or Durban decisions.
These issues include emission reductions of
developed countries up to 2020, finance, technology
transfer, capacity building, and adaptation support.
(See TWN Bangkok News Update #18, Dont block
progress for success of talks, says South).
Representing the Group of 77 and China,
Algeria said to achieve a successful outcome for the
AWG-LCA in Doha, substantial work must be
achieved in the areas of adaptation, finance,
technology transfer and capacity building. The
funding gap between 2013 and 2020 as well as all
aspects related to finance, the arrangements between
the COP and the Green Climate Fund (GCF), MRV
(monitoring, reporting and verifying) of financial
support, technology transfer, capacity building,
adaptation in the light of new obligations agreed in
Cancun (COP 16) and Durban (COP 17) are yet to
be addressed. It expressed concern over the slow
progress in the negotiations and called on Parties to
move into areas of convergence and minimize
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accounting rules which in turn sends a bad signal to
the future regime.
On shared vision, Swaziland maintained that
shared vision cannot be simply defined as an
emission reduction target for keeping warming way
below 1.5oC and a peaking year, but should also
include critical pillars that will take us to the target
including: a global cut in emissions in which
developed countries should take the lead coupled
with provision of enabling means of implementation
to developing countries including finance, capacity
and technology to take actions. It is essential that
the global goal is defined in the context of equitable
access to sustainable development and atmospheric
space.
It supported a comprehensive review under the
Convention. The adequacy of the long-term global
goal and overall progress towards it is intrinsically
linked to the adequacy of adaptation and means of
implementation. On new mechanisms and a
framework for various approaches, environmental
integrity of the regime should be safeguarded through
establishment of robust common accounting rules
for developed countries under the convention.
Swaziland said the African Group had tabled
concrete proposals on various aspects of issues
during this session. It said there is still a substantial
amount of unfinished business under the AWG-LCA.
This must be addressed if we are to complete our
work and to terminate the work of the LCA as agreed
in Durban.
Swaziland said that the Durban outcome was a
package. We cannot have a situation in which Parties
unpack that package and pick-and-choose only their
favoured elements, and then expect success in Doha.
Movement on each of our mandates is predicated on
balanced progress on all of our mandates. It stressed
that for the LCA to terminate its work at Doha, there
is a need for an ambitious and comprehensive
outcome addressing all outstanding issues with the
aim of enhancing effective implementation under the
Convention from 2012 to 2020 and beyond.
Speaking for the Least Developed Countries
(LDC), Gambia reminded Parties that the AWGLCA was extended for another year because there is
work to be done. The list of unresolved issues is long
and the time available (until Doha) is short, and it
was concerned with the lack of progress in the
Bangkok session. It called for the extension of the
mandate of the AWG-LCA for another year to reach
an agreed outcome. The year 2012 is likely to go
down in history as the year when the Bali mandate
concludes by reaching a balanced agreed outcome.

ambitious and equitable results on all elements of
the BAP. It is a complex task indeed to complete the
work of the AWG-LCA successfully.
Bolivia requested the Chair to give a listing of
what issues were mandated by the BAP, which issues
were successfully concluded, and which issues are
still outstanding. To assist in the work, it requested
the Chair to draft texts on relevant issues that can
help in our negotiations in Doha.
Success in Doha requires three elements: (1)
An ambitious and legally binding second
commitment period that includes a fair and sciencebased contribution by Annex I Parties towards
closing the ambition gap; (2) an ambitious agreed
outcome under the BAP that includes comparable
mitigation efforts by Annex I non-Kyoto Parties and
clear commitments for finance for 2013 and through
to 2020, the other aspects of financing including
institutional arrangements between the COP and
Green Climate Fund, long-term finance and MRV
of financial support, as well as progress on other
unfinished business from the BAP and (3) greater
clarity over the role and mandate of the working
group under the Durban Platform, including the
discussions on ambition and on negotiations towards
a 2015 outcome to come into effect in 2020. In the
absence of these elements, Parties must continue
work under the current AWGs, it added.
Bolivia said these outcomes must be carefully
balanced, reflecting the careful balance struck in the
Durban package. It could not see the closure of
working groups if they have not finished their work.
Nor can Parties, in good conscience, accept unambitious outcomes that would place us almost
irrevocably on a path for warming that is dangerous.
Swaziland on behalf of the African Group
expressed concerns about the procedural
engagements and challenges developing countries
have continuously experienced from developed
countries on issues of importance. It saw the need
for important decisions on adaptation and means of
implementation including finance, technology
development and transfer and capacity building as a
critical part of the Doha package of decisions under
the LCA.
It was specifically concerned over the lack of
clarity and the potential financial gap between 20122020 and looked forward to clear decisions in this
regard. Doha must deliver a clear commitment
relating to finance for 2013, and a roadmap through
to 2020. As regards the mitigation by developed
countries, it was very concerned over the low level
of ambition in pledges and lack of common
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the Chair and also asked him to prepare draft texts
on the way forward to Doha with a view to assisting
Parties. In doing so, it is important to acknowledge
that a number of Parties have presented written
contributions to the outcome of the AWG-LCA on
several issues.
Egypt, representing the Arab Group, stressed
the need for the full and faithful implementation of
the delicate Durban package. It said a key component
of that package is the successful closure of the AWGLCA upon reaching an agreed outcome pursuant to
the Bali decision. Building on the concrete
submissions of all Parties, as well as the efforts of
the Chair and Secretariat to compile them, Egypt said
that the AWG-LCA was well placed to arrive at the
kind of agreed outcome in these negotiations that
everyone feels ownership of and that contributes to
building the much-needed trust and confidence
necessary for the ADP collective journey in which
we will all be engaged for the coming years.
The Arab Group reaffirmed its call for the full
operationalization of the mechanisms created in
Durban, and for ambition across all the building
blocks of the AWG-LCA, including comparable
mitigation efforts by Annex I non-Kyoto Protocol
Parties and clear commitments for finance for 2013
and through to 2020, as well as progress on other
unfinished business from the BAP. It emphasized in
this regard the critical importance of adaptation,
economic and social consequences of response
measures, finance, technology, and capacity building.
Nicaragua, representing the Central America
Integration System (SICA), said it is disappointed
and frustrated by the lack of progress in the AWGLCA, particularly as it saw the persistent denial of
some Parties to accept texts or draft decisions on
issues that would have allowed us to advance our
work towards a successful COP18. In this regard, in
order to advance our work, it requested the Chair
and would appreciate receiving a draft text between
now and Doha.
It reiterated that there are important elements
of the work of the AWG-LCA which have yet to be
completed in accordance with the principles of equity
and common but differentiated responsibilities, and
it is crucial that all such elements could have the
proper allocation of time in Doha for their due
consideration.
It further said it is imperative to have a greater
clarity on what is going to happen with all those
unresolved and pending issues in the AWG-LCA and
to agree, once and for all, on the proper and adequate
place where all these issues will be addressed. Parties
must solve this before taking a final decision on the
future of the LCA.

It fully agreed (with other developing countries) on
the importance of completing the work under the
Bali roadmap (which includes the work of the AWGKP), which is essential to lay a strong ground for the
work of the ADP.
Representing the Alliance of Small Island
States (AOSIS), Nauru said it is disappointed on
the slow progress towards achieving a critical
outcome in Doha. Our people demand the urgent
addressing of the challenges of climate change but
the progress of the past week was anything but
urgent. If Doha is to be a success, this has to change.
It lamented that Parties continue to ignore
science in terms of the global goal for emission
reduction and global peaking time frame, which are
critical to prevent dangerous climate change. In terms
of emission reduction, it said Parties need to be clear
on the necessary follow-up on the findings of the insession workshop on the mitigation targets and
pledges of countries. On finance, it expressed
disappointment with developed country Parties,
which expect developing countries to address climate
change with new obligations from the Cancun and
Durban decisions without clarity on finance after the
fast-start finance period ends in 2012.
Venezuela, speaking for the ALBA countries,
said the AWG-LCA has been tasked to conclude its
work at COP18 but it is clear that the mandate from
Durban is to produce an agreed outcome that
encompasses all the issues where resolution has not
yet been reached, and also reflects all the building
blocks of the BAP as a coherent and integrated
package.
To bring the AWG-LCA to a successful closure,
efforts should primarily be directed to crystallizing
concrete results in, inter alia: - identifying a global
goal for substantially reducing global greenhouse gas
emissions as well as a time frame for global peaking
of emissions based on historical responsibility;
addressing the most important questions related to
means of implementation for developing countries;
the core elements of both finance and technology
transfer in order to give real and meaningful
substance to the institutions created in Cancun,
otherwise, they will just be empty boxes; devising a
concrete compliance system for developed country
Parties and establishing clear rules and
methodologies to promote environmental integrity
It also said the agreed outcome should be
expressed in substantive decisions, and in areas
where Parties are not able to finalize an agreement,
the COP should take procedural decisions signalling
the next steps to continue consideration of those
issues. It supported the informal overview note of
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saying that no matter how wise a housewife is, she
could not cook a rice meal without rice, he urged
the Chair to get his rice ready by Doha so that he
will not be a desperate housewife.
Singapore said it was clear from the session
in Bangkok that there were issues of divergence and
convergence. It said for such a process, it is important
that these are reflected as accurately as possible and
only then can Parties start dealing with options that
hopefully will lead to a common solution and
consensus in Doha. It had concerns with the Chairs
informal overview note as it did not reflect accurately
the various topics of the agenda. It pointed out that
on the issue of trade, the proposal by Singapore in
CRP 39 was seriously misrepresented. It therefore
reserved its rights to come back to its proposal. It
acknowledged that the note is an informal one in an
informal session and therefore it has no formal status.
Switzerland, speaking for the Environmental
Integrity Group, said that the AWG-LCA has
delivered outstanding contributions to strengthening
the global climate regime post-2012. It said the
AWG-LCA decisions from Cancun and Durban
constituted an essential part of the BAP. It is
important to underline that concluding the AWGLCA in Doha will not conclude the work in financing
and adaptation. On the contrary, the full use of the
institutions created through the AWG-LCA will help
give the attention needed for these issues, it added.
On the informal overview note prepared by the
Chair, Switzerland said the note did not reflect the
views achieved here in Bangkok. It would like to
continue by working in the spin-off groups to further
strengthen and complement the work.
Cyprus speaking on behalf of the European
Union said that as part of the politically balanced
Durban package, the AWG-LCA should be closed
in Doha. The focus of the AWG-LCA should be the
issues from Durban which were addressed in the
spin-off groups. Referring to other concerns raised
by developing countries, the EU said that important
issues will proceed under the relevant institutions,
ensuring homes for these issues. Depending on
progress in Doha, it said further discussion and
implementation (of these outstanding issues) will be
carried forward in other bodies. It said Parties should
be able to proudly say we reached an agreed outcome
in Doha by closing the AWG-LCA and are
transitioning from talking to doing.
Australia, representing the Umbrella Group
(Canada, Japan, Kazakhstan, New Zealand, Norway,
Russia, Ukraine and the United States), said useful
progress had been made on most of the Durbanmandated issues such as various approaches and
new market mechanisms. There were emerging

India said Parties must leave Bangkok bearing
in mind that the AWG-LCA must fulfil its mandate
in Doha by delivering an agreed outcome that
comprehensively addresses all the elements
contained in the BAP in a balanced manner. This is
an essential element of the Durban package that our
Ministers had agreed on in Durban. It reiterated that
the spirit of the Durban package must be fully
respected as any imbalance in progress under
different AWGs will adversely impact the confidence
of Parties and future climate change talks.
While Parties should fully aim to resolve all
outstanding issues and reach agreed outcomes in
Doha, it may be necessary, as a practical approach,
to start considering as to how some of the issues that
may perhaps remain unresolved would be addressed.
It said Parties cannot simply let these issues fall off
the table because the Parties did not reach agreement
even though the BAP mandated them. While
technical issues can go to the relevant Subsidiary
Bodies for further work, the unresolved issues, which
involve commitments and which require broad
political consideration and direction, must be taken
on board by the ADP, which will be the only political
forum for future work after the AWG-LCA and
AWG-KP are successfully closed.
At Doha, it said, Parties need a process-based
decision to carry these issues forward and it
welcomed the informal overview note by the Chair
which will enable Parties to reflect on and see how
it can help us to conclude the work in Doha, on the
pending issues as per the agreed agenda of the AWGLCA.
China pointed out that all Parties wish for the
AWG-LCA to reach an agreed outcome as quickly
as possible as this was supposed to have happened
since 2009. Its head of delegation Mr Su Wei said
the Durban outcome is a package which contained
the mutual assurances on various streams of work.
The most important outcomes are to have the second
commitment period (under the KP), to meet the
objectives in accordance with the BAP and to launch
a process to be completed by 2015 for enhanced
action to be implemented from 2020 (referring to
the ADP).
He urged Parties to read carefully decision 1/
CP.17 where the AWG-LCA was extended for a year
is so that it could continue its work in order to reach
an agreed outcome pursuant to the BAP, at which
time the AWG-LCA shall be terminated.
On the Chairs informal overview note, he said
although it is not a negotiation text, it is useful for
moving forward the work. To have meaningful,
successful conclusion, Parties need to do work and
not go to Doha empty-handed. Referring to a Chinese
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the understanding that the process would be simple,
focusing on areas agreed in Durban and Bonn (in
May) that there might be consensus on the issues of
shared vision, review, REDD plus financing and new
market mechanisms. On other issues, it was clear
that there is no agreement to see if convergence is
possible. The decision in Durban was to close the
AWG-LCA. The 35-page informal overview note is
not helpful in closing the working group.
It lamented that in a number of areas, the
informal note did not reflect issues raised by some
Parties, including comments made by the US. It said
there was a lack of balance and this was disturbing.
It stressed that the closing of the AWG-LCA was
not a reflection of a lack of progress but a reflection
that a new ad hoc body would continue work
(referring to the ADP). It was committed to reducing
emissions and on finance under the new agreement
with a new legal character. It said there is a need to
conclude this phase of the process and move on to
the next.
Chair Tayeb appealed to all Parties to look
carefully at how far Parties have come and in the
short time remaining to complete the work, and bring
the AWG-LCA to a successful closure in Doha so
that Parties could close this rich and interesting
chapter and move on to the next phase.

areas of commonality and there is a need to build on
this momentum.
On mitigation, it said that there is a lack of
clarity on the pledges of developing countries. It
wanted focus and how to advance the work on
transparency and clarity of the pledges of all
countries. On shared vision, it highlighted the need
to set the long-term global goal and the time frame
for the peaking of emissions. The context for this
should be discussed.
It said that significant progress had been made
under the AWG-LCA with the creation of permanent
channels. It said that Parties were enhancing
implementation from the temporary body of the
AWG-LCA to the permanent bodies of the UNFCCC.
Australia said that Parties did not have a shared
understanding in the contact group on the issues. It
noted the Chairs informal overview note but said
that it did not fully reflect the divergent views of
Parties. There was no understanding on the need for
the consideration of additional issues apart from the
limited issues mandated from Durban. The AWGLCA must focus time on the specific issues mandated
from Durban and the working group should not be
extended.
The United States expressed concerns about
the Bangkok session as it came into discussion with
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Kyoto Protocol Second Commitment Period Remains Elusive
QELROs, options of AAUs carry-over and the
review (of second commitment period QELROs).
The spin-off group was co-facilitated by Mr. Jürgen
Lefevere (EU) and Sandea de Wet (South Africa),
and it continued discussions that started in May in
Bonn when the AWG-KP reconvened after Durban.
There were also informal consultations
(continued from Bonn) by the AWG-KP Chair Ms.
Madeleine Diouf (Senegal) and the Vice-Chair Mr.
Jukka Uosukainen (Finland) on the legal and
procedural issues relating to transition to the second
commitment period.
The additional meeting in Bangkok was aimed
at resolving the outstanding issues so that the AWGKP can successfully complete its work at the next
CMP in Doha, Qatar in December 2012. The AWGKP started its work in 2005, but the reluctance of
several developed country Parties to comply with
their KP obligations as well as Canadas withdrawal
from the Protocol altogether has resulted in years of
delay. At the same time, Japan and the Russian
Federation are not participating in the second
commitment period (CP2). Australia, Monaco and
New Zealand as well as Kazakhstan and Ukraine
(economies in transition that are Annex I Parties)
have not submitted their QELROs yet.
(Observers say that a gap between the end of
the first commitment period  31 December 2012 
and the beginning of the next period, is increasingly
inevitable since it will take time for ratifications to
the amendment of the KP incorporating the second
commitment period. In addition some Parties will
need to undergo domestic legislative steps to
implement their international obligations. Different
Parties and groups of countries have submitted
proposals to avoid/address such a gap.)
A meaningful KP second commitment period
was part of the package that led to the acceptance by
developing countries of the Durban Platform
decision to start a new ad hoc working group to work
on an agreement to be effective from 2020.

Beijing, 10 September (Chee Yoke Ling and Hilary
Chiew)  Even as scientific evidence mounts on
worsening climate change, developed countries are
not willing to meet their legal obligations to make
deep greenhouse gas cuts under the Kyoto Protocol.
By the end of the most recent round of climate
talks in Bangkok (30 August to 5 September), there
was no movement from developed countries to
increase the level of their ambition with regard to
emissions reduction  the low pledges, subject to
many conditions, made in Durban, South Africa last
December remain unchanged.
The first commitment period for emission
reductions under the Kyoto Protocol ends on 31
December 2012, and the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the
Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) has been negotiating
since 2005 to reach a new set of targets to commence
on 1 January 2013.
The seventh meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change serving as the Meeting of the Parties to the
Kyoto Protocol (CMP 7) that met in Durban failed
to finalize the details of the second commitment
period and another year was given to do so.
The outstanding issues carried forward from
the Durban CMP 7 include the following: the length
of the KP second commitment period (5 or 8 years);
quantified emission limitation and reduction
objectives (QELROs), converted from the pledges
made by Annex I Parties; implications of the carryover of assigned amount units (AAUs) from the first
commitment period; access to the KP mechanisms
for Parties that are not participating in a second
commitment period; and legal issues to ensure the
smooth transition from the first to the second
commitment period.
Delegates at the Bangkok meeting worked in
2 groups: a contact group that exchanged views on
the outstanding political issues and way forward, and
a spin-off group on numbers/text, including
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There is widespread concern that the ambition
level of those Annex I Parties that have submitted
the range of figures is not high enough to for a
meaningful CP2. According to the AOSIS
submission, the aggregate reduction for participating
developed countries (relative to 1990 levels, and for
a five-year commitment period ending in 2017)
should be 33%, if the rules proposed by AOSIS are
implemented. However, AOSIS estimates that the
actual aggregate reduction of participating countries
for the 5-year period (based on figures supplied by
these countries) would only be 23%, thus falling far
short of what is needed. Moreover, the EU continues
to prefer an 8-year period for the CP2, a period that
AOSIS, LDCs and the Africa Group fear will lock
in very insufficient reductions until 2020.
With fundamentally no progress made on the
outstanding issues in Bangkok, the CMP 7 in Doha
thus promises to be very difficult. At the closing
plenary of the AWG-KP on 5 September Chair Diouf
announced that she will prepare a text that captures
the discussions so far for Doha. This will be available
by October to enable Parties to give proper
consideration domestically. She added that at the
ministerial meeting in Seoul (South Korea) in the
second half of October ministers will be able to
consider this text in preparation for Doha.
Below are the highlights/extracts from the
statements made by Parties at the AWG-KP closing
plenary in Bangkok on 5 September.
Algeria on behalf of the Group of 77 and
China said the Group is engaging in constructive
discussion on the translation of (emissions reduction)
pledges to QELROs. It stressed the legal option to
avoid a gap between the first and second
commitments periods, adding that the CP2 under the
KP is crucial for the Group.
Algeria said that CP2 must be ambitious and
the 1 January 2013 commencement date must not
be delayed. It considered the KP as central to our
international response to climate change and that it
is essential to deliver a strong and legally binding
outcome in Doha that ensures no gap. It emphasized
that Annex I Parties should not use flexible
mechanisms without making a commitment under
the KP. It further urged those Parties who still have
not put forward their QELROs to do so. It also said
that those that have done so should consider how to
improve on their QELRO ambition by Doha.
Swaziland on behalf of the African Group
said the group came to Bangkok ready to engage in
substantial discussions with the hope that we can
leave Bangkok with a negotiating text for Doha. In
this regard the Africa Group submitted decision text

Developing countries expressed disappointment over
the substance and pace of the Bonn negotiations at
the closing of the May plenary of the AWG-KP (see
TWN Bonn Climate News Update #26 dated 28 May
2012, Disappointments cloud closing plenary of
Kyoto Protocol working group).
The situation did not change at the Bangkok
meeting, with none of the outstanding issues closer
to a resolution.
During the closing plenary on 5 September of
the AWG-KPs informal additional meeting, the
Africa Group expressed severe disappointment over
the lack of movement by Annex I Parties in raising
the level of ambition for emission reductions. A joint
statement by the Least Developed Countries (LDCs)
and the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS)
lamented that the environmental integrity of the KP,
which is the only legally-binding treaty, is eroding
before our eyes. A group of 23 developing countries
in a joint statement described the KP as being an
extremely sad state of affairs that bodes ill not only
for the future of our current climate regime but, even
more so, for the lives and prospects for better and
more sustainable living conditions of the billions of
people that our countries represent.
An informal paper dated 5 September was
circulated in Bangkok, the Vice-Chairs non-paper
on possible elements for a Doha decision adopting
the Kyoto Protocol amendments. This is an updated
version from the non-paper circulated by the AWGKP Vice-Chair in May, and contains proposals from
several Parties and groups of Parties placed under
the following headings: preamble; adoption of the
amendments contained in the annex to the decision
(on the commencement date and length of the second
commitment period); urging Parties to ratify the
amendments in an expedited manner with a view to
facilitating their prompt entry into force; provisional
application; any additional language related to legal
continuity; operational and technical continuity; any
outstanding consequential revisions of the previous
CMP decisions, including by linking to any
outstanding work under SBSTA; other.
A second updated paper at the end of the
Bangkok meeting is from the work of the spin-off
group, titled the Co-facilitators non-paper on
proposed amendments to the Kyoto Protocol with
2 options from the December 2011 Durban decision
1/CMP.7 and a third received from AOSIS dated 14
May 2012. This paper contains, among others,
options for a table of the QELROs for each Annex I
Party that will replace the current one in Annex B to
the Protocol. The numerous conditions attached to
many pledges/QELROs are also listed.
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disregard for human life. People in poor developing
countries are also human beings, but the poor and
the most vulnerable suffer, and will suffer more, from
the effects of climate change, while many countries
who have used our common atmospheric space to
develop their economies for many decades continue
to unashamedly pollute without any regard to lack
of adaptive capacities in developing countries.
We once again insist that those who caused this
problem of climate change take the lead in fixing it.
We are perplexed by the elevation of economic
competitiveness over and above the lives of the poor.
Africa did not cause this problem, and Africas
contribution to this problem even now is still tiny.
On the contrary, Africa stands ready to offer solutions
and to play its part.
Swaziland went further to say that Doha must
effect the second commitment period of the Kyoto
Protocol by adopting amendments to Annex B of
the Kyoto Protocol with credible and legally binding
cuts for the developed countries (QELROs). This is
the minimum position for Africa. It must surely be a
minimum position for the planet.
The Gambia on behalf of the Least
Developed Countries and AOSIS expressed
concern that the environmental integrity of the KP,
which is the only legally-binding treaty, is eroding
before our eyes. It stressed that this will require
actions in Doha that prioritize limiting emission
according to the latest science.
It said that Annex I Parties that had not
submitted their economy-wide emissions reduction
targets to do so, and that all Annex I Parties should
raise the ambition, without conditions. The CP2
should be for a length of 5 years (not 8 years, that
would lock in insufficient emission reduction); and
there must be a dramatic cut in surplus AAUs from
the first commitment period. It added further that
Annex I Parties must have QELROs inscribed in
Annex B of the KP if they wish to particpate in the
KP flexible mechanisms. Annex I Parties not party
to the KP must take on ambitious commitments under
the AWG-LCA.
Saudi Arabia speaking on behalf of the 22member Arab Group expressed concern with the
slow progress of negotiations on the Protocol, and
stressed the importance of agreement on a number
of important outstanding issues, which are of major
concern for developing countries in general and Arab
countries in particular.
The agreement on a CP2 of the Protocol is an
essential requirement during the Doha conference,
it said, and called for the adoption of the CP2
beginning immediately with effect from 1 January
2013.

on entry into force of amendments and transitional
arrangements; worked with partners to significantly
improve and contribute to a proposal by developing
countries on carry-over of surplus units.
Nevertheless, it said, the group remains deeply
concerned about the slow progress that we witnessed
in the KP discussions. It stressed that key for us, as
we have indicated repeatedly, is raising the level of
ambition for Annex I Parties across the board,
including Annex I Parties to the KP. The group
remains severely disappointed that we dont seem
to be moving any further forward in this respect.
Swaziland said that some Parties told us stories
about their national circumstances and domestic laws
as a way of trying to convince us of why they are
leaving the KP, staying out of the second
commitment period or do not take QELROs at all.
We have been negotiating since 2005, said the group,
we all have national circumstances; our
circumstances are that the effects of climate change,
that we did not cause, continue to ravage our
countries, adding to poverty, underdevelopment and
death. These are far more urgent circumstances and
we urge our partners in the Annex I countries to take
this matter seriously.
It stressed further that the opportunity to avoid
the 2 degrees C of warming  let alone a level of
warming that keeps Africa safe  is closing. Failure
by Annex I countries to raise ambition now in Doha,
and delaying until a mid-term review or beyond,
sends a worrying message to the world, and risks
committing us to a path of dangerous warming. At
the same time, excessive use by the Annex I Parties
of a limited atmospheric budget, valued by
economists in the trillions of dollars, also denies it
to non-Annex I Parties (developing countries),
imposing new costs and limiting our development.
It undermines both our survival and our
development.
The African Group laments the lack of
leadership from Annex I Parties in tackling the
problem of climate change and the current low
pledges on the table. No amount of spinning will
convince us that the current pledges are in line with
what science and equity require, or that it meets the
Conventions requirement that Annex I Parties make
a contribution to achieving the objectives of the
Convention that is equitable and appropriate.
After seven years of negotiations, faced with
unambiguous scientific information, and in a world
with disasters rising daily, there can be no excuse,
said Swaziland. We lament the resistance to raising
the level of ambition, and the intent by our partners
to lock their low levels of ambition into an 8-year
commitment period. We condemn this as a reckless
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adoption of the second and subsequent commitments
of the Kyoto Protocol.
We are also concerned that discussions on the
KP are being also diverged to the Durban Platform.
Dominica made a plea not to get ourselves confused;
the KP is not a mechanism but rather the only legal
instrument we have to tackle the increasing amount
of emissions from developed country Parties, which
have assumed their historical responsibility and
leadership in contributing to combat climate change.
Dominica also recalled that in the recent
summit on Sustainable Development held in Rio de
Janeiro in June (2012), we reaffirmed that climate
change is one of the greatest challenges of our times
and expressed our profound alarm that emissions of
GHGs continue to rise globally, and that this affects
all, particularly developing countries. We also agreed
to urge Parties to the UNFCCC and to the Kyoto
Protocol to fully implement their commitments, as
well as decisions adopted under those agreements.
We also underscored that the global nature of climate
change calls for the widest possible cooperation by
all countries. That is why we require global action
through global agreements under the Convention,
based on the principles of common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities (CBDR)
and equity, to protect the planet system for the benefit
of present and future generations. Its time to act on
these agreements, it stressed.
The main commitment is the adoption of the
CP2 of the Kyoto Protocol, as agreed in Durban,
according to ALBA, and this is a crucial matter for
developing countries as part of the balanced package
of the Durban outcome. It must be ambitious in terms
of the emission reductions, and begin immediately
on 1 January 2013. The goals for emission reduction
should be based on science and not on political or
economic interests.
It added that it is paradoxical that in this session
we have been discussing ambition for the ADP (the
Durban Platform for a post-2020 agreement) but we
need to recognize that we dont have enough
ambition for the only existing, rules-based, legally
binding instrument to combat climate change, that
governs our collective efforts to address climate
change.
It also said that only by undertaking legally
binding commitments under the Kyoto Protocol,
would Annex I Parties be able to benefit from flexible
mechanisms established under such a Protocol.
Moreover, it is probably time to develop a
compliance regime particularly in relation to the
compliance of Annex I and II Parties with their
obligations under the Convention.

The group said it followed with interest the
proposals put forward by a number of industrialized
countries on their proposals for emission reduction
ambitions post-2012 to 2020. We are concerned by
efforts by developed countries to make their
mitigation contingent on mitigation action in
developing countries. Industrialized countries have
a historical responsibility to lead in cutting emissions.
We expect industrialized countries to demonstrate
leadership to implement reduction commitments
required by the Protocol and to raise the level of
ambition, taking into account the importance of the
separation between the path of negotiation within
the framework of the Protocol and any other
negotiating tracks (referring to the working groups
on long-term cooperative action under the
Convention and on the the Durban Platform for
enhanced action).
It emphasizes and reaffirms the importance of
reaching an agreement in Doha on a second
commitment period that includes all its original
Parties, and called on all Annex I Parties to accede
to the second commitment period, stressing also that
access to the Clean Development Mechanism should
be conditioned by the operationalization of the CP2
through its full ratification.
Dominica spoke on behalf of the ALBA,
which includes Bolivia, Dominica, Cuba, Ecuador,
Nicaragua and Venezuela. It said that the group came
to support this process and to work together to reach
a successful and balanced outcome. We know this is
not easy, but we feel it is not impossible.
It is deeply concerned that since Copenhagen
(2009 meeting of Parties of the UNFCCC and the
KP) there have been attempts to weaken the
multilateral system through, for example, trying to
develop a bottom-up approach based on voluntary
pledges, which is not consistent with the urgency of
addressing climate change, and the survival of the
planet and humanity. The lack of political will is more
and more evident in each Conference of the Parties,
and we feel we have to act firmly in order to
strengthen the multilateral framework required to
address the impacts of climate change.
At this session in Bangkok, it said further, we
have noticed with great dismay attempts made by
some Parties to start even considering the dilution
of the legal character of the KP with even more
flexibility provisions, and options that will further
erode the strength of this legal instrument, not even
mentioning that at this stage, taking note that not all
Parties have put forward their QELROs as agreed in
Durban; meanwhile time is running out of our hands
to produce the results that the planet needs, the
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2020 to below 9 gigatons from the more than 20
gigatons that they emit today.
However, their weak pledges, together with
accounting loopholes, could result in emissions of
well over 20 gigatons in 2020 by the developed
countries  almost half of the global budget of 44
gigatons as defined by UNEP for keeping us in a 2
degree C world  for only one-seventh of the worlds
population, leaving the rest of the globe  6 billion
people, most of them poor  to survive and develop
on the remaining half. This is clearly not ambitious
and just as clearly not equitable.
Iran said that success in Doha requires three
elements. First, an ambitious and legally binding
second commitment period that includes a fair and
science-based contribution by Annex I Parties
towards closing the ambition gap. Second, an
ambitious agreed outcome under the Bali Action Plan
that includes comparable mitigation efforts by Annex
I non-Kyoto Parties (the United States being the
single most significant country) and clear
commitments for finance for 2013 and through to
2020, as well as progress on other unfinished
business from the Bali Action Plan. Third, greater
clarity over the role and mandate of the working
group under the Durban Platform, including the
discussions on ambition and on negotiations towards
a 2015 outcome to come into effect in 2020. In the
absence of these elements, we must continue our
work under the current AWGs (on the KP, and on
long-term cooperative action under the UNFCCC
dealing with the Bali Action Plan).
These outcomes must be carefully balanced,
reflecting the careful balance struck in the Durban
package. We cannot see closure of working groups
if they have not finished their work. Nor can we, in
good conscience, accept un-ambitious outcomes that
would place us almost irrevocably on a path for
warming that is dangerous.
In Durban, according to the group of countries,
we strongly proclaimed that Africa will not be the
graveyard of the KP. In Doha, neither will we allow
the KP to be buried in the sands of Asia.
The Democratic Republic of Congo spoke
on behalf of the Coalition for Rainforest Nations
(32 out of the 52 countries of the Coalition endorsed
the statement). It emphasized the need for the AWGKP to finalize as soon as possible issues such as the
translation of pledges to QELROs, carry-overs and
legal options to avoid a gap between the first and
the second commitment periods, so that the second
commitment period can start smoothly on 1 January
2013. It added that the Kyoto Protocol regime is
suffering from the lack of ambition and political
commitment of Annex B Parties (developed

Iran speaking for a group of developing
countries (Algeria, Argentina, Bolivia, China, Cuba,
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Dominica,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Iran, Iraq,
Kuwait, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, the
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, and
Venezuela) reiterated that the Kyoto Protocol is the
only legally binding, rules-based instrument with
quantitative emissions reduction targets for Annex I
Parties. It must be preserved.
We have now reached the moment of truth with
respect to the Kyoto Protocol, it said further. The
litmus test of the commitment of Annex I Parties to
the Kyoto Protocol is now being applied  and they
are found to be wanting. One Annex I Party to the
KP has left it for good, several others want to keep it
at arms length, while yet still others have halfheartedly promised to recommit themselves to it. Not
a very promising state of affairs for the Kyoto
Protocol.
This is, in fact, an extremely sad state of affairs
 one that bodes ill not only for the future of our
current climate regime but, even more so, for the
lives and prospects for better and more sustainable
living conditions of the billions of people that our
countries represent.
Nevertheless, said Iran, this group of countries
continue to believe that the Kyoto Protocol and its
second commitment period remain a key component
of our current international climate regime that can
help move us, as a global community, towards a more
ambitious and equitable pathway for effectively and
urgently addressing the risks, challenges, and impacts
of climate change. It would allow us to keep, as
binding treaty commitments of Annex I Parties, the
reduction of a significant proportion of global
greenhouse gas emissions even as we seek, through
the work of the AWG-LCA and the AWG-DP, to
ensure the full, effective, and sustained
implementation of the Convention and enhance our
actions under it, in an ambitious and equitable
manner.
The joint statement stressed that Doha must
lay a firm foundation for our further work under the
Convention to address climate change in an
ambitious and equitable manner. For the Kyoto
Protocol negotiations to be successful, the following
must be considered as the benchmarks: Annex I
Parties to the KP must commit at Doha to ambitious
QELROs to be provisionally applied as of 1 January
2013, with such QELROs putting them on a pathway
to reducing their emissions to at least 40-50% below
1990 levels by 2020. This means that developed
countries, as a whole, must keep their emissions by
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reduction to avoid a greater impact of climate change
in our countries, it stressed.
Switzerland,
speaking
for
the
Environmental Integrity Group (Mexico, South
Korea and Switzerland), considered the discussion
in Bangkok to have been very useful and that it
allowed us to streamline options for Doha. Though
Parties did not reach a final decision there was better
understanding on the outstanding issues. We have a
text that the Chair will prepare for us with all the
elements to ensure a smooth transition to a CP2 and
successful conclusion of the work of the AWG-KP
in Doha.
Australia, for the Umbrella Group (a loose
coalition of non-European developed countries and
for this statement endorsement was from Australia,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Norway, the Russian Federation
and Ukraine), spoke about the need to ensure a
smooth transition and managing that transition to the
CP2 from 1 January 2013 and to ensure that the KP
infrastructure and mechanism continue to deliver. It
added that securing the smooth transition will ensure
a flow of environmental and economic benefits to
achieve the global goal (of emissions reduction). A
strong KP will ensure a global carbon market.
It said that the group stands behind its pledges
wherever they are inscribed; the KP played a part
and with the CP2 covering a fraction of the global
emission it is not a solution for the future. It said
that including the Durban Platform will make Durban
a reality.
The European Union said it left Bonn with
mixed feelings and Bangkok with a good mood. It
set out the need for Doha to adopt a ratifiable
amendment to the KP for a CP2; inscribe QELROs
in Annex B; agree on an 8-year CP2, to be combined
with a review process. It noted that the CP2 coverage
is significantly less than the first commitment period,
and expressed disappointment that some Parties are
not ready to reconsider their position regarding
participation in the CP2. It also said that to ensure
we do not lock into the current insufficient level of
ambition, we will increase ambition by 2020 and
have by then a single legally binding commitment
(referring to the Durban Platform outcome).
(Observers within the negotiations venue noted
that the EU itself could do more but prefers to
condition a higher ambition on increased
commitments by developing countries through a new
agreement. Meanwhile outside the Bangkok meeting
venue, protesters cried shame on the EU for its weak
pledge/QELRO that, coupled with the KP flexible
mechanisms and accounting loopholes, means that
effectively there will be insignificant reduction
within the EU itself for the CP2.)

countries and economies in transition) and once again
we strongly call for deeper greenhouse gas emission
reduction commitments by those Parties.
It said that REDD+ can offer a significant
contribution to the closure of the ambition gap
provided that finance to support results-based actions
based on a national MRV process is enhanced.
(REDD+ refers to reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation in developing
countries, the role of conservation, sustainable
management of forests and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks.)
Nicaragua spoke on on behalf of the Central
American Integration System (SICA): Belize,
Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador,
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Panama. It expressed deep
concern on the slow progress in the negotiation
during the Bangkok session and called on Parties to
intensify all efforts in accordance with the principle
of equity and common but differentiated
responsibilities, to ensure the establishment of the
CP2 of the Kyoto Protocol by 1 January 2013, as
agreed in Durban.
It said further that the possibility of being
unable in this group to avoid any gaps before the
ratification of the CP2 and to establish ambitious
targets for reducing emissions, is very real and
disturbing. Now, more than ever, it is urgent to
engage in good faith in this negotiating process to
increase emission reductions by countries with
reduction legally binding commitments under the
Kyoto Protocol.
Nicaragua said that regarding voluntary
pledges, as some have mentioned, we wonder if it
will develop the necessary confidence and
compliance system in reaching the requirements that
science is recommending. The SICA countries,
despite being economies highly dependent on their
natural resources and having no legally binding
obligations, are continuing to make meaningful
mitigation actions voluntarily, using our own and
scarce resources, which are urgently needed in our
struggle for poverty eradication and sustainable
development. We are doing more than what we are
obliged to, therefore the developed countries must
comply with their obligations and provide us with
all the necessary means of implementation for
financing and new adequate, predictable resources
and in addition to the ODA (official development
assistance).
Being also highly vulnerable to climate change,
the SICA countries continue to face and suffer the
consequences of the unwillingness of Annex I Parties
to comply and commit to increasing their emission
reduction targets for a meaningful GHG emissions
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Need for Higher Mitigation Ambition and Comparability of Effort
among Developed Countries
to economy-wide emission reduction targets, Parties
provided further clarity on the diverse set of
assumptions and conditions associated with targets;
the base year, the Global Warming Potential values,
the coverage of gases and sectors, the use of
inventory methodologies, and the level of
commonality of approaches; different conditions
associated with the use of carbon credits from
market-based mechanisms and LULUCF (Land Use,
Land-use Change and Forestry); the importance of
the transparency of information in measuring the
progress towards the targets, which could be
enhanced through biennial reporting and the process
of international assessment and reporting.
On accounting rules, Parties stressed the
importance of a rules-based approach to measure the
progress towards targets and to avoid doublecounting of emission reductions; the importance of
harmonization of approaches across Parties, noting
the need for flexibility to take into account national
circumstances; the importance of consistency with
the Kyoto Protocol framework when accounting for
carbon credits; the differences in measuring the
progress between Parties implementing their targets
with pathways to transform them into carbon budgets
and those Parties with targets for a single year.
On the role of carbon credits from marketbased mechanisms, Parties highlighted the need for
further information on the expected role of marketbased mechanisms; that off-setting should not be
seen as a means to maintain a business-as-usual
path.
In relation to Panel 2 on the issue of the
Ambition of pledges by developed country Parties,
Parties provided their views on the importance of
the equity principle in the context of ambition; the
mitigation efforts needed to close the emission gap
(ranging from 6 to 11 Gt CO2eq in 2020) in the lead
up to and beyond 2020 in the context of staying
within the goal of keeping the temperature rise below

Geneva, 3 October (Dale Wen)  Developing
countries called for higher mitigation ambition on
the part of developed countries and for a
comparability of mitigation effort among them. They
also called for the establishment of common
accounting rules for developed country emission
reductions.
These calls were made at a workshop on
quantified economy-wide emission reduction targets
by developed country Parties convened in Bangkok
on 2 September, under the Ad Hoc Working Group
on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA)
which met on 30 August to 5 September. The session
was facilitated by Mr. Andrej Kranjc (Slovenia).
The first panel addressed approaches to
measure the progress towards achievement of the
targets by developed country Parties, which was
moderated by Ms Thelma Krug, from the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).
Representatives from five countries made remarks
from the panel viz. Switzerland, St. Lucia, South
Africa, the United States and New Zealand.
The second panel dealt with the ambition of
the pledges by developed country Parties and related
assumptions and conditions, and was co-moderated
by Mr. John Christensen of the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) and Mr. Dennis
Tirpak of World Resources Institute. Representatives
from the following countries constituted the panel:
Norway, Brazil, Belarus, Marshall Islands, Bolivia,
the Russian Federation, Australia, China, the
European Union and Mali.
Workshop facilitator Kranjc provided an
informal summary of the workshop (dated 4
September) which was made available on the
UNFCCC website. Some highlights of the informal
summary are as follows:
As regards Panel 1 on the Approaches to
measure the progress towards the achievement of
targets by developed country Parties, in relation
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Protocol. The AWG-LCA was established under the
Bali Action Plan.)
The United States clarified that it will use an
inventory (based on guidelines in the 4th Assessment
Report or AR4 of the IPCC) to report progress and it
will not use international markets for its mitigation.
New Zealand proposed the use of a template to
further clarify commonalities and differences. It also
raised questions on whether rule-based mechanisms
should be fully harmonized; if harmonization is
needed, then how to give more time for that
harmonization process.
In relation to Panel 2, the moderator of the
session stated that according to the IPCCs AR4, the
ambition gap (in relation to mitigation) is very clear.
The IPCCs AR4 indicated a 25-40% reduction for
developed countries by 2020 (based on 1990 levels).
However, the lower end of the developed country
pledges only add up to 12% excluding LULUCF,
and even the high end pledges only add up to 18%
reductions.
Norway clarified that its 2020 target is 30%
unconditional, and 40% reduction in relation to a
global agreement. Its condition to move to a higher
end of the target includes three aspects: (i)
participation by all major emitters have to be
captured; (ii) commitment must be clear and credible,
though not necessarily legally binding; and (iii) need
for a collective level of ambition (in terms of
emission reductions).
Brazil pointed out that some Annex I countries
(developed countries and countries with economies
in transition under the UNFCCC) do not have
unconditional targets and some conditions posed by
the developed countries are not compatible with the
principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities (CBDR). It also asked if the Durban
Platform meets the requirement for an international
agreement and has to be clarified by those who posed
this condition.
The Marshall Islands, speaking on behalf of
the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), stated
that they want to see high ambition as much as
possible under both the Kyoto Protocol and AWGLCA. It is the developed countries obligation to lead,
yet they fall short of the ambition needed with only
half the reductions, even without LULUCF and
carry-over of Assigned Amount Units (AAUs)
(which is a tradable Kyoto unit or carbon credit
representing an allowance to emit greenhouse gases
comprising one metric tonne of carbon dioxide
equivalents).
The upper end of pledges is technically and
economically feasible, thus representing unfulfilled

2°C; the urgency of enhancing efforts in order to
follow an indicative emission pathway that is
compatible with the long-term emission projections,
based on the IPCC assessment, UNEP Emissions
Gap report and other scientific studies; the need to
close the ambition gap based on good science,
recognizing that changes in global and regional
economies can drastically affect our ability to make
emission projections as demonstrated by the period
of the early 1990s in Eastern Europe and more
recently by the global recession of 2008-2009; the
need to broaden the number of mitigation actions
and Parties making pledges, enhancing current
pledges and adding new commitments to close the
ambition gap; the importance of domestic policies
by developed country Parties to move to emission
reduction levels in line with the IPCC ranges 
On the issue of comparability of mitigation
efforts among developed countries, Parties
highlighted that comparability of efforts as a
requirement of the Bali Action Plan for developed
country Parties and the importance of information
on such comparability for the outcomes of the 2013
2015 review; the need for a process to gradually
improve data, capabilities and metrics in order to
facilitate consideration of comparability and further
clarify targets; three aspects of comparability deemed
important by some Parties: the legal nature of
commitments, accounting rules and associated
compliance arrangements; the possibility of
establishing panels on comparability and
compliance; that comparability can help build trust
and confidence in making pre- and post-2020
pledges.
In Panel 1 of the workshop held on 2
September, Switzerland said it is important to
understand that clarification (of the targets) is not
(about) compliance, but to provide information
regarding gaps, comparability, assumptions and
conditions. St. Lucia, referring to the submission
by the Alliance of Small Island States, said that
common accounting rules are needed to measure
progress of global goals.
South Africa said that the crucial element of
mitigation is comparability (of efforts among
developed countries) and common accounting rules
for developed countries which is part of the Durban
decision. It also proposed another workshop on
common accounting rules, and a programme on
comparability of efforts.
(The United States is a Party to the UNFCCC
but not to the Kyoto Protocol. Hence the 2007 Bali
Action Plan provides for comparability of efforts
between non-Protocol Parties and Parties to the
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estimation, without these mitigation efforts, BAU
would be +3% by 2020, it said. There is a spectrum
of views regarding the EUs internal debate whether
to move higher, for example, one argument is that in
order to achieve 80% reduction by 2050, a costeffective trajectory would recommend 25% reduction
by 2020, it added. But politically, the EU wanted
comparable reductions from developed countries and
more efforts from developing countries as well. The
IPCC AR4 suggested that there be a 15-25%
deviation from BAU for developing countries and
yet, current pledges by developing countries only
add up to 7-9% below BAU, added the EU. (This
point was later rebutted by China, which referred to
the fact that a -20% is not BAU for the EU, the
baseline calculation for developing countries has
already included their existing mitigation efforts;
thus the deviation from BAU is much more than 79%. This point was accepted by the EU. )
Saudi Arabia pointed out that Annex I
emissions in 2000 should return to 1990 levels
according to the Convention, and to reduce by 5%
by 2012 according to the KP. This gap has to be filled
before 2012.
Venezuela said the big question is what to do
with non-KP parties from now to 2020; what kind
of rules and safeguards should be applied to them, it
asked. Brazil echoed Venezuelas concern, citing
some non-KP parties actually increasing their
emissions by 5% between 1990 and now (2012). It
acknowledged the need to advance the ADP, but this
depended on progress in the KP and AWG-LCA.
The Philippines rebutted Russias earlier
notion that one has to compromise between ambition
and participation, stating that both are needed. It also
pointed out that there are big economic disincentives
for low-carbon development. It gave the example
that the world spent $400 billion in 2010 and $630
billion in 2012 for fossil fuel subsidies.
India questioned Norways statement that
some Parties were signalling a shifting of position
in relation to the DP and expressed concerns over
the danger of the conditions call by developed
countries becoming permanent. It questioned the
relationship of the conditions to science, and
whether Parties are moving from a science-based
system to a politically-based system. Norway
responded that it is important to report back to
government that this process is moving forward, and
it needs to see major emitters  both developed and
developing countries  raise ambition.
Mali noted the fragmentation of the alreadydivided regime: now there are KP Parties who will
stay with the second commitment period of the KP
and KP Parties who will be out of the second

potentials, said the Marshall Islands. Yet developed
countries insist on political conditions relating to
actions of other Parties or a new global agreement,
which AOSIS said must be removed. It wanted all
Annex I countries to move to the top range of their
pledges and beyond. Ambition is a political
opportunity, not a threat, it added. Some Parties say
that binding is not necessarily producing ambition,
yet it questioned if the current unbinding approach
under the AWG-LCA produced ambition. The answer
is a clear NO according to AOSIS, which called
for legally binding targets in the second commitment
period of the KP (Kyoto Protocol) and comparable
efforts under the Bali Action Plan for developed
countries who are not Parties to the KP.
Bolivia pointed out that 64% of Annex I
country emissions fall out of the KP which is thus
out of the current common rules and compliance
system. Most of this 64% is with big countries like
the United States, and this creates a big uncertainty
in the climate regime and a shift towards a pledgeand-review system. Some Parties say that the KP
does not work, yet for the EU, Japan and Norway,
emissions between 1990 and 2009 decreased by
17.4%, 5% and 37% respectively  a clear sign the
system is working. Referring to the UNEP report,
Bolivia stated that in order to stay below 2 degree C
warming, emissions by the year 2020 should be no
more than 44 Gt. Yet with the Annex I current
pledges, they will occupy 37% of this 44 Gt budget
with only 17% of global population.
The Russian Federation said that its 15-20%
target for emissions below the 1990 baseline by 2020
is under official conditions: that there be a
comprehensive global agreement and the fact that
forests have to be taken into account. It will
concentrate efforts domestically, for example,
incentivize energy efficiency and renewables.
Regarding AAUs, Russia did not sell any AAU
during the first commitment period (of emissions
reduction under the KP) and does not plan to sell
during the second commitment period in the unlikely
event that it will stay with the KP.
In an obvious response to Brazil, Norway
acknowledged that the Durban Platform (DP) was
an important step forward but felt that a lot of Parties
did not want to start fast on the Ad hoc Working
Group of the DP (the ADP).
The EU admitted that 30% (emission
reduction) is feasible technically, and not moving to
30% is a political judgment. It clarified that 20%
reductions is not business-as-usual (BAU) for the
EU as claimed by some people, because the baseline
calculation already includes existing policies and
measures for mitigation. According to a 2009
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developed country Parties should achieve their
quantified targets mainly by domestic mitigation
actions, and only when Parties meet certain
conditions could they use MBMs (market-based
mechanisms) as a way to meet their targets. It warned
that bilateral and regional MBMs are likely to result
in double accounting, incomparable carbon credits,
and the transfer of mitigation obligation to
developing countries. It emphasized that it is totally
wrong to think as long as one has money, one can
buy carbon credits instead of taking mitigation
actions at home.
The Marshall Islands, on behalf of AOSIS,
pointed out that Australia and New Zealand, while
stressing the need for confidence building, have not
announced their KP targets themselves, and are
picking and choosing accounting rules. The EU also
called on Australia and New Zealand to join the KP
second commitment period.

commitment period. The issue of comparability of
efforts among developed countries was more
important than ever, it said. The ADP work needs to
be contextualized and AWG-LCA should be
extended for one year to fulfil its mandate. Mali
identified three key issues for Doha: to establish
common accounting rules for developed countries;
to convert targets into quantified emission limitation
and reduction objectives (QELROs); and have a
panel on accountability and compliance.
China said that the BAP requests to ensure the
comparability of efforts among all developed country
Parties. It is a COP decision that Parties must
implement. To ensure the comparability requires the
common ground of mitigation efforts, which
includes, at least, the legal nature, the magnitude of
the targets, the policies and measures, the
measurement, reporting and verification (MRV)
system and the compliance system. It said that
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Respect Diversity and Nationally-driven Approach to Developing
Country Mitigation  Workshop Told
The workshops first panel moderator was John
Christensen of the United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP), who asked presenters to
address the following questions: (i) what the main
methodological challenges are that need to be
addressed for the preparation and implementation
of NAMAs, (ii) the main gaps of information on
NAMAs communicated to the UNFCCC, and (iii)
what the UNFCCC could do to address those gaps
of information.
South Africa said that among the first
assumptions to be considered while preparing
NAMAs was the respect for diversity, that NAMAs
should be nationally appropriate, and that developing
countries should be held to their commitment to the
action, but not to the outcome. While developing
countries can report on estimates of mitigation
outcome, it is important to remember that the
negotiations from Copenhagen to Cancun to Durban,
the commitment of developing countries is to
implement actions, said South Africa. Another
assumption is that NAMAs should involve working
with country experts and should include development
indicators of implementation, such as the gigawatts
of renewables built which are committed to if South
Africa were to receive funding, rather than the CO2
tons equivalent that are avoided.
As to the methodological challenges, South
Africa said it is important to bear in mind the issue
should be about flexibility, not an attempt to develop
a rigid template, and that the indicators of such work
should be broader and include, but not be limited to,
greenhouse gas emission outcomes.
Maldives, similarly, also said since NAMAs
are nationally appropriate actions for climate
mitigation, they have to be carried out in the context
of the traditional and cultural norms and current
situation of the country concerned. It should be in
the context of the countrys sustainable development
plans, sectoral plans, although ultimately measurable,

Kuala Lumpur, 3 October (Fauwaz Abdul Aziz)  A
workshop of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Longterm Cooperative Action under the UN Framework
Convention on Climate Change (AWG-LCA) saw
developing countries stress that in relation to their
nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs),
Parties must respect their diversity and ensure
flexibility so as to reflect the varying circumstances
and challenges they face in addressing climate
change.
Insisting on the matter as an issue of great
importance, Brazil questioned efforts towards
standardization, having guidance, handbooks,
templates and even suggestions for a pilot
standardization format that indicated moves
towards a direction and model that ran contrary to
the concept of diversity associated with NAMAs.
This was among the main issues highlighted
in the AWG-LCA workshop held in Bangkok on 2
September during the inter-sessional meeting of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) on 30 August to 5 September.
The workshop was held to further the understanding
of the diversity of NAMAs by developing country
Parties, their underlying assumptions, and the support
needed for implementation of these actions.
Dr. Gary Theseira (Malaysia) facilitated the
workshop and provided an informal summary of the
substantive issues raised by the participants (see
below). The workshop was held in two parts - Panel
1 addressed the Underlying assumptions and
methodologies, sectors and gases covered, Global
Warming Potentials (GWP) values used and
estimated mitigation outcomes and Panel 2 was on
Support needs.
Presentations were made by Australia, the
European Union, Indonesia, Japan, Maldives, Mali,
Mexico, the Philippines, South Africa, and Uruguay.
Brazil intervened from the floor after the
presentations by the first panel.
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strive to reduce its emissions. It also submitted a
pledge to reduce emissions by 30% from businessas-usual, while some NAMAs were conceived and
a general law on climate change was passed
unanimously in the countrys national legislature and
signed into effect in June 2012.
As part of forming the assumptions underlying
its NAMAs, Mexico said the question of budget for
the design of the studies for the NAMA, and whether
there are any donors willing to step in to help, should
be posed. The existence and availability of the
technology to get the NAMAs being created should
also be addressed, as well as whether there is sectoral
commitment and involvement of the private and/or
public sectors and other major stakeholders that are
going to be part of the NAMAs.
Further assumptions to be considered involve
whether sufficient funding will be available to pilot
the NAMA, the creation of measuring, reporting and
verification (MRV) technologies and methodologies,
and whether funding will be available. For crediting
NAMAs, a strong and stable market demand will
support the existence of the NAMA.
According to Mexico, the main methodological
challenges that need to be addressed include sectors
and policies that are currently not covered by CDM
methodologies. New solid and credible
methodologies need to be developed, and funding
for it must be readily available, and in order to have
credible and accountable methodologies, a national
certifying body will be necessary or strengthened.
Solid baselines for the sector-approaches need to be
done. To eliminate barriers to NAMA, considerable
economic and political effort needs to be undertaken
as solid and technical and accurate verification of a
NAMA reduction may impose high costs.
Japan expressed sympathy with what it
interpreted as the fear or anxiety of certain countries
over the failure of their implementation of NAMAs.
The purpose of MRV is not to punish, but to serve as
a tool for processes with which countries can keep
themselves on the right track towards addressing
climate change. In terms of knowledge, it is not
always possible to avail of data in the best quality.
In the context of developing countries, many data
sets are often missing, so that we sometimes rely on
the sets of default values provided by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change or other
times import some certain likely figures from
neighbouring countries as applicable. This is not to
investigate for the absolute accuracy but to conduct
solid MRV and regularize such exercise in
developing countries with the domestic system.
Japan said there is a need to solve issues such
as double accounting between NAMAs and credits

reportable and verifiable (MRV), though efforts to
fulfil the last criteria have faced considerable
challenges in the past.
While many have suggested the use of CDM
(Clean Development Mechanism) methodologies to
apply to NAMAs, Maldives noted that CDM
methodologies had in the past years been mostly
project-centric and complicated with long and
costly processes.
Indonesia noted at the outset its distinction as
a country made up of more than 300 islands spanning
2 million square kilometres, with a bio-physical
diversity that combines with a population of 200
million that is expected by 2013 to reach 300 million,
under a decentralized governance that includes 33
provincial governments and 400 district authorities.
On methodological challenges for the
preparation and implementation of its potential
mitigation actions, Indonesia cited the establishment
of business-as-usual as a basis for national mitigation
action, how to select effective and efficient mitigation
action, how to establish effective and efficient
financial schemes such as public-private
arrangements and how to use market and non-market
approaches in the mitigation actions.
If you treat it more practically, what does it
mean for the sub-national in terms of how you prove
the concept of mitigation action, asked Indonesia. It
asked the following questions - how do we increase
willingness for climate change targets at the subnational level; how does international support come
into Indonesias framework for action; how to find a
robust, cost-effective and reliable methodology,
institutional and human resource capacity, and
technology and data, and so on?; and how to address
the unfinished work in defining NAMAs and related
technical refinements that often lead to difficulties
in translation into domestic mitigation action that
involves government processes at national and subnational levels?
In addition to the lack of national capacity in
integrating NAMAs into the broader spectrum of
national objectives and development, there is also
the need to obtain an agreed timeframe with the
UNFCCC process that matches the national plan,
said Indonesia. The lack of data reliability and the
lack of a focused methodology would lead to
unsatisfactory target achievement, it added further.
Mexico, in its presentation, stressed that the
creation of one or several NAMAs should be
embedded into the wider policy concepts and
national pledges or obligations of the developing
country concerned. Just as Mexico in 2009 launched
a special programme for climate change that included
a long-term vision stating that the country should
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The United States also called for greater work
to resolve the lack of clarity, including on
assumptions related to an intensity value and GDP,
what is meant by business-as-usual, what are the
baseline gases, sectors, global warming potential, and
so on. These were what are alluded to in the gaps
of information and for understanding better the
baseline and what goes into the baseline.
The second part of the workshop saw Mr.
Youba Sokona of the UN Economic Commission for
Africa moderating on the issue of support for
developing countries NAMA efforts.
The Philippines presented its national initiative
on mitigation in the renewable energy sector, the need
for international climate finance support for the
payment of incremental energy development cost and
to further scale up the share of renewables in its
energy mix, improve efficiencies or optimize
mitigation actions in other sectors such as transport.
Since the Philippines is highly vulnerable to
extreme climate events, the incremental costs must
take into account or factor in possible unforeseen
damages or shocks due to extreme events. The
Philippines is also currently implementing country
initiatives relevant to NAMAs, including
strengthening its capacity to prepare and develop
NAMAs, and that would include capacity for
greenhouse gas inventories, formulation of NAMAs,
low-carbon development strategies, in the context
of national development and the design of MRV
systems. The Philippines NAMAs are carried out
in the context of national development and to achieve
sustainable development. If it is asked how much it
needed and how much it can do, the Philippines said
the question was how much developed countries are
willing to do?
Mali said it is developing a green growth
strategy focused on several sectors, suggesting a
handbook for NAMA preparation, and regional
workshops to provide guidance to countries
developing their NAMAs. Malis emission is
insignificant in terms of global emissions, but with
the energy mix being 50-50 between hydro and fossil
fuel, the country is spending about US$150 million
in subsidies, which is becoming a problem.
In the last two years, Mali has embarked on a
number of initiatives at the institutional and policy
framework level, having a climate change policy
strategy and action plan, an agency for sustainable
development and environment protection, and finally
a national climate fund. In terms of institutional
policy support, it has been mainly through bilateral
and multilateral channels, and the national climate
fund was designed and operationalized through the
UN system.

for offsets. Until 2020, it said there is a need to
actually try and think how we can secure the
incentives for developing countries to be engaged
in actions, including market mechanisms.
In its intervention, Brazil said the instruments
developed under the AWG-LCA, such as the biennial
updates, the International Consultation and Analysis
(ICA) and the national communications, offer a
significant amount of tools for recognizing the
diversity of NAMAs. The objective is respecting the
diversity of these actions and it believed that having
created these new instruments which, in the
following years, will be beginning to be
implemented, it did not see the need for additional
processes under subsidiary bodies to achieve this.
Brazil also said the questions proposed for the
workshop did not reflect the issue of diversity in the
sense that there is a bit of prescriptiveness in the
questions, such as the idea that there are assumptions
that should be considered, that there are
methodological challenges that need to be addressed,
and that there are gaps of information that should be
identified.
When dealing with NAMAs, Brazil said that
we are completely in a non-format kind of world
because in order to ensure a significant amount of
NAMAs coming forward, its important that they be
considered whether they are specific actions in
projects, actions in a specific sector, multi-sector and
this diversity has come through. The assumptions
will be varied. The methodological challenges will
be varied, and in this context, identifying gaps 
which would be gaps in each case  will be
impossible.
It does seem that we are speaking of issues such
as standardization, guidance, handbooks and
templates. Even the proposed pilot standardization
format seems that we are moving away from the
concept of diversity of NAMAs towards something
that would try to establish this as a kind of a
(standardized) model, said Brazil. On the issue of
the CDM as relevant in the context, standardization
has to happen in the CDM because it is an offset
mechanism. In order to generate an offset, there are
certain guarantees around mitigation and the
quantification of mitigation that is necessary. This
is not the case in a NAMA.
The European Union agreed with the
statements made regarding the diversity of NAMAs,
and said there should be further work by countries
over their development and transparency, and
proposed that a subsidiary body be tasked next year
to look at the requirements for NAMAs, to ensure
certainty and transparency.
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The justification for engaging in a NAMA
could hardly rely solely on the availability of
international financing to support it, the EU added
further. There will be local economic benefits that
such actions can generate. There are many issues
over the national capacity to prepare and implement
NAMAs; it said that these are important. We need
readiness activities in creating conducive investment
frameworks to enhance implementation and to attract
support, it said. A stronger monitoring and
institutional set-up at a national level in developing
countries can provide a greater clarity and give much
greater justification for encouraging and attracting
the financing of NAMAs, and this can work around
a virtuous circle and strengthen itself.
An informal written summary of the workshop
(dated 4 September) was provided by Theseira, the
facilitator of the workshop, on the UNFCCC website.
Some of the highlights of the summary are presented
below.
As regards Panel 1 on the Underlying
assumptions and methodologies , the assumptions
were that:

NAMAs are nationally appropriate, diverse,
developed in the context of national
development objectives. They should
contribute to national sustainable development
and to global emission reductions;

Finance, technology and capacity building
support should be available for the preparation
and implementation of NAMAs, including for
the setting up of national MRV systems.
Support could come from domestic or
international and public or private sources;

Developing county Parties have committed to
implementing actions and not to their
outcomes. In this context, Parties may use a
range of indicators of implementation and
sustainable development. Nonetheless Parties
may also report on estimated mitigation
outcomes.
On the methodological challenges, these
included : lack of reliable data and easy access to it;
development of national baseline scenarios as a basis
for identifying mitigation actions; lack of resources
and institutional and human capacity for the selection
of mitigation actions, and their integration into
broader national objectives and development plans;
establishment of effective and efficient financial
schemes; conduct of stakeholder consultations;
definition of boundaries and addressing leakage;
understanding and eliminating barriers to implement
NAMAs; high costs envisaged in setting up robust
MRV systems; and understanding the accuracy of

Mali is working on a green growth strategy,
which would have an investment plan in about 7
sectors. It believes that support for the preparation
and implementation of NAMAs in the case of
Technology Needs Assessment would be helpful,
with regional workshops to prepare and support
NAMAs. On the Green Climate Fund, it was happy
that it has started its work and hoped to have a
readiness or preparedness programme as soon as it
is available. The main obstacle, said Mali, is the need
for an assessment of capability needs in terms of
institutions, policy, and technical capacity, which are
not there.
Uruguay, in stressing mitigation initiatives in
the renewable energy sector, underscored the dual
significance of oil and hydro power on its energy
needs, rendering the country dependent not only on
oil prices but also on precipitation.
It spoke of its low-current development
strategy, its conduct of studies and activities on lowcurrent development options with the support of the
World Bank, and the collaboration with the IntraAmerican Development Bank to design the
appropriate national institutional framework and
arrangements needed for the identification,
preparation and implementation of NAMAs. It is
working on the design of a national registry of
NAMAs, preparing documents for the recognition
of NAMAs, seeking support for their preparation,
and seeking support for implementation, under
templates provided by the Secretariat to be sent to
the UNFCCC that are to be included in the registry.
At this early stage of development of NAMAs,
Uruguay said support is needed for raising awareness
in the involved sectors, both NAMA developers and
financiers and investors at the national level; for
identification and preparation of the NAMAs; and
for NAMA implementation by the identification and
mobilization of international financing and the
associated national co-financing, including the
involvement of the private sector.
The European Union said that there have been
sterile debates on how to mobilize resources for
climate finance to address the big numbers (in
terms of the resources needed). There is a need to
look at the design and implementation of NAMAs
at the individual country level, what plans and
programmes are being formulated, and the nature of
NAMAs and the sectors concerned. Scaling up
support for implementation is obviously a crucial
issue, it said, but the pace of implementation is not
just about the pace of the delivery of international
climate finance or support for technology transfer
or capacity-building.
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NAMAs but international support is needed; the
registry (for NAMAs) could facilitate matching of
NAMAs seeking support with support available.
Modalities for facilitation of support through the
registry would need to be operationalized; readiness
activities and conducive investment frameworks will
be crucial to enhance implementation; public finance
for investment is limited, however it has the potential
to leverage private sector funding to the scale needed;
absorptive capacity of countries should be considered
when assessing financial needs for NAMAs.

business-as-usual scenarios. Parties therefore could
initially focus on domestically developed
methodologies, which are in line with broader
internationally accepted guidelines.
In relation to Panel 2 on the Support needs:
Collaboration among countries through bilateral and
multilateral channels is on-going in support of the
design and/or strengthening of national institutional
frameworks for the identification, preparation and
implementation of NAMAs; countries are using
domestic resources to design and implement
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INTRODUCTION

AS climate change impacts grow in scale and frequency, developing countries are now confronted with
more damage and even permanent losses. The phrase loss and damage refers broadly to the entire range of
damage and permanent loss associated with climate change impacts in developing countries that are
particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change that can no longer be avoided through
mitigation, nor can they be avoided through adaptation.
In December 2011, the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC at its 17th meeting in Durban, South
Africa, adopted a work programme in Decision 7/CP.17 with three broad thematic areas:
1. assessing the risk of loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change and the
current knowledge on the same;
2. a range of approaches to address loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change,
including impacts related to extreme weather events and slow onset events, taking into consideration
experience at all levels; and
3. the role of the Convention in enhancing the implementation of approaches to address loss and damage
associated with the adverse effects of climate change.
An expert meeting to address issues related to assessing the risk of loss and damage associated with the
adverse effects of climate change, one of the first activities of the work programme, was held from 26-28
March 2012 in Tokyo, Japan. At the 36th meeting of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Body for Implementation
(SBI 36) in May 2012 in Bonn, Germany there were informal consultations on the work programme, reviewing
progress to date, with a good portion of the debate revolving around the results of the Tokyo meeting. It
became clear that there were substantial differences between developed and developing countries on the
relative weight to give risk assessment versus risk management. Developed countries continue to emphasize
the work on assessing loss and damage. In contrast, developing countries have been emphatic on a need to
take steps to address loss and damage, including through the provision of technology and development of
institutional capacity, supported with technical and financial assistance.
Developing countries wanted to begin at SBI 36 in Bonn to elaborate the elements of a draft decision,
which could be included in an appendix to the draft of the SBI Chairs conclusions, for further work at SBI
37 and immediately after that recommendations will be considered by COP 18 in Doha, Qatar at the end of
2012. However, developed countries said that such an elaboration would be premature.
The next elements in the work programme were four expert meetings  three regional meetings and
one meeting for small island developing state countries  to address issues related to a range of approaches
to address loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, including impacts related
to extreme weather events and slow onset events. The Secretariat conducted a literature review of existing
information and case studies to feed into the expert meetings. Subsequent to the meetings (June in Ethiopia,
July in Mexico, August in Thailand and October in Barbados), the UNFCCC Secretariat will prepare a
technical paper on slow onset events, taking into consideration the outcomes of the regional meetings.
Because of the substantial amount of intersessional work that will happen prior to SBI 37 in Doha, and
a recognition that it would be difficult to evaluate the outcomes and negotiate a decision on loss and damage
during the time allotted during SBI 37, Parties decided to convene an informal pre-sessional meeting to
exchange further views on the possible recommendations on loss and damage associated with the adverse
effects of climate change.
As inputs to the regional expert meetings, TWN prepared the following three briefing papers:
1. Loss and Damage: Some Key Issues and Considerations
2. Loss and Damage: Key Issues and Considerations for the Bangkok Regional Meeting
3. Loss and Damage: Defining Slow-onset Events
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Loss and Damage: Some Key Issues and
Considerations
By Doreen Stabinsky and Juan P. Hoffmaister
THE series of expert meetings on a range of approaches to address loss and damage associated with the
adverse effects of climate change, including impacts related to extreme weather events and slow-onset
events, is a significant element of the SBI work programme on loss and damage. The discussions at the Latin
American regional meeting should provide substantive input to the decision on loss and damage to be
adopted at COP18 in Doha in December. We provide this background note as a contribution to the regional
meeting and the important discussions that will take place there.
I. Background  what is loss and damage and why is it important?
The phrase loss and damage refers broadly to the entire range of damage and permanent loss associated
with climate change impacts in developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects
of climate change1 that can no longer be avoided through mitigation nor can it be avoided through adaptation.
There are multiple approaches to address those damages and losses, some of which may have synergies with
adaptation efforts, while others will require taking action through new arrangements and stand-alone
approaches. Obligations under the UNFCCC related to loss and damage require attention by the Parties, and
the regional meetings provide a unique window to contextualize local, national and regional challenges in a
manner whereby the Parties to the Convention can decide adequate next steps at COP18.
Recent climate change impacts from Latin America provide vivid examples to consider in the current
assessment of approaches to addressing loss and damage:


Long-term drought in the northern states of Mexico has devastated cattle herds and crops. Over the last
12 months, 350,000 head of cattle starved to death in the state of Chihuahua alone. Maize production
in 2011 in Chihuahua dropped from 100,000 metric tons to just 500 tons. The head of the Climate
Change Programme at UNAM in Mexico City wonders, Is it really a drought, or the regions new
climate? A permanent shift in the regional climate would mean thousands of farmers losing use of
their lands and their livelihoods.



Flooding in Colombia and Venezuela in 2010 left devastating consequences for society, with hundreds
dead, millions of people homeless, and damages on the order of billions of dollars to their economies.
In Colombia alone, the government estimate of the damage caused was up to $6 billion. The floods and
landslides affected 70% of the country and left homeless more than 2.2 million people.

1

Decision 1/CP.13. See the Annex for the mandate and negotiating history on loss and damage within the UNFCCC.
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Andean glaciers are rapidly receding, and will continue due to slow-onset temperature rise, with
significant near-term impacts, including impacts on mountain ecosystems, on water supplies for major
cities, and on farmers livelihoods and food security in Peru, Ecuador and Bolivia. As with other slowonset impacts, such as sea level rise and the associated salinization of aquifers, where access to fresh
water is slowly eroded, the right to development is at the same time actively undermined. Rather than
increasing options to improve livelihoods, life in mountain areas becomes more and more unviable.



The region of Central America has been severely hit by extreme events in last decades, washing away
years of investment in sustainable development. In 1998 Hurricane Mitch struck when Central America
was just recovering from the economic effects of El Niño 1997-1998, whose floods, forest fires, and
droughts had weakened the countries productive systems. Honduras and Nicaragua were the hardest
hit, but the damage spread through the whole region. The Pan American Health Organization reports
that this event left almost 10,000 dead, and destroyed almost 4,000 schools, 600 health centres and
1,800 water and sanitation services. The recovery from this disaster took years, with some areas still
showing signs of the devastation today.

A recent report published by the Inter-American Development Bank, the World Wildlife Fund and the
Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean estimates that climate change will cost Latin
America $100 billion per year by 2050, including reduced crop production, extreme events such as flooding
and drought, lost fishery and tourism revenues due to coral reef bleaching, and the spread of diseases to new
regions. On top of direct economic losses and non-economic losses are the significant setbacks these impacts
will have on long-term sustainable development efforts.
Economic and non-economic losses both represent lost development opportunities and a threat to the right
to development. At the heart of the challenge of loss and damage is addressing the needs and aspirations of
communities and people, who have contributed least to the causes of climate change, yet are among its first
and worst victims. Indigenous peoples and local communities are harmed by changing ecosystems and
threats to traditional livelihoods, while farmers and farming communities often dependent on rain-fed
agriculture could experience massive drops in production leaving millions without food.
II. Key topics for consideration by the expert meeting
The regional meetings are important to contextualize and downscale our understanding of the needs of
developing countries so that the next steps on loss and damage under the Convention and with other relevant
bodies (like the WMO) will be consistent with their needs. The regional meetings should enable an
understanding of the regional perspective of the direct harms (i.e., the direct economic and non-economic
losses of actual (unavoidable) harms, which should be addressed and/or compensated at full costs) and to
also understand forgone development opportunities (i.e., the costs of lost and diminished opportunities in
developing countries, caused by having to forgo development pathways followed by the developed countries).
According to the mandate, the expert meeting is to examine a range of approaches to address loss and
damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, including impacts related to extreme weather
and slow-onset events. At a minimum, the meeting should consider broadly the types of loss and damage
that will occur, as well as the breadth of approaches necessary to address the diversity of loss of damage.
Developing a typology of the types of approaches that have been most effective and how these have been
supported would be a useful outcome, especially if these approaches to address loss and damage are considered
and contextualized in the context of sustainable development. The meeting should pay particular attention to
gaps, as identification of gaps can help define the role of the Convention in this area. Specific topics that
should be addressed by the expert meeting include the following:
Both economic and non-economic damage and losses must be considered both in the assessment of
loss and damage and in the analysis of approaches to address loss and damage. Examples of economic
losses include structural damage from floods or hurricanes, or crop loss due to drought or extreme heat.
Non-economic losses include cultural loss, loss of livelihoods or territory, or species extinction. Some damage
can be rehabilitated (such as damage to infrastructure), while other damage and loss cannot (e.g., cultural
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loss, loss of ecosystems, melted glaciers, loss of human life). Much attention has gone into the traditional
approaches to risk management to address economic losses, but the work programme needs to redouble
efforts to understand approaches to address non-economic losses.
There are limits to adaptation. The continuing accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, the
denial of historical responsibility, and the limited support that has been forthcoming for adaptation limit how
much developing countries can do. Moreover, there are real physical limits to adaptation. As temperatures
and sea levels rise, territory will become uninhabitable and unproductive. Soil moisture levels will decrease
to the point that cultivation of crops is no longer viable in entire regions. Groundwater sources in coastal
areas will become too saline to provide drinking water for people living there. Adaptation will become
impossible on low-lying islands and in the most arid regions, leading to permanent loss of lands, livelihoods,
and cultural resources.
There are limitations to risk reduction, risk retention and risk transfer approaches to loss and damage.
Over the past decade, policymakers and negotiators have discussed a range of approaches to address loss
and damage, from disaster risk reduction to risk transfer and insurance. The current round of expert meetings
should further evaluate these existing approaches with a view to identifying gaps in addressing the range of
loss and damage.
Risk reduction, like adaptation, becomes impossible after a certain point, for example, when territory becomes
uninhabitable. Migration and planned relocation are only coping mechanisms in that situation.
Risk retention, when countries assume the costs of damage and loss in national accounting, is not an option
for many countries. Developing countries are turning to the Convention to address the question of loss and
damage precisely because risk retention is not an option for them.
Risk transfer is a broad category of mechanisms to transfer the cost of damage and loss to a third party,
usually through some form of insurance. There is potential for risk transfer and other risk-sharing mechanisms
like insurance to address a subset of losses and damage, but the literature indicates that there are also limitations
for such approaches. A number of organizations are trying to design insurance products that can reach and
benefit the poorest agriculturalists, such as weather index-based insurance. However insurance works best
for low-probability, high-impact events. Insuring climate risks becomes less and less tenable when events
become more frequent (non-stationarity), as premiums will rise accordingly. More frequent droughts, or
high temperatures that kill crops or livestock, will become less and less insurable as these events increase in
frequency with the rise in global temperature.
Losses and damage from slow-onset impacts and state shifts are distinct threats requiring new types
of approaches. Slow-onset impacts, as noted in decision 1/CP.16,2 include sea level rise, increasing
temperatures, ocean acidification, glacial retreat and related impacts, salinization, land and forest degradation,
loss of biodiversity and desertification. State shifts are permanent shifts in climate and ecosystem
characteristics. Because the Earth is slow to warm, historical emissions will cause warming, and impacts,
for years to come  even if all emissions are halted immediately. We are facing the risk of passing tipping
points and triggering a process of abrupt and non-linear climate change. Such abrupt and non-linear change
may happen at the global level, but can also happen at regional levels, such as the state shift to a much more
arid climate predicted for the south-western U.S. and northern Mexico.
Much of the discussion on approaches to address loss and damage has focused on extreme events  e.g.,
floods, drought, and heat waves. Risk transfer approaches are particularly appropriate for certain types of
extreme events, albeit taking into consideration the limitations of such approaches discussed above. Risk
transfer approaches are not appropriate for addressing damage and permanent loss associated with slowonset impacts and state shifts.

2

These impacts are listed in a footnote in decision 1/CP.16.
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Whilst extreme events will likely increase in severity and frequency, these are climatic events that are not
unfamiliar to most. Yet climate change will also bring about novel changes with which we are unfamiliar:
seasonal shifts in precipitation leading to changes in the timing of growing seasons, slow-onset changes and
state shifts in climate. Some examples of these types of climatic events are provided in the following table.
Types of climatic events and changes causing loss and damage
Extreme events

Slow-onset changes

State shifts

Cyclones, hurricanes, and
other extreme precipitation
events leading to floods,
landslides, and associated
loss of productive land and
loss of property and life.

Slow-onset temperature rise,
leading to increased evaporation
of freshwater sources, melting
glaciers, loss of soil moisture and
associated reduction in growing
season length, increase in heat
extremes affecting crop production
and suitability of lands for human
and animal life, increased sea
surface temperatures with impacts
ranging from changes in
precipitation distribution on
landmasses, loss of marine
biodiversity, and coral reef
bleaching.

Permanent shifts in mean
climate (precipitation and
temperature regimes), leading
to impacts such as changed
ecosystem characteristics,
species loss, and long-term
drought.

Heat waves leading to crop
loss and loss of life.
Short-term droughts
resulting from reduced
seasonal precipitation levels.

Sea level rise, leading to loss of
territory, saltwater intrusion and
contamination of freshwater
aquifers, loss of protective barriers
such as embankments and mangroves,
and salinization of coastal productive
lands.

Distinctions can be made between avoidable and unavoidable losses. Avoidable losses, as the name
implies, can possibly be prevented with anticipatory action. Avoidable losses are not always avoided, however,
as countries may decide to not act, or limited capacity may prevent action. But many climate change impacts
are unavoidable, including many slow-onset changes. Examples of unavoidable losses are coral bleaching,
sea level rise, and temperature rise that leads to land being taken out of production.
Loss and damage are fundamentally the result of climate impacts, not inherent vulnerabilities.
Vulnerability and risk drivers are not the cause of losses: loss and damage result from climate impacts.
Damage and loss can be exacerbated due to underlying vulnerabilities, but vulnerability is not the cause of
drought or sea level rise. If an old person slowly crossing a street is hit by a car, they are hurt by the car, not
by their underlying vulnerability of being old and walking slowly. As codified in international law in Principle
2 of the Rio Declaration, states have the responsibility to ensure that activities within their jurisdiction or
control do not cause damage to the environment of other States or of areas beyond the limits of national
jurisdiction. The duty of states to abide by the no-harm rule applies to the harm caused from the historical
accumulation of greenhouse gases and this duty is not exonerated by the vulnerability of those affected,
especially when some of those vulnerabilities are due to uncontrollable or historical circumstances, such as
geophysical conditions, global unfair economic conditions, structural conditions created under colonialism,
etc.
Loss and damage is an issue of equity. The countries most vulnerable to loss and damage are not responsible
for the climate change that is destroying lives and livelihoods. A mechanism to prevent and redress loss and
damage is essential. Principle 3.1 of the Convention clearly states that The Parties should protect the
climate system for the benefit of present and future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in
accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities. Accordingly,
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the developed country Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse effects
thereof. This principle needs to be clearly reflected in the work of the loss and damage work programme,
with developed countries taking steps to proactively address and support approaches to address loss and
damage, including through a needs-based approach.
III. Recommendations to the SBI on loss and damage
SBI37 will make recommendations on loss and damage on the elements of a decision to be taken at COP18.
The outcome in Doha should elaborate the process to continue the work on loss and damage in the SBI and
in other appropriate bodies, provide recommendations to bodies of the Convention, strengthen related work
under the Convention, contain stand-alone elements, like capacity building, and establish pilot programmes
to address the needs of developing countries.
The conclusions of this expert meeting will feed into the SBIs considerations, as will submissions from
Parties due by 17 September. Based on the analysis above, the expert meeting should include the following
elements in its recommendations to the SBI:
Mitigation ambition must be increased. Loss and damage is the unfortunate result of insufficient ambition
in addressing the historical accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and in achieving the objective
of the Convention. More unfortunately, climate change impacts are likely to be most damaging and costly in
those countries with least or no responsibility for the greenhouse gas emissions already leading to a changing
climate.
The UNFCCC is the relevant policy forum to continue discussing loss and damage. A permanent process
to address loss and damage needs to be put in place under the SBI, with roles assigned to the Adaptation
Committee, and consideration of the matter taken up also under the financial mechanism. The Convention
contains relevant principles for addressing loss and damage that should be taken into consideration as Parties
debate next steps on loss and damage. Convention principles are also relevant for the work of the regional
meetings to evaluate approaches to loss and damage. For example, Article 3.3 of the Convention states that
 where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be
used as a reason for postponing such measures. This principle must be applied consistently in the
development of inputs for a COP18 outcome.
Developing countries require systematic consideration and support on loss and damage. The current
work of the work programme indicates that loss and damage will grow to become a major issue affecting
economies and livelihoods in developing countries. As loss and damage will be a continuing issue, the
Convention needs to find a way to systematically support developing countries, rather than with an ad hoc
humanitarian pledge approach, as has been historically the case with major disasters in developing countries.
Such a systematic approach should include means of assessing loss and damage; means of addressing loss
and damage, including through a compensation mechanism; and a means for the Convention to exercise
leadership in coordinating a global response on loss and damage.
Parties must recognize that the range of approaches considered up to this point is inadequate to
address slow-onset impacts. Negotiations in Doha must focus on filling the existing gaps in institutional
and legal frameworks to address loss and damage, including through an institutional mechanism to address
slow-onset impacts and other unavoidable damages. The COP should extend the work programme, and
include as top priority for continuing work the elaboration of the modalities of an institutional mechanism
on loss and damage.
Both economic and non-economic losses must be addressed by a loss and damage mechanism. However
ultimately finance cannot adequately compensate people for the loss of family, homes, territory, culture or
livelihoods that will result from radical changes in climate, whether at local, regional or global levels.
Parties must take seriously their obligations established under Article 3.1 of the Convention.
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The needs of climate migrants require appropriate consideration. Many people will be forced to move
from affected areas, including from low-lying islands and coastlines. Industrialized countries should do
their fair share in helping these people build new lives. They should accept their fair share of the people
exiled from their homes and countries by climate change. Adequate provision will need to be designed in
collaboration with relevant international institutions to consider how to address the issue of migration. The
SBI has the capacity to make recommendations to other international bodies along these lines.

Annex: Mandate and negotiating history on loss and damage under the UNFCCC
Article 4.8 of the UNFCCC provides the framing for consideration of loss and damage impacts under
the Convention.
In the implementation of the commitments in this Article, the Parties shall give full consideration to what
actions are necessary under the Convention, including actions related to funding, insurance and the transfer
of technology, to meet the specific needs and concerns of developing country Parties arising from the adverse
effects of climate change and/or the impact of the implementation of response measures, especially on:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)

small island countries;
countries with low-lying coastal areas;
countries with arid and semi-arid areas, forested areas and areas liable to forest decay;
countries with areas prone to natural disasters;
countries with areas liable to drought and desertification;
countries with areas with fragile ecosystems, including mountainous ecosystems;
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; and
landlocked and transit countries.

Further, the Conference of the Parties may take actions, as appropriate, with respect to this paragraph.
The mandate for the current work on adaptation being undertaken by the Conference of the Parties under the
AWG-LCA and the SBI was established in the Bali Action Plan, in COP decision 1/CP.13.
1. Decides to launch a comprehensive process to enable the full, effective and sustained implementation of
the Convention through long-term cooperative action, now, up to and beyond 2012, in order to reach an
agreed outcome and adopt a decision at its fifteenth session, by addressing, inter alia:
(c) enhanced action on adaptation, including inter alia, consideration of:
(i) international cooperation to support urgent implementation of adaptation actions, including through
vulnerability assessments, prioritization of actions, financial needs assessments, capacity-building and
response strategies, integration of adaptation actions into sectoral and national planning, specific projects
and programmes, means to incentivize the implementation of adaptation actions, and other ways to enable
climate-resilient development and reduce vulnerability of all Parties, taking into account the urgent and
immediate needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate
change, especially the least developed countries and small island developing States, and further taking into
account the needs of countries in Africa affected by drought desertification and floods;
(ii) risk management and risk reduction strategies, including risk sharing and transfer mechanisms
such as insurance;
(iii) disaster reduction strategies and means to address loss and damage associated with climate change
impacts in developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change;
(iv) economic diversification to build resilience;
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(v) ways to strengthen the catalytic role of the Convention in encouraging multilateral bodies, the
public and private sectors and civil society, building on synergies among activities and processes, as a
means to support adaptation in a coherent and integrated manner.
Decision 1/CP. 16 established a work programme on loss and damage, under the Subsidiary Body on
Implementation, as one of the elements of enhanced action on adaptation:
25. Recognizes the need to strengthen international cooperation and expertise in order to understand and
reduce loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, including impacts
related to extreme weather events and slow onset events;3
26. Decides to hereby establish a work programme in order to consider, including through workshops and
expert meetings, as appropriate, approaches to address loss and damage associated with climate change
impacts in developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change;
27. Requests the Subsidiary Body for Implementation to agree on activities to be undertaken under the
above-mentioned work programme;
28. Invites Parties and relevant organizations to submit to the secretariat, by 21 February 2011, views and
information on what elements should be included in the work programme, including the following:
(a) Possible development of a climate risk insurance facility to address impacts associated with
severe weather events;
(b) Options for risk management and reduction, risk sharing and transfer mechanisms such as
insurance, including options for micro-insurance, and resilience-building, including through economic
diversification;
(c) Approaches for addressing rehabilitation measures associated with slow onset events;
(d) Engagement of stakeholders with relevant specialized expertise;
29. Requests the secretariat to compile these submissions into a miscellaneous document and to prepare a
synthesis report based on those submissions, to be made available for consideration by the Subsidiary
Body for Implementation at its thirty-fourth session, and with a view to making recommendations on
loss and damage to the Conference of the Parties for its consideration at its eighteenth session;
Decision 7/CP.17 established the current thematic areas of the work programme, including the request to the
Secretariat to organize four expert meetings to address issues related to thematic area 2: A range of approaches
to address loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, including impacts related
to extreme weather events and slow onset events, taking into consideration experience at all levels. The
decision also states the desired outcomes under the work programme in 2012:
5. Appreciates the need to explore a range of possible approaches and potential mechanisms, including an
international mechanism, to address loss and damage, with a view to making recommendations on loss and
damage to the Conference of the Parties for its consideration at its eighteenth session, including elaborating
the elements set out in decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 28(ad).

Including sea level rise, increasing temperatures, ocean acidification, glacial retreat and related impacts, salinization, land and
forest degradation, loss of biodiversity and desertification.

3
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Loss and Damage: Key Issues and Considerations for the
Bangkok Regional Expert Meeting
By Juan P. Hoffmaister, Doreen Stabinsky and Nathan Thanki

THE series of expert meetings on a range of approaches to address loss and damage associated with the
adverse effects of climate change, including impacts related to extreme weather event and slow onset events,
is a significant element of the SBI work programme on loss and damage. The discussions at the regional
meeting for Asia and Eastern Europe should provide substantive input to the decision on loss and damage to
be adopted at COP18 in Doha in December. We provide this background note as a contribution to the
regional meeting and the important discussions on 27-29 August in Bangkok.
I. Background  what is loss and damage and why is it important?
The phrase loss and damage refers broadly to the entire range of damage and permanent loss associated
with climate change impacts in developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects
of climate change1 that can no longer be avoided through mitigation nor can it be avoided through adaptation.
There are multiple approaches to address those damages and losses, some of which may have synergies with
adaptation efforts, while others will require taking action through new arrangements and stand-alone
approaches. Obligations under the UNFCCC related to loss and damage require attention by the Parties, and
the regional meetings provide a unique window to contextualize local, national and regional challenges in a
manner whereby the Parties to the Convention can decide adequate next steps at COP18.
Recent climate change events across Asia  including the 2010 floods in Pakistan, 2011 floods in Thailand,
increasing desertification in Syria, and the increasing loss of Himalayan glaciers  have impacted millions
of people and resulted in tragic loss of life and livelihoods, with massive social, environmental and economic
costs. For example:


1
2
3

Widespread flooding in Pakistan in 2010 affected 20 million people, killing 1781,2 displacing millions,
and damaging 1.6 million homes. The World Bank places the cost of damages at $10 billion ($5b in the
agriculture sector) while the estimated recovery and reconstruction needs range from $6.7b to $8.9b.3
As well as damage to infrastructure, which affected governance, education, energy, business and
communications, the flooding led to widespread health risks from malaria, cholera, and severe
malnutrition. With the economy heavily dependent on agriculture, the economic impacts are grave:
5.3m jobs were lost according to the ILO; growth dropped from a predicted 4.5% to -2%/-5%; and the
Decision 1/CP.13. See the Annex for the mandate and negotiating history on loss and damage within the UNFCCC.
http://reliefweb.int/report/pakistan/pakistan-floodsthe-deluge-disaster-facts-figures-15-september-2010
World Bank: Preliminary Damage and Needs Assessment (2010)
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$55b IMF debt will grow as Pakistan is forced to borrow in order to recover.4 The 2011 floods in Sindh
and Balochistan further impeded recovery, affecting 9 million people  most of them still suffering
from the previous devastating flooding  and inflicting $3.7b in damage, $1.8b to agriculture alone.5
Minimum reconstruction costs amount to an additional $2.7b. Many of those displaced by the 2010
floods remain so.


Flooding also afflicted Thailand in 2011, affecting more than 3 million people  killing over 700,
destroying 766,267 homes and inundating 1.3 million hectares of paddy.6 UNESCAP estimated that
the total cost of damage and loss across all sectors is 1.425 trillion Baht ($45 billion) and the cost of
recovery is around $47.5 billion.7 Among the many affected sectors, the manufacturing sector reported
losses of over $31.7b, the agriculture sector $1.3b, and the housing sector sustained losses estimated at
$2.7b. Seven major industrial estates were flooded, and the production of cars and electronic goods
was suspended with knock-on effects for global supplies, prices and labour. The World Bank estimated
that the economic impact would include a reduction in real GDP growth of 1.1 percentage points. The
flooded industrial estates had an accumulative insurance of $19.5b, of which 30% may be paid out.8



Himalayan glaciers, the crucial Water Towers of Asia, are disappearing, with transformational
implications for the 1.3 billion people making their livelihoods in the river basins fed by the glaciers,
including from predicted increases in winter drought and summer floods. In Nepal, the annual costs of
the floods and landslides were $14.7 million between 2001 and 2007 according to the World Bank.9
The droughts cost Nepal up to 30% of its rice yield in 2007, as well as electricity, which would have
otherwise been generated using hydro-power. As the glaciers melt, they form glacial lakes, some of
which are growing so fast that they pose a threat of glacial lake outburst floods. The cost of assets that
are at risk of being lost to these floods is between $1.8 and $8.7 million,10 not to mention the number of
lives at risk, and the potential loss of traditional knowledge and practices developed in this unique part
of the world.



In Syria, increased desertification threatens food, water, and job security. Across the region agriculture
will continue to bear the brunt of the impacts of desertification, with IFPRI estimating an additional
$241m per year is needed to counteract the effects on nutrition.11 The FAO says that in Syria, 79% of
the population is at risk from desertification and that the projected agricultural production capacity is
likely to decrease by 16% in coming years.12 Given that agriculture provides 30% of the workforce
with employment and 25% of the countrys GDP, this drop in productivity is extremely worrying: there
is already 26% youth unemployment. The Syrian government reported to UNCCD that it has seen a
61% decrease in pasture productivity and estimates the loss of crops as 5.7b Syrian pounds per year.
Economic impacts are already evident; Syria now only produces cotton for its domestic market.13 After
a severe drought in 2006-2009 led to basic crop yield dropping by 79% in some areas and vegetation
for grazing to disappear, 1.5 million people migrated to urban centres as the income of severely affected
populations nosedived by 90% according to the World Bank.14

Economic and non-economic losses represent both lost development opportunities and a threat to the right
to development. At the heart of the challenge of loss and damage is addressing the needs and aspirations of
communities and people, who have contributed least to the causes of climate change, yet are among its first
and worst victims. Indigenous peoples and local communities are harmed by changing ecosystems and
threats to traditional livelihoods, while farmers and farming communities often dependent on rain-fed
agriculture could experience massive drops in production leaving millions without food.
4
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http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/up-front/posts/2010/08/17-pakistan-floods-karamat
Pakistan Government: Flood Impact Assessment (2011)
Wikipedia  original sources in Thai
UNESCAP: Thailand floods damage and loss assessment: lessons learned
Guy Carpenter: Floods in Thailand
World Bank, GFDRR: Vulnerability, Risk Reduction and Adaptation: Nepal
World Resources Report Case Study: Nepal: Responding Proactively to Glacial Hazards
IFPRI: Climate Change Impacts on Agriculture and Costs of Adaptation
FAO 29th Regional Conference for the Near East: Implications for Agriculture
IISD: climate change and conflict in the Middle East
World Bank Development Horizons First/Second Quarter 2010: Climate Change: Middle East faces looming challenges
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II. Key topics for consideration by the expert meeting on approaches to addressing loss and damage
associated with the adverse effects of climate change
The regional meetings under the UNFCCC are important to contextualize and deepen our understanding of
the needs of developing countries at multiple levels so that the next steps on loss and damage under the
Convention and with other relevant bodies (like the WMO) will be consistent with their needs. The regional
meetings should enable an understanding of the regional perspective of the direct harms (i.e., the direct
economic and non-economic losses of actual (unavoidable) harms, which should be addressed and/or
compensated at full costs) and to also understand forgone development opportunities (i.e., the costs of lost
and diminished opportunities in developing countries, caused by having to forgo development pathways
followed by the developed countries).
According to the mandate, the expert meeting is to examine a range of approaches to address loss and
damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, including impacts related to extreme weather
and slow-onset events. At a minimum, the meeting should consider broadly the types of loss and damage
that will occur, as well as the breadth of approaches necessary to address the diversity of loss of damage.
Developing a typology of the types of approaches that have been most effective and how these have been
supported would be a useful outcome, especially if these approaches to address loss and damage are considered
and contextualized in the context of sustainable development. The meeting should pay particular attention to
gaps, as identification of gaps can help define the role of the Convention in this area.
Specific topics that should be addressed by the expert meeting include the following:
Loss and damage needs to be considered in the context of lost opportunities to achieve sustainable
development. Added to the existing challenges of development are the challenges of mitigating and adapting
to climate change, and now of addressing loss and damage. Therefore, discussions on loss and damage are
not about traditional approaches to disaster risk management or another name for adaptation, but about the
additional burden to sustainable development caused by the failure to reach the objective of the Convention
to stabilize greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, discussions must include direct harm (i.e., the direct costs
of actual (unavoidable) harms and forgone development opportunities) and forgone development (i.e., the
costs of lost and diminished opportunities in developing countries, caused by having to forgo development
options) from extreme events and slow-onset events.
Both economic and non-economic damage and losses must be considered in both the assessment of
loss and damage and in the analysis of approaches to address loss and damage. Examples of economic
losses include structural damage from floods or hurricanes, or crop loss due to drought or extreme heat.
Non-economic losses include cultural loss, loss of livelihoods or territory, or species extinction. Some damage
can be rehabilitated (such as damage to infrastructure), while other damage and loss cannot (e.g., cultural
loss, loss of ecosystems, melted glaciers, loss of human life). Much attention has gone into the traditional
approaches to risk management to address economic losses, but the work programme needs to redouble
efforts to understand approaches to address non-economic losses.
Distinctions can be made between avoidable and unavoidable losses. Avoidable losses, as the name
implies, can possibly be prevented with anticipatory action. Avoidable losses are not always avoided, however,
as countries may decide to not act, or limited capacity may prevent action. But many climate change impacts
are unavoidable, including many slow-onset changes. Examples of unavoidable losses are coral bleaching,
sea level rise, and temperature rise that leads to land being taken out of production. For a more detailed
discussion on slow-onset events, please see TWN Loss and Damage Briefing Paper #3 defining slow-onset
events.
Loss and damage are fundamentally the result of climate impacts, not inherent vulnerabilities.
Vulnerability and risk drivers are not the cause of losses: loss and damage result from climate impacts.
Damage and loss can be exacerbated due to underlying vulnerabilities, but vulnerability is not the cause of
drought or sea level rise. If an old person slowly crossing a street is hit by a car, she is hurt by the car, not by
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her underlying vulnerability of being old and walking slowly. As codified in international law in Principle 2
of the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development (1992), States have the responsibility to ensure
that activities within their jurisdiction or control do not cause damage to the environment of other States or
of areas beyond the limits of national jurisdiction. The duty of States to abide by the no-harm rule applies
to the harm caused from the historical accumulation of greenhouse gases and this duty is not exonerated by
the vulnerability of those affected, especially when some of those vulnerabilities are due to uncontrollable or
historical circumstances, such as geophysical conditions, unfair global economic conditions, structural
conditions created under colonialism, etc.
Consideration should include shocks arising from disasters, limitations of humanitarian approaches
and other economic issues. Traditional approaches to respond to emergencies, particularly at the international
level (pledge-based responses, ad hoc bilateral support for recovery, concessional loans, etc) are not sufficient
to address recurrent loss and damage. Therefore, the regional meetings need to consider relevant experience
on financial and other measures to assist developing countries affected by extreme losses, such as debt
relief, concessional loans, etc. Such schemes could be designed to help developing countries recover after
terrible tragedies. Relevant examples can be drawn from the devastating earthquake in Haiti in January
2010, when the IMF established a Post-Catastrophe Debt Relief (PCDR) Trust that allows the Fund to join
international debt relief efforts when countries meeting certain criteria are hit by the most catastrophic of
natural disasters. According to the IMF, such debt relief is intended to free up additional resources to meet
exceptional balance-of-payments needs created by the disaster and the recovery, complementing fresh donor
financing and the Funds concessional liquidity support.
III. Key emerging issues
The 27-29 August regional meeting in Bangkok is the third regional meeting convened under the work
programme and should consider some key issues identified in the African (June 2012) and Latin American
(July 2012) regional meetings. The Latin American regional meeting, for example, benefited from inputs on
the specific elements of the IPCC Special Report on extreme events (SREX), which identified the increased
danger of extreme rainfalls, wildfires, the increased costs to national economies in Central and South America
from climatic disasters, and the role of approaches, such as early warning systems, legislation, risk transfer,
and education, training and public awareness. So far, approaches such as risk retention (a national fund to
finance prevention as well as loss and damage), risk transfer (like a regional insurance pool), disaster risk
reduction and links and synergies between risk reduction and other instruments such as risk transfer, and
efforts to manage incremental climatic processes have been discussed. Additionally, it has been mentioned
that no group or country-category is defined as more vulnerable to adverse impacts of climate change than
another under the Convention, but that vulnerability is defined according to geophysical conditions identified
in the Convention.
There are still some gaps to respond to the full extent of questions mandated by COP17 to better understand
the full range of approaches and tools that can be used to address the risk of loss and damage, at all levels and
for a broad range of sectors and ecosystems, considering both extreme weather events and slow-onset events.
The COP17 suggested that such approaches and tools include, inter alia, conventional, non-conventional
and innovative instruments to address specific types of loss and damage in the context of this thematic area,
especially those driven by the multiplying, magnifying and intensifying effects of climate change at the
national, subnational and local levels. Approaches such as national safety networks, approaches drawing
from social capital, and others that could address concerns related to non-economic losses need to be discussed.
There is a need for multiple approaches and systematic support. Addressing loss and damage will require
international-level action (or at least coordinated regional action) in particular areas. An international
mechanism will be a facility to support developing countries needs with respect to loss and damage and can
drive enhanced understanding, coordination and cooperation on addressing loss and damage around the
world. What institutions already exist under the Convention to address what is needed? What can Parties do
on their own, what can regional centres support, and what is lacking? As loss and damage will be a continuing
issue, the Convention needs to find a way to systematically support developing countries, rather than with
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an ad hoc humanitarian pledge approach, as has been historically the case with major disasters in developing
countries.
There are limits to adaptation. The continuing accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, the
denial of historical responsibility by developed countries, and the limited support that has been forthcoming
for adaptation, limit how much developing countries can do. Moreover, there are real physical limits to
adaptation. As temperatures and sea levels rise, territory will become uninhabitable and unproductive. Soil
moisture levels will decrease to the point that cultivation of crops is no longer viable in entire regions.
Groundwater sources in coastal areas will become too saline to provide drinking water for people living
there. Adaptation will become impossible on low-lying islands and in the most arid regions, leading to
permanent loss of lands, livelihoods, and cultural resources.
There are limitations to risk reduction, risk retention and risk transfer approaches to loss and damage.
Over the past decade, policymakers and negotiators have discussed a range of approaches to address loss
and damage, from disaster risk reduction to risk transfer and insurance. The current round of expert meetings
should further evaluate these existing approaches with a view to identifying gaps in addressing the range of
loss and damage. For discussion on risk reduction, risk retention and risk transfer approaches to loss and
damage see TWN Loss and Damage Briefing paper #1 prepared for the Latin America regional meeting.
Existing approaches to address extreme weather events have limitations to address loss and damage
from climate change. Much of the discussion on approaches to address loss and damage has focused on
extreme events  e.g., floods, drought, and heat waves. Risk transfer approaches are particularly appropriate
for certain types of extreme events, albeit taking into consideration the limitations of such approaches discussed
above. There is potential for risk transfer and other risk-sharing mechanisms like insurance to address a
subset of losses and damage, but insurance works best for low-probability, high-impact events. Insuring
climate risks becomes less and less tenable when events become more frequent (non-stationarity), and the
costs of premiums will rise accordingly. More frequent droughts, or high temperatures that kill crops or
livestock, will become less and less insurable as these events increase in frequency with the rise in global
temperature.
Losses and damage from slow-onset impacts and state shifts are distinct threats requiring new types
of approaches. Slow-onset impacts, as noted in decision 1/CP.16,15 include sea level rise, increasing
temperatures, ocean acidification, glacial retreat and related impacts, salinization, land and forest degradation,
loss of biodiversity and desertification. State shifts are permanent shifts in climate and ecosystem
characteristics. Because the Earth is slow to warm, accumulated historical emissions will cause warming,
and impacts, for years to come  even if all emissions are halted immediately. We are facing the risk of
passing tipping points and triggering a process of abrupt and non-linear climate change.
Whilst extreme events will likely increase in severity and frequency, these are climatic events that are not
unfamiliar to most. Yet climate change will also bring about novel changes with which we are unfamiliar:
seasonal shifts in precipitation leading to changes in the timing of growing seasons, slow-onset changes and
state shifts in climate. For a more detailed discussion on slow-onset events, please see TWN Loss and
Damage Briefing Paper #3 defining slow-onset events.
Loss and damage requires consideration of approaches to address economic shocks. The Convention,
as the policy-relevant forum, must drive discussions on how financial measures could be fostered to assist
countries in coping with loss and damage, for example deferral of payments to international institutions,
debt relief, and other similar measures.
Loss and damage is an issue of equity. The countries most vulnerable to loss and damage are not responsible
for the climate change that is destroying lives and livelihoods. A mechanism to prevent and redress loss and
damage is essential. Equity as the basis is operationalized in Principle 3.1 of the Convention: The Parties
15

These impacts are listed in a footnote in decision 1/CP.16.
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should protect the climate system for the benefit of present and future generations of humankind, on the
basis of equity and in accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities. Accordingly, the developed country Parties should take the lead in combating climate change
and the adverse effects thereof. This principle needs to be clearly reflected in the work of the loss and
damage work programme, with developed countries taking steps to proactively address and support approaches
to address loss and damage, including through a needs-based approach.
III. Recommendations to the SBI on loss and damage
SBI37 will make recommendations on loss and damage on the elements of a decision to be taken at COP18.
The outcome in Doha should elaborate the process to continue the work on loss and damage in the SBI and
in other appropriate bodies, provide recommendations to bodies of the Convention, strengthen related work
under the Convention, contain stand-alone elements, like capacity building, and establish pilot programmes
to address the needs of developing countries.
The conclusions of this expert meeting will feed into the SBIs considerations, as will submissions from
Parties due by 17 September. Based on the analysis above, the Bangkok expert meeting should include the
following elements in its recommendations to the SBI:
Mitigation ambition must be increased. Loss and damage is the unfortunate result of insufficient ambition
in addressing the historical accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and in achieving the objective
of the Convention. More unfortunately, climate change impacts are likely to be most damaging and costly in
those countries with least or no responsibility for the greenhouse gas emissions already leading to a changing
climate.
The UNFCCC is the relevant policy forum to continue discussing loss and damage. A permanent process
to address loss and damage needs to be put in place under the SBI, with roles assigned to the Adaptation
Committee, and consideration of the matter taken up also under the financial mechanism. The Convention
contains relevant principles for addressing loss and damage that should be taken into consideration as Parties
debate next steps on loss and damage. Convention principles are also relevant for the work of the regional
meetings to evaluate approaches to loss and damage. For example, Article 3.3 of the Convention states that:
 where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be
used as a reason for postponing such measures. This principle must be applied consistently in the
development of inputs for a COP18 outcome.
Developing countries require systematic consideration and support on loss and damage. The current
work of the work programme indicates that loss and damage will grow to become a major issue affecting
economies and livelihoods in developing countries. As loss and damage will be a continuing issue, the
Convention needs to find a way to systematically support developing countries, rather than with an ad hoc
humanitarian pledge approach, as has been historically the case with major disasters in developing countries.
Such a systematic approach should include means of assessing loss and damage; means of addressing loss
and damage, including through a compensation mechanism; and a means for the Convention to exercise
leadership in coordinating a global response on loss and damage.
Parties must recognize that the range of approaches considered up to this point is inadequate to address
slow-onset impacts. Negotiations in Doha must focus on filling the existing gaps in institutional and legal
frameworks to address loss and damage, including through an institutional mechanism to address slowonset impacts and other unavoidable damages. The COP should extend the work programme, and include as
top priority for continuing work the elaboration of the modalities of an institutional mechanism on loss and
damage.
Both economic and non-economic losses must be addressed by a loss and damage mechanism. Ultimately
finance cannot adequately compensate people for the loss of family, homes, territory, culture or livelihoods
that will result from radical changes in climate, whether at local, regional or global levels. Therefore there is
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a need for consideration of the role of national and subnational safety networks as approaches to address loss
and damage and how to strengthen these approaches through the Convention. Parties must take seriously
their obligations established under Article 3.1 of the Convention.
The needs of climate migrants require appropriate consideration. Many people will be forced to move
from affected areas, including from low-lying islands and coastlines. Industrialized countries should do
their fair share in helping these people build new lives. They should accept their fair share of the people
exiled from their homes and countries by climate change. Adequate support will need to be designed in
collaboration with relevant international institutions to consider how to address the issue of migration. The
SBI has the capacity to make recommendations to other international bodies along these lines.
Approaches to address loss and damage require involvement of financial institutions. The Convention
is the policy-relevant forum to convene discussions on how financial measures could be fostered to assist
countries in coping with loss and damage, for example deferral of payments to international institutions,
debt relief, and other similar measures. As identified above with the experience of the IMF PCDR, there are
other relevant experiences and approaches that should be part of a range of approaches to address loss and
damage and where the Convention must take the lead. The use of IMF Special Drawing Rights (SDRs) to
finance such an initiative provides an example of the type of efforts that need to be discussed in the regional
context and that have not been addressed at all through the on-going loss and damage work programme.
The Convention can identify appropriate actions to address emerging needs and gaps, including outside
the Convention. The work under the work programme to date appears to identify multiple challenges for
developing countries in developing and operating catastrophe insurance and other instruments. This work
has identified opportunities and challenges for developing countries to employ insurance-related measures
for extreme weather and other instruments, particularly those such as safety networks to address non-economic
losses. More work could be done to see how such tools could be employed to manage weather-related
variability while longer-term solutions are being explored. Tools that manage unexpected extremes could
create a buffer for developing countries, and help the international community better plan issues like financial
needs (for adaptation, managing loss and damage).
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Loss and Damage: Defining Slow-onset Events
By Doreen Stabinsky and Juan P. Hoffmaister

THE Earth is slow to warm. Even if all emissions were halted immediately, historical emissions would cause
warming, and impacts, for years to come. Current committed warming will bring about extreme weather
events  droughts, floods, extreme heat waves  as well as impacts manifested as slow-onset changes and
state shifts in climate. With current levels of committed warming we also face the risk of passing tipping
points of important climate system elements1 that may trigger a process of abrupt and non-linear climate
change.2 In this brief we describe in more detail such slow-onset processes and the loss and damage they
may cause, in particular to human lives and livelihoods. We also consider the emerging governance challenges
under the UNFCCC of managing long-term threats associated with slow-onset processes, state shifts, and
tipping points.
Introduction
With Decision 1/CP.16, Parties agreed to consider slow-onset events in the work programme on loss and
damage. Decision 1/CP.16 includes a footnote that lists categories of impact that negotiators considered to
be slow onset events: sea level rise, increasing temperatures, ocean acidification, glacial retreat and related
impacts, salinization, land and forest degradation, loss of biodiversity and desertification.
These slow-onset events  more appropriately termed slow-onset processes, hazards, or impacts  are an
important element in the conversation on loss and damage, distinct from extreme events. The losses that
result from slow-onset processes will affect many more people than extreme events over a long period of
time. Because they are persistent and develop over time, they are not amenable to many of the approaches
currently under consideration for addressing extreme events, such as index-based insurance.
Moreover, because these events progress and increase in impact over time, adaptation is a decreasingly
viable option. As temperatures and sea levels rise, territory will become uninhabitable and unproductive.
Soil moisture levels will decrease to the point that cultivation of crops is no longer viable in entire regions.
Groundwater sources in coastal areas will become too saline to provide drinking water for people living

The Atlantic thermohaline circulation, West Antarctic ice sheet, Greenland ice sheet, Amazon rainforest, boreal forests, West
African monsoon, Indian summer monsoon, and El Niño/Southern Oscillation. See Lenton, T.M. et al. 2008. Tipping elements in
the Earths climate system. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 105: 1786-1793.
2
Lenton, T.M. 2011. Early warning of climate tipping points. Nature Climate Change 1: 201-209.
1
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there. Adaptation will become impossible on low-lying islands and in the most arid regions, leading to
permanent loss of lands, livelihoods, and cultural resources.
Slow-onset events will have significant and wide-ranging impacts on peoples lives and livelihoods and
are irreversible in our lifetimes if temperatures continue to rise.
In this briefing we take each of these categories of slow-onset processes and impacts in turn to more visually
elaborate the loss and damage that may result from them, with reference to useful background studies as
appropriate. We focus our examples on impacts directly related to lives and livelihoods. The reader should
keep in mind that direct impacts on lives and livelihoods are more tangibly translated into economic terms.
However, as we have written about previously, impacts on cultures, ecosystems, and territories that cannot
be easily valued in monetary terms (non-economic impacts) must also be integrated into considerations of
loss and damage.
We finish the brief with a discussion of elements that must be considered by Parties, as they continue their
work on loss and damage, which are necessary to begin to address the emerging long-term challenges posed
by slow-onset processes, permanent phase shifts, and tipping elements.
Sea level rise
As temperatures rise, the water in the worlds oceans and seas will expand. Glaciers and ice caps will melt.
Both these processes lead to an inexorable, albeit uneven, increase in the level of the seas and reconfiguration
of coastal areas.
Sea level rise will lead directly to loss of both territory and productive land. Moreover, with increasing sea
levels, aquifers and soils will become contaminated with salt, leading both to a loss of ability to produce
food in saline conditions and loss of freshwater for drinking. (see also the discussion below on salinization)


Salinity along the Bangladesh coast has already encroached over 100km inland into domestic ponds,
groundwater supplies and agricultural land, through the various estuaries and water inlets intertwined
with major rivers.3



With the sea level rise predicted for the Mediterranean, 10% of Egypts population (an estimated 6
million people) would be affected and 12%15% of the agricultural land of the Nile Delta could be
lost. Even if direct inundation is prevented, rising sea levels will change the freshwater-saline interface,
rendering some of the fertile coastal agricultural areas increasingly difficult to cultivate.4



The government of Guyana is contemplating drastic measures to maintain food production and food
security in the face of rising seas: shifting its rice production areas inland. Almost all rice is cultivated
on the northeast stretch of coast, which is increasingly affected by flooding.5

Sea level rise will also lead to loss of critical marine ecosystems for food production such as mangroves and
coral reefs, which serve as fish nurseries and habitat, with consequent impacts on fish populations and
fisheries resources that provide food and livelihoods.
Sea level rise will damage protective barriers, such as embankments and mangroves, and resources
important for local coastal-based tourist economies, including coral reefs, beaches, and port facilities.

Khan, A.E. and M.I. Islam. 2011. Water salinity and maternal health. 5 June. http://www.thedailystar.net/newDesign/
newsdetails.php?nid=188591
4
Sowers, J., A. Vengosh, and E. Weinthal. 2010. Climate change, water resources, and the politics of adaptation in the Middle East
and North Africa. Climatic Change DOI 10.1007/s10584-010-9835-4
5
http://www.trust.org/alertnet/news/guyana-tries-out-rice-cultivation-on-savannah
3
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Increasing temperatures
Whilst it is clear that global temperatures are rising and that this is a background condition for all considerations
of climate change impacts, there are also specific impacts that will result from the slow increase of temperature
that should be considered in the context of loss and damage. These include impacts on lives and livelihoods.
As temperatures increase, cropping and pasture regions will become unproductive due to loss of soil moisture
 again an example of loss of productive land. As soil moisture evaporates more quickly with higher
temperatures, even if rainfall patterns remain constant cropping seasons can shorten to the point that even
short-season crops cannot be grown.6


In Sri Lanka, during the recent delay in the summer monsoon, the lack of rain was worsened by rising
temperatures. According to the annual report of the Sri Lanka Central Bank, average temperatures
have increased by about 0.45 Celsius in Sri Lanka over the last two decades. Rising temperatures mean
that whatever water is available in dry-zone areas like the Parakarama Samudraya evaporates quickly.7



Long-term drought in the northern states of Mexico has devastated cattle herds and crops. Experts
expect the drying in this region to continue; models indicate that extreme drought will be the normal
condition in southern Mexico by the end of the century.8 In this situation, the word drought  usually
meant to indicate a temporary drying away from a wetter normal condition  becomes over time
inappropriate. Indeed the slow drying over time, at least partly related to increase in temperature, leads
to a permanent shift in the regional climate. A permanent shift in the climate would mean thousands of
farmers losing use of their lands and their livelihoods.

Not only will mean temperatures continue to increase, but also temperature extremes. Areas will be lost for
human habitation as temperature extremes become too dangerous for human and animal life.
Animals become less productive in high heat, with damage to yields, food production, and farmer livelihoods.
For example, the United States dairy industry has seen milk yields plummet this year in the extreme heat
suffered in the Midwest during its summer season.9
Ocean acidification
As carbon dioxide dissolves in oceans, the acidity of the oceans increases, with impacts on a wide range of
marine life, and there is a reduction in carbonate available to marine organisms to construct their shells.
Studies have shown that a more acidic environment has a dramatic effect on some calcifying species,
including oysters, clams, sea urchins, shallow water corals, deep sea corals, and calcareous plankton.10 It
is anticipated that future ocean acidification will affect adult and juvenile coral growth and recruitment,
coralline red algae growth, reef structural integrity and potentially even the density of bio-eroding grazers
and predators.11
As atmospheric carbon dioxide levels increase, scientists anticipate further acidification of the oceans. The
rate at which this will happen is yet unclear, as there are many processes yet to be understood linked in the
ocean chemical soup that may slow or speed the rate of acidification.
6
Dai, A. 2010. Drought under global warming: a review. WIREs Climate Change DOI: 10.1002/wcc.81. Dai warns that with
climate-change related drying, a very large population could be severely affected in the coming decades over the whole United
States, southern Europe, Southeast Asia, Brazil, Chile, Australia, and most of Africa.
7
http://www.trust.org/alertnet/news/erratic-rainfall-in-sri-lanka-hitting-rice-crop-power-production
8
Wehner, M. et al. 2011. Projections of future drought in the continental United States and Mexico. Journal of Hydrometeorology
DOI: 10.1175/2011JHM1351.1.
9
LaCrosse Tribune. 2012. Extreme heat cuts milk production.17 July. http://lacrossetribune.com/news/local/state-and-regional/
extreme-heat-cuts-milk-production/article_9bee7bca-d030-11e1-8cc8-0019bb2963f4.html
10
http://www.pmel.noaa.gov/co2/story/Ocean+Acidification
11
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 2010. UNEP Emerging Issues: Environmental Consequences of Ocean
Acidification: A Threat to Food Security. Nairobi, Kenya: UNEP.
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Acidification will have significant, direct impacts on lives and livelihoods, as fish-dependent communities
will be affected in numerous ways:


Many of the most sensitive species are directly or indirectly of great cultural, economic, or ecological
importance for example, warm-water corals that reduce coastal erosion and provide habitat for many
other species.12



These organisms are a human food source (e.g., molluscs), provide food for fish (e.g., pteropods are
eaten by salmon) and create ecosystems and refuges for fish (e.g., coral reefs).13



Significant reef loss would, therefore, impact marine biodiversity, threaten the survival of coastal
communities through reduced food sources and reduce the capacity of nearby coastlines to buffer the
impact of sea level rise, including increased storm surges. 14

Ocean acidification will lead to a direct loss of fisheries resources. Loss and/or damage of coral reef
ecosystems will lead to greater storm impacts, damage to tourist economies and loss of livelihoods based on
tourism and fisheries.
Glacial retreat and related impacts
Glacier retreat is related to increasing temperatures, though local climates (both with respect to temperature
and precipitation) will dictate the speed at which particular glaciers melt. Glaciers in South America are
disappearing particularly quickly, including in Perus Cordillera Blanca. Where scientists once believed
that they had 10 to 20 years to adapt to reduced runoff, that time is now up, according to Michel Baraer of
McGill University in Canada. For almost all the watersheds we have studied, we have good evidence that
we have passed peak water. This means that the millions of people in the region who depend on the water
for electricity, agriculture and drinking water could soon face serious problems because of reduced water
supplies.15
According to the most recent assessment of the IPCC, glaciers in the Himalaya are receding more quickly
than anywhere else in the world.16
For millions of persons, glacial retreat will mean loss of essential water resources for drinking water,
irrigation and electricity production.
Salinization
Salinization is the increase in salinity of soil or water. Sea level rise is expected to lead to increasing salinity
of coastal aquifers due to intrusion. Salinization can be exacerbated with a decrease in precipitation, as less
recharge of aquifers with freshwater will allow more seawater to infiltrate into the aquifer. Further intrusion
due to the rise of sea level combined with less fresh water recharge into these coastal aquifers will enhance
inland encroachment of seawater and intensify other salinization phenomena,17 such as the salinization of
lands as sea waters penetrate inland.
European Project on Ocean Acidification. 2012. Messages for Rio+20. http://epoca-project.eu/index.php/what-do-wedo/outreach/
rug/oa-aoe.html
13
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 2010. UNEP Emerging Issues: Environmental Consequences of Ocean
Acidification: A Threat to Food Security. Nairobi, Kenya: UNEP.
14
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 2010. UNEP Emerging Issues: Environmental Consequences of Ocean
Acidification: A Threat to Food Security. Nairobi, Kenya: UNEP.
15
McGill University. 2012. Retreating glaciers threaten water supplies. ScienceDaily, 12 January.
16
Cruz, R.V., et al. 2007. Asia. In Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working
Group II to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P.
Palutikof, P.J. van der Linden and C.E. Hanson, Eds. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
17
Sowers, J., A. Vengosh, E. Weinthal. 2010. Climate change, water resources, and the politics of adaptation in the Middle East
and North Africa. Climatic Change DOI 10.1007/s10584-010-9835-4
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Increased salinity has severe consequences on agricultural productivity, with the multiple effects of surface
water, groundwater and soil quality change combining to reduce crop yields. Climate change is expected to
exacerbate this situation, with projections by CEGIS [Center for Environmental and Geographic Information
Services] suggesting that the 5 ppt isohaline line could shift as far north as 90km inland due to sea-level
rise by the 2070s.18
As noted above in the section on sea level rise, salinization of croplands and aquifers will lead to loss of
productive land, the ability to produce food and loss of potable drinking water.
Land and forest degradation
The UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) defines land degradation as a reduction or loss,
in arid, semi-arid, and dry sub-humid areas, of the biological or economic productivity and complexity of
rain-fed cropland, irrigated cropland, or range, pasture, forest, and woodlands resulting from land uses or
from a process or combination of processes, including processes arising from human activities and habitation
patterns, such as: (i) soil erosion caused by wind and/or water; (ii) deterioration of the physical, chemical,
and biological or economic properties of soil; and (iii) long-term loss of natural vegetation.19 Land
degradation is caused by multiple forces, including extreme weather conditions particularly drought, and
extreme weather events such as droughts and coastal surges which salinate land.20
The slow onset of degradation due to climate change is clearly related to processes described in earlier
sections  salinization and increasing temperatures  which have an impact on physical, chemical and
biological properties of the soil. Climate change will also affect natural vegetation through extinction of
many plant species.21 Forage quality in pastures and rangelands generally declines with increasing carbon
dioxide concentration because of the effects on plant nitrogen and protein content, reducing the lands ability
to supply adequate livestock feed.22
Losses and damage associated with land degradation include undermining of food production, famine,
increased social costs, decline in the quantity and quality of fresh water supplies, increased poverty and
political instability, reduction in the lands resilience to natural climate variability and decreased soil
productivity.23
Forests across the globe are being transformed as a result of climate change. Related to the decrease in soil
moisture from increasing temperatures, climate change makes forests drier. This drying increases the likelihood
and severity of forest fires.24 Forest-dependent populations risk loss of territory and livelihoods as forests
burn or are degraded through changes in species composition.
Loss of biodiversity
Many plant and animal species are unlikely to survive climate change.25 Figures vary, but a 2004 assessment
estimated that 15-37% of species from a sample of 1,103 terrestrial animals and plants would be extinct due
to climate changes anticipated by 2050.
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International Organization for Migration (IOM). 2010. Assessing the evidence: environment, climate change and migration in
Bangladesh. Dhaka, Bangladesh: IOM.
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World Meteorological Organization (WMO). 2005. Climate and land degradation. Geneva, Switzerland: WMO.
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http://www.who.int/globalchange/ecosystems/desert/en/index.html
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Thomas, C.D. et al. 2004. Extinction risk from climate change. Nature 427: 145148; Pounds, J.A. 2004. Ecology: clouded
futures. Nature 427: 107109.
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World Meteorological Organization (WMO). 2005. Climate and land degradation. Geneva, Switzerland: WMO.
24
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25
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Humans are dependent on the natural world for sustenance. Ecosystems and their plant and animal inhabitants
support our communities, economies, cultures and spiritual lives in myriad ways, too varied and numerous
to address in a short briefing. The loss of countless species will impoverish our lives, damaging ecosystems,
and threaten the stability of those systems upon which we depend.
Desertification
The UN Convention to Combat Desertification defines desertification as land degradation in arid, semiarid and dry sub-humid areas resulting from various factors, including climatic variations and human
activities. The sections above on land degradation, increasing temperature and salinization are relevant to
consideration of loss and damage due to desertification.
The World Meteorological Organization explains that climate change might exacerbate land degradation
through alteration of spatial and temporal patterns in temperature, rainfall, solar radiation, and winds.
It
is predicted that there will be a 17 per cent increase in the world area of desert land due to the climate change
expected, with a doubling of atmospheric CO2 content.26
Loss and damage impacts of desertification include loss of territory and loss of productive land, leading to
loss of livelihood options. When productive lands are lost, migration becomes the primary option.
Missing items in the list of slow-onset hazards: permanent state shifts and tipping points
In the discussion above on increasing temperatures and the concomitant reduction in soil moisture levels,
we noted that these processes are predicted to lead to a likely permanent situation of extreme drought in
southern Mexico. Long-term extreme droughts shift to states of permanent aridity. As temperatures increase
and soil moisture levels decline around the world, these changing conditions result from climatological
shifts, which then bring about shifts in ecosystems as well as the productive uses of those ecosystems.
State shifts are qualitative changes in the state of a system. Such changes are often, though not always,
irreversible. While most often we think of state shifts in biological or climatological terms, we can also
consider socio-economic state shifts, brought about when land is no longer able to produce food, to provide
fodder for animals, or when fisheries no longer provide enough fish for the fishing communities dependent
on them.
These permanent shifts in state can happen slowly or rapidly. The drying described above will result from a
slow shift in the temperature and precipitation regime. Major tipping elements in the earth system, such as
the annual West African and Indian summer monsoons, the El Niño Southern Oscillation, or the Amazon
rainforest could be pushed towards tipping points that would bring about more rapid state shifts with impacts
felt at the global level.27
Managing and addressing long-term challenges associated with slow-onset processes
Parties will need to undertake further work under the Convention to enhance the understanding of slowonset processes, the types of loss and damage associated with various types of slow-onset impacts, and how
these impacts might be addressed in multiple contexts. Below we discuss several specific issues that require
further systematic consideration under the Convention, based on the work already achieved under the work
programme on loss and damage and our analysis.

World Meteorological Organization (WMO). 2005. Climate and land degradation. Geneva, Switzerland: WMO.
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The work undertaken so far in the work programme on loss and damage has made clear that addressing loss
and damage will require international-level action and additional efforts and institutions to systematically
consider and address the needs of developing countries. Both economic and non-economic loss and damage
must be addressed. The mandate of the work programme requires Parties to look at both approaches for
dealing with climate change-related extreme weather events and slow-onset hazards, including sea level
rise, increasing temperatures, ocean acidification and glacial melt. Up to the moment, the work programme
has given little consideration to the issues raised by slow-onset processes and impacts. This gap must be
recognized in the work moving forward under the Convention after COP18.
The complexity of slow-onset events and the need to enhance our understanding, coordination and cooperation
in assessing and addressing their impacts points to the need for special consideration both under the governance
mechanisms of the UNFCCC and within other regional and multilateral institutions. Elements that must be
considered by the UNFCCC and other bodies include:


Specialized support for addressing impacts from slow-onset processes: As noted throughout the
brief, slow-onset events will require action and measures to address loss as well as to remediate and
rehabilitate damage  to livelihoods, to both natural and managed ecosystems, and other productive
resources. Parallels might be sought with the governance system for addressing impacts of extreme
events, where disaster risk reduction and humanitarian intervention build the proactive and reactive
response to a disaster. The level of funding that might be required to prevent, manage, and compensate
for loss and damage related to slow-onset impacts varies greatly country to country and between regions
and is highly uncertain. This uncertainty only highlights the importance of appropriate consideration
in the context of finance. The precautionary principle underscores the need to support and implement
proactive approaches to manage slow-onset climate hazards.



Migration: The needs of climate migrants require appropriate consideration. Existing international
frameworks dealing with issues of displacement and migration will need to be expanded to handle
movement resulting from the pressures imposed by slow-onset processes. Many people will be forced
to move from areas affected by permanent changes to the ecosystems and other resources on which
they depend for their lives and livelihoods. Adequate provisions will need to be designed in collaboration
with relevant international institutions to consider how to address the issue of migration, displacement,
and population distribution. The COP has the capacity to make recommendations to other international
bodies along these lines.



Financial shocks and lost development opportunities: The potential for large-scale economic
disruption brought on by slow-onset climate change hazards will require significant coordination of
international trade and investment flows. Addressing loss and damage resulting from slow-onset
processes, in the context of sustainable development, will require different approaches than those used
to address financial shocks resulting from extreme events. For example, slow-onset impacts may
permanently diminish the tourism industry in many developing countries due to the loss of ecosystems,
animal and plant diversity, and other tourist-attracting resources (for example, rainforests, coral reefs
and glaciers). Such issues need to be part of the consideration of slow-onset impacts.



Identification of tipping points: Further work to understand slow-onset hazards should include a goal
to enhance our understanding of tipping elements and tipping points, and possible early warning
mechanisms for the potential triggering of key tipping elements, both ecological as well as societal.
Based on this enhanced understanding, Parties would recommend appropriate actions.
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