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                   9 November 2009

Developed countries undermine successful Copenhagen outcome, say developing countries

Barcelona, 9 November (Meena Raman) – At the conclusion of the Barcelona talks under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the G77 and China said that it saw very little engagement on the part of developed countries to move forward in the negotiations. 

Instead, the Group found developed countries in very active engagement outside the process, undermining the negotiations under the UNFCCC, and in dampening expectations for the outcome in Copenhagen.

These remarks were made at the closing session of the seventh session of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) on 6 November, which was chaired by Michael Zammit Cutajar of Malta. The next session of the AWG-LCA will be held in Copenhagen, in conjunction with the 15th meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP 15) from 7-18 December. The AWG-LCA was mandated in Bali in 2007 to reach an agreed outcome and adopt a decision at COP 15.

Ambassador Ibrahim Mirghani Ibrahim of Sudan, speaking for the G77 and China said that at this critical stage, the Group reaffirmed its strong position that the UNFCCC process is the sole legitimate forum of these negotiations and denounced all means that would place the determination of the agreed outcome in Copenhagen in the hands of a few countries, be this at the highest political level. It called upon those developed countries to stop such attempts that will only obstruct the efforts to reach a balanced, ambitious and comprehensive outcome. It also expressed serious concerns over efforts to take the negotiations outside of the ambit of the Convention, and to prejudge and undermine the process undertaken under the only legally-binding Convention to address climate change.  

The G77 and China also expressed concern over attempts to diminish the level of ambition of the outcome of Copenhagen. It delpored the slow progress made at this session in Barcelona, despite the continued efforts of the Group to engage fully and constructively in good faith, in substantive negotiations leading to an equitable, fair, just and ambitious outcome in Copenhagen. It confirmed its understanding that the work done in Barcelona will be carried as it stands to the AWG-LCA's eighth session in Copenhagen. 

The Group remained firm on its position on the two parallel tracks of negotiations (of the AWG-LCA and the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol) in this process without exporting vital parts of one, the Kyoto Protocol, into the other, the Convention, weakening the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, and in the process, denying historical responsibilities. The Group sees an outcome that should include a strong agreement on ambitious reduction targets by developed countries that are not Parties to the Kyoto Protocol and on the delivery of means of implementation (of the UNFCCC). The Group sees an effective financial mechanism under the authority of the Conference of Parties to implement commitments related to the provision of financial resources; an effective mechanism for development and transfer of technology; and an institutional arrangement to deliver finance for the implementation of adaptation actions. 

China's head of delegation, Mr. Su Wei, in an apparent reference to the United States, called on developed countries who were waiting for developing countries to act, to look ahead. “Developing countries have already left you behind, and we cannot be used as an excuse any more for your inaction,” said Su Wei. “Please wake up and to see that Copenhagen is just miles away, you have to get running in order catch up. Otherwise, you will fail in the race to Copenhagen and beyond,” he added. 

China said that it takes the threat of climate change very seriously and has already integrated climate change responses into the social and economic development of the country. Fighting climate change has become an integral part of its national sustainable development strategy. Out of a high sense of responsibility for the survival and development of mankind and the future of Mother Earth, China will continue its proactive and constructive role in the negotiations and to make its utmost effort to contribute to the success in Copenhagen. 

It reiterated its strong belief and firm determination to ensure the full, effective and sustained implementation of the UNFCCC in accordance with the mandate of the Bali Action Plan. Its  resolve remained in order to achieve an ambitious, strong, meaningful and binding outcome in Copenhagen and its actions will never become loose.

It said that to be or not to be is no longer the question. The Copenhagen conference must be a success. And the key to such a success lies in the firm commitment of Parties to the Convention, its Kyoto Protocol, the Bali Roadmap, and the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities and the principle of equity.  It’s high time to focus on the plain and clear words of the mandate of the Bali Action Plan, to focus on the essentials regarding mitigation, adaptation, finance and technology transfer. Developed countries shall undertake the legally binding commitment to reduce their emissions of greenhouse gases with an ambitious target by 2020. Parties need to agree on setting up effective mechanisms for adaptation, financing, technology transfer and capacity building support. Such support would enable developing countries, in the context of sustainable development, to take nationally appropriate mitigation and adaptation actions. 

Mr. Shyam Saran, Special Envoy of Prime Minister of India on Climate Change, said that it categorically rejected attempts that are being made to already declare failure at Barcelona and downgrade expectations from Copenhagen. To talk about a political agreement instead of a legally binding outcome, to suggest that Parties may be able to achieve some result only by the end of 2010, these are prophecies which must be dismissed. 

He emphasized that India is not prepared to give up at this stage and retained the audacity to hope to deliver on an international legally binding outcome that is equal to meeting the urgent and compelling challenge of global climate change. While it was disappointed by the lack of progress in the deliberations, this reinforced determination to work even harder at Copenhagen to achieve a comprehensive, balanced and above all an equitable outcome. 

India said that if those who have promised to take the lead, wish instead to fall behind, as a developing country, it will not slacken efforts. In many ways, developing countries are already doing much more on climate change than their developed country partners. They were doing so despite the severe limitation of modest resources. These significant activities are being taken, despite there being no legal obligation to do so and without making these conditional upon what others are prepared to do, something it saw as a constant refrain in the debate on developed country targets. They are going round in circles: “I will show you my targets, when you show me yours,” said Mr. Saran (referring to the developed countries’ “refrain”).

For a substantive outcome in Copenhagen, India said that a key component remained the willingness of the Annex I Parties to come up with significant emission reduction targets, both for the medium term and the long term. Kyoto Protocol Parties must do so as part of their legal obligations. They need to commit to specific, legally binding targets for the second commitment period commencing 2013. Those who are not Parties to the Kyoto Protocol must commit themselves to comparable commitments, as they are obliged to do under Bali Action Plan. This order cannot be reversed, i.e., it is not that Kyoto Protocol Parties have the option to reduce the level of commitments to that which may be set by non-Kyoto Protocol Parties. Rather non-Kyoto Protocol Parties must come up with targets which are comparable to what Annex I Parties are legally obliged to commit to, under the Protocol. The Bali Action Plan is quite clear on this. 

Whatever outcome is possible at Copenhagen, India said that Parties must ensure that post-Copenhagen, the UNFCCC continues to remain the foundation of our climate change action. The Bali Action Plan equally will continue to provide the mandate of subsequent work and Parties must guard against a weak, declaratory outcome, which then becomes the template for future work that would be a setback. 

Mr. Mootaz Ahmadein of Egypt said that if Parties evaluate the work done in Barcelona,  it can be acknowledged that some progress was achieved, maybe not on all fronts, but on a number of important ones. Yet, there were serious differences on many fundamental aspects, especially the nature and scope of expectations from developed and developing countries; the differentiation of responsibilities between developed and developing countries; the sources and amount of financing requirements to face the consequences of climate change; the scope and role of markets and the private sector in financing adaptation and mitigation actions in developing countries, and whether these are an adequate vehicle to deliver the financial and technology transfer obligations of  developed countries under the Convention, among other issues. The outcome of Copenhagen should reflect the delicate balance between these considerations, while rising to the level of expectations.

Before agreeing on a shared vision on long term cooperative action, in order to achieve success in Copenhagen, Parties must share a common vision on the elements of the outcome of Copenhagen. This vision should reflect the outcome of the work of the AWG-LCA to be completely consistent with the Convention; it should aim to enable the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention in accordance with the Bali Action Plan; it should address all the components of the Bali Action Plan; it should build upon the existing mechanisms of the Convention; it should not aim to replace the Kyoto Protocol, or collapse it into some other hybrid agreement that blurs the differentiation between developed and developing countries.

Egypt said that it was apparent that some Parties do not share the same understanding. Some Annex I Parties are asking for a single ratifiable instrument, with legally binding commitments. Some others are asking for an implementing agreement. Developing countries are asking for a legally binding outcome. Some of them are looking for a legally binding treaty. It seems there is indeed consensus on a strong and binding outcome. 

But in reality, both groups have different expectations from that legally binding outcome: Annex I countries would expect mitigation commitments on all Parties. They would also like to see participation from developing countries in the financing efforts. Egypt and other developing countries on the other hand are expecting legal commitments and compliance from developed countries, on financing and the transfer of technologies for mitigation and adaptation actions. “We are looking for a strong and serious commitment for medium and long term emissions reduction targets from Annex I Parties,” it stressed.

Egypt emphasised that conceptual differences should be addressed. It is now time to understand that changing the Convention, or moving the goal posts has come to an end. “Our partners have to understand that before asking others to undertake new commitments, one should start to implement his own in order to set the right example. In this context, it might be useful to start thinking on streamlining the text objectively by taking out those controversial concepts that do not belong to the Bali Action Plan, or the Convention, and transfer the issues which relate to the Kyoto Protocol to the AWG-KP. Parties should understand that the success of Copenhagen will depend on the political will of those who possess the financial and technological means to address the challenges of climate change,” it said.  

South Africa expressed disappointment that developed country Parties lacked political will. Instead of showing leadership, they are leaving finance to the markets and want developing countries to pay their way. Technology is simply left to cooperation. Adaptation is to be funded by developing countries. There has been lack of progress in the negotiations in Barcelona. There is need for a strengthened climate regime that resolves the climate crisis and supports sustainable development. South Africa rejects a weak outcome in the form of a political declaration. It wants a legally binding two-track outcome, for the amendment to Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol (for aggregate and individual emission cuts for developed countries in the second commitment period) and a separate legally binding outcome in the Convention track. 

Grenada speaking for the Aliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), said that the Group would not go to Copenhagen to reaffirm the status quo. There was need to work with an increased sense of urgency for an ambitious and comprehensive otucome that preserves the legal nature of commitments under the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol. For 15 years, it said that there was reliance on the decisions of the Conference of Parties. It wanted a legal outcome and not just COP (Conference of Parties) decisions. It expressed deep concern over some quarters that wanted to lower the collective expectations in the legal form and in the content of the outcome. It said that weak political declarations are not the solution but finalising a legally binding outcome that responds to the scale and seriousness of climate change. It called for the sealing of a legal deal. 

Algeria, speaking for the Africa Group stressed the need for new and additional financing which is to be 1.5% of the global GDP to support mitigation and reduce climate vulnerability and build resilience. It emphasised the two track process outcome under the AWG-KP and the AWG-LCA in Copenhagen. One was for the amendment of Annex B to the KP (emissions reductions of Annex 1 Parties for the second commitment period) and a separate legally binding outcome under the Convention track. If there is no outcome in the Kyoto Protocol process, there would be no legally binding outcome in the AWG-LCA. There was need for significant politcal will and movment in the negotiations. 

Bolivia expressed mixed feelings and frustration over the negotiations. It said that developed countries must fulfil their historical debt owned to developing countries for their emissions and hence, they must commit to deep emission cuts for the second commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol and fufil the mandate of the Bali Action Plan. It rejected efforts by developed countries to get developing countries to trust the carbon markets to deliver on finance, when such trust in markets led to the devastation in the lives of millions following the financial crisis. 

Norway said that following from Bali, it felt a strong sense that there would be a ratifiable treaty as an outcome but this was now not realistic. A political decision must specify that a final outcome must be ratifiable. Lack of trust was an obstacle. There was need for industrial countries to take the lead, with all developing countries except the LDCs in participating. There is need for new and additional mechanisms to widen the markets. 

Australia, speaking for the Umbrella Group said that it was pleased with the progress made in Barcelona. Its objective in Copenhagen was to ensure a robust and comprehensive legally binding outcome that reduces emissions substantially. There was need for significant emissions reductions to be undertaken by developed countries and capture as much as possible the future growth of emissions in developing countries. It welcomed major developing countries to internationalise their pledges. 

The USA also said that substantial progress was made in Barcelona. It said that the issues were complicated, that required nothing less than a transformation of the energy system. There is need for the contribution of all countries as it wants to see an effective and equitable agreement.

The European Union said that it wants a globally ambitious agreement which keeps temperatures below 2 degrees C. There was need to build on the Kyoto Protocol and take all that is essential into an internationally legally binding agreement. This can include quantified emission reduction objectives; robust reporting; flexibility mechanisms, land-use and land use change; compliance mechanism and a framework for enhanced actions for developing countries. Parties should agree to a global cut of 50% in emissions by 2050 with developed countries doing 80-95% cuts based on 1990 levels. As regards the 2020 target, developed countries need to urgently reduce emissions by 30%, while developing countries undertake substantial deviation from baseline of their emissions from 15-30%. In finance, the EU said both public and private financing were important. It also said a fast start to financing was needed from about 5-7 billion Euros for the first three years of the Copenhagen agreement. 

Japan said that a fair and effective single new legal instrument for a post-2012 framework was needed. All countries must take mitigation actions to enhance the implementation of the Convention. It wanted all Parties to clarify their mitigation actions to be reflected in an international instrument.

The AWG-LCA also adopted the following conclusions proposed by the Chair in a document L5:

1. The AWGLCA requested the secretariat to compile the texts contained in the latest available non-papers produced by the chairs, co-chairs and facilitators of the groups during the seventh session of the AWG-LCA into an annex to the report on its seventh session for faciliating negotiations of the AWG-LCA at its eighth session in order to enable the Conference of the Parties to reach an agreed outcome at its fifteenth session. The report shall be made available in a timely manner, preferably two weeks in advance of the eighth session of the AWG-LCA (this will be in Copenhagen itself).

2. The AWG-LCA reiterated its understanding that all texts and submissions from Parties, including those contained in documents INF.1 and INF.2 remain before the AWG-LCA and that the documentary form does not prejudge the form and legal nature of the agreed outcome envisaged under the Bali Action Plan.

(INF 1 refers to the revised negotiating text which was produced on 22 June 2009, while INF2 refers to the reordered and consolidated revised negotiating text dated 15 September 2009.)
3. The AWG-LCA agreed to carry out its work under agenda item 3 at its eighth session through one contact group in order to conclude its work on all of the elements of the Bali Action Plan in a comprehensive and balanced manner.

In relation to the above conclusions by the Chair (as contained in document L5), South Africa made an interpretative statement that the annexes to the report will not be a basis of negotiations but as documentation to facilitate work. It also said that there was need to agree on how the single contact group that will work in Copenhagen is to be organised. 
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