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Heated debates on technology and finance at UNFCCC

Accra, 28 August (Lim Li Lin and Matthew Stilwell) – Heated debates took place on financing and technology during the final days of the UN Framework on Climate Change (UNFCCC) meeting in Accra. A large number of developing countries responded to attempts by developed countries to distinguish between or “differentiate” developing countries, and commented on the historical responsibility of developed countries for causing climate change. 

Delegates also debated the various financing proposals that had been presented by countries. Many developing countries spoke out in support of the G77 and China’s proposal on an enhanced financial mechanism operating under the Conference of Parties, and highlighted the urgent need for improved institutional arrangements to support technology, finance and capacity building to developing countries.   

The discussion took place on 26 and 27 August at the second and third sessions of a contact group on Delivering on Technology and Financing, including Consideration of Institutional Arrangements as part of the 3rd session of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA). 

At the contact group, a number of developing countries including India, Qatar and Singapore spoke out against attempts by a few developed countries to divide developing countries into different categories for the purposes of assigning them new emission reduction obligations or establishing new obligations relating to finance and technology. They pointed out that developed countries have so far largely failed to implement their mitigation, technology and finance obligations under the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol and that it is unfair to now attempt to pass this onto those countries who have contributed little to causing climate change and are most vulnerable to its impacts. 

In particular, they responded sharply to attempts to reframe the principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities” as a means to differentiate among developing countries, when the principle was included in the Convention and Kyoto Protocol principally to distinguishing between developed and developing countries according to their historical responsibility for causing climate change. India, for instance, noted that its historical contribution to climate change since the industrial revolution is a mere 27 tonnes of CO2 per-capita, whereas the United Kingdom and United States have each contributed around 1,100 tonnes per-capita. 

Parties also discussed proposals on financing and technology, with many countries speaking out in support of the G77 and China’s proposal for an enhanced financial mechanism operating under the Conference of Parties. Developing countries also highlighted proposals for specific funds, such as a Convention Adaptation Fund proposed by AOSIS. A number of countries also asked questions and commented on the finance proposals of Mexico, Norway, South Korea and Switzerland. 

Chair of the contact group, Luiz Machado of Brazil, opened the meeting by explaining that this is the “how” part of the exercise – i.e. how to enhance delivery of financing and technology for both adaptation and mitigation. He summed up the discussion of the previous day as having touched on issues of public funding, the role of the private sector, the role of markets, links with other institutions and mechanisms that deliver finance, and the issue of fragmentation of finances.

Barbados on behalf of the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) highlighted the special and unique challenges that they face. These include insufficient funding for adaptation and mitigation technology, burdensome criteria to access the funding, limited access to funding, difficulty in measuring the true economic cost associated with adaptation, limited access to foreign direct investment because of their small markets, the additional burden of climate change  to the overall development challenge, and limited capacity because of their small size. In addition, priority is given to mitigation and adaptation is seen as peripheral. 

On the scaling up of financial resources, it said that sources must be stable, predictable, and able to deliver on the scale required. There should be core mandatory contributions as well supplementing flexible market mechanisms and other innovative sources.  

It highlighted the Convention Adaptation Fund that AOSIS has proposed. It said that there should be a link between greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) emissions and contributions from non-Annex I Parties, and this was its preference for mandatory financial commitments. It expressed that there is merit in the proposal by the least developed countries (LDCs), and China to set the level of contribution by Annex I Parties to a fixed percentage of GNP, which is over and above the 0.7% ODA (overseas development assistance) commitment. 

Commenting on some of the proposals, it suggested that the Norwegian proposal is more relevant for the AWG-KP (Ad hoc Working Group on the further commitments by Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol) discussion. On the Swiss proposal for a global carbon tax, it stated that this should be consistent with the principles of the Convention, and asked, who will collect the tax, and what would be the institutional framework for government disbursement?

It said that the adaptation needs of developing countries are not based on market forces. For adaptation, a link must be clearly established for any new work on adaptation and a new financing mechanism. Priority must be given to the most vulnerable – the small island developing states (SIDS) and the least developed countries (LDCs). 

There needs to be enabling environments at the national and international levels, and the issue of capacity building is vital, in addition to strengthening regional centres of excellence. Access to financial resources should be direct and simplified. A different and new approach to governance is needed.

It said that the AOSIS has made specific proposals to address the challenges identified. The proposed Convention Adaptation Fund should complement the Kyoto Protocol Adaptation Fund and should fall under the overall financial mechanism that has been proposed by the G77 and China. Funds would be devoted specifically to adaptation. A proposal has also been made for an insurance mechanism. This will be the subject of a workshop at the 14th Conference of the Parties (COP) in Poznan in December this year. It suggested that there should be a technical paper as well, and that technical experts should be on hand to address any concerns or questions that Parties might have.

Indonesia posed three questions that it considered necessary to address the “how’ question that the Chair had posed: how to collect the funds, how to manage the funds (this relates to governance and institutional arrangements), and how to associate the collected funds with Parties obligations. It said that there is a huge gap between supply and demand, and new ways should be found, respecting the principles of “new and additional” funds, and “incremental cost”. The funds must be adequate, predictable sustainable, and innovative in its design and its sources should include the public and private sector including carbon investment.

It said that there are three tracks of funding sources: (1) Mandatory contributions from Annex I Parties (this must be above and additional to ODA and the level of contribution could be between 0.5-1% of GNP) which must be measurable, reportable and verifiable to ensure adequacy and predictability; (2) voluntary contributions by non-Annex I Parties. Mitigation activities and national efforts must be recognized as voluntary contributions, and there should be no differentiation in voluntary actions; and (3) the market, as public funds will not be sufficient. It said that the easiest way to get funds from market is to extend the scope of the clean development mechanism (CDM). It said that the COP must manage the funding mechanism as a complement to existing financial mechanisms, and that there could be several windows of activities.

South Africa stressed that finance, technology and capacity building are all critical means of implementation, and a coherent architecture should address them all. On capacity building, it emphasized engagement at the country level to give effect to a country-level approach and direct access to funding. On finance, it said that there should be various funding sources and separate funds. On technology transfer, it said that a mechanism was important. There could be a subsidiary body, which must be focused on implementation, and supported by finance. It expressed interest in Norway’s proposal on auctioning of assigned amount unit (AAUs) for adaptation funding. On public finance, it stressed the importance of assessed contribution towards fulfilling commitments of Annex I Parties to provide new and additional funds, and that it was critical that this was under the guidance and authority of the COP. Commitments by annex 1 Parties can only be considered measurable, reportable and verifiable if they are under the guidance and authority of the COP.

China stressed that the transfer of financial resources and technology are critical, and that the transfer of financial resources is the responsibility of the developed countries, and the resources should be “new and additional”. New financial and technology transfer mechanisms should be an important part of the future Copenhagen agreement. The technology mechanism should include an executive board to develop strategies, policies and an action plan. An effective technology mechanism and a technology fund to support the technology transfer to developing countries to ensure its affordability is essential. It should also cover costs of technology diffusion in developing countries, joint research and development for future technologies, and costs of capacity building on technology.

It said that developed countries should show their political will to overcome barriers to technology transfer such as intellectual property rights and other policy constraints. 

There is a huge financing gap to implement the Convention, it said. In China for example, 2000 billion RMB will be needed to meet its own targets on renewable energies. It said that for the financial mechanism, a board under the COP should be established, to support different activities and actions, including mitigation, adaptation, technology transfer, capacity building and so on. The financial mechanism must have a transparent governance system and a reliable trustee. It emphasized that establishment of funds should follow the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, and the funds should come from the public sector, and from developed countries. They should be new and additional to ODA, sufficient, expandable, and sustainable. How and to what extent market mechanisms can play a role depends on the further commitments of developed countries of their emissions cuts.  

Argentina said that non-Annex I countries could adopt sustainable development policies and measures to contribute towards mitigation and adaptation. This needs to be properly incentivised, through international cooperation on research, support, and funding. It said that it is open to all means of financing mechanisms -- international cooperation as well as market mechanisms. There needs to be full cost support for capacity building to create the enabling environment, and full incremental cost support for the commercialization of new and emerging technologies, joint technology development and the acquisition of low emissions technology. It stressed that the work of the Experts Group on Technology Transfer (EGTT) can make important contribution.

The United States stressed that it remains committed to continuing to meet their finance and technology obligations under the Convention. Mobilizing funds and promoting technologies are not end goals under Convention, but means to the end which is the achievement of the ultimate end of the Convention. It asked how would the various proposals help to achieve this objective, and how effective will they be in mobilizing investments from the private sector? It stressed that this is not to absolve the public sector, but to emphasize that the critical role for the public sector is in creating the legal framework for private sector involvement, as when it comes to attracting private investment, the most critical institutions are the national ones. It asked how would any new finance or technology related proposal build on the capacity of the host country? 

It stated that we are in a different world from 1990, when the financial architecture of the Convention was first negotiated. Major economies and non-Annex I countries have a level of technological capacity far greater than 20 years ago. It also asked what national governments can be reasonably expected to do with their own policies and measures, and at what point beyond that does it become reasonable for other countries to share in that effort. 

It said that it was also concerned about the practical considerations of how new efforts under the Convention would relate to the substantial and growing level of activity beyond the Convention, and what is politically achievable in their own national context – whether these proposals put forward could be support by the US congress and public, who need reassurance that their resources will be channeled to the highest priority actions and obtain outcomes that are measurable, reportable and verifiable.   

Turkey stated that there are some international funds for adaptation, and that the effectiveness, adequacy, and accessibility of these funds need to be examined. It said that an analytical note on their weakness in order for improvement is needed. It stated that they face the challenges of climate change and sustainable development goals, and would like to benefit from these funds as a Party to the Convention. It said that funds for adaptation should be provided to Parties on the basis of vulnerability, level of associated risks, and technological and financial capacities to adapt to climate change. Precise information on vulnerability classification among all Parties is not known, and this should be studied.

Brazil fully supported the G77 and China’s proposal on financing that was presented at the previous day’s session, and stressed that predictability, stability, transparency, efficiency, and participation of all in the governance structure is a priority, and this justifies the establishment of such a structure as proposed by the G77 and China, under the Convention. Commenting on statements made in previous sessions, it said that some delegations referred to the polluter pays principle. It agreed that it is an important orienting principle on financing, but stressed that it is important to consider its double context -- full consideration of the specific responsibilities of countries under the Convention, as well as the time frame. It said that climate change is the result of cumulative emissions, and thus the emissions of the last 220 years need to be considered to get the correct picture. It also emphasized the need to consider in depth enhanced action in technology and finance, linked with mitigation and adaptation. The Bali Action Plan is comprehensive in its scope, and its objective is to implement the Convention. 

The Philippines elaborated further on the financing proposal of the G77 and China. It said that the financing architecture is needed as the Bali Action Plan is about enhancing implementation of the Convention, and finance and technology transfer are lacking in implementation. It said that among the existing problems in implementation, the most prominent are multiple levels of governance, and institutions that deal with financing as a donor/donee relationship, whereas financing by developed countries is a legally binding commitment under the Convention. 

It questioned the governance of the trustee of the existing operating entity of the financial mechanism. (The Global Environment Facility is currently the only operating entity of the financial mechanism under the Convention. It is also the trustee). Currently, the implementation is handled by implementing and executing agencies, all of them under different systems of governance, guidance and authority, and this involves administrative costs. Direct access to financing is necessary and possible, as ultimately it the countries that implement these projects. It stressed the importance of a country-driven exercise and that is not tied to loans, or otherwise used as “bait”.

It said that the Paris Declaration is a non-legally binding declaration of principles, and it is being used as conditionalities for climate change implementation projects. In the Philippines, two renewable energy projects have been held up because of this. The COP provides guidance year after year to the operating entity of the financial mechanism, but this guidance is not followed despite claims to the contrary. 

On “incremental costs” it said that the Montreal Protocol’s Multilateral Fund examined this concept and how to implement it in practice. “Agreed full costs” in the Convention has never been really met, and neither agreed full incremental cost. It said that national communications are basic and important, without which national plans and mitigation action cannot be done. Developed countries have obligations to meet the agreed full cost for national communications by developing countries.

It said that it is very important to have less administrative costs. Every layer of governance is associated with increased costs. There should be open bidding for trustees, following the example of the Montreal Protocol’s Multilateral Fund. There, the World Bank’s bid was four times higher than what they went with. 

The Convention allows for developed countries to provide financial resources through bilateral, regional and multilateral channels. According to the Philippines, this was forced into the financial mechanism because developed countries said that they had other sources for financing, but the language is of voluntary support, and does not imposed conditionalities. Decision 11/CP.1, paragraph 2(a), stipulates that consistency should be ensured between activities including funding outside the framework of the Convention, and the guidance of the COP. It said that the Secretariat must report this; it must not contain new conditionalities. It said that in the Montreal Protocol’s Multilateral Fund, a certain portion of bilateral aid can go through this fund, and this is also possible in the G77 and China’s proposal for a financial mechanism.

The Philippines also said that the national adaptation programmes of action (NAPAs) need implementation. Out of 300 projects identified, only 11 were submitted to GEF, and only one was approved by the GEF. It said that the process of developing NAPAs themselves is part of capacity building. It asked how will vulnerability assessments be done outside the Convention, and on what basis will the funds be allocated? Outside of the Convention, the provision of financial resources is not legally binding, and the resources are merely donor resources.

On facilitating technology transfer, it said that the private sector has the most knowledge and resources, but the public sector should provide the regulatory framework to encourage the private sector to invest in or share their technology with developing countries. 

It said that a Convention Adaptation Fund is needed that would address concrete adaptation projects, improve coherence, etc. Other mechanisms, such as venture capital, and insurance mechanisms are also needed. There is a need to involve host countries in this, as in many current projects there is host country participation. The flexibility that would be allowed through the proposed financial mechanism could encourage local participation, since locals themselves will be developing and implementing the projects. It said that this could really enhance the implementation of the Convention, linking up with the sustainable development priorities of developing countries.

France on behalf of the European Union said that technology and finance are closely related to the mitigation and adaptation discussions, which is where the discussion should be starting from. It said that we are underestimating the need for finding new innovative ways of financing mitigation and adaptation in developing countries, especially adaptation in LDCs and SIDS. The huge amount of money needed has to be generated in a new way. It agreed that that so far these multilateral funds have not served their purpose. It suggested a levy from high carbon activity and a levy from carbon markets. There might also be many other instruments, especially combined with as a possible price for carbon dioxide that is as global as possible.

Commenting on the G77 and China’s proposal on the financial mechanism, it said that the EU’s and G77 and China’s positions were not that far from each other. However, it said that their views might be different on which countries might be eligible for financing. It expressed considerable interest in the financing proposal of Mexico, as it suggests a new form of cooperation between developed and developing countries, attempts to enhance transparency in funding criteria, and provides good incentives for developing countries to improve mitigation action. It said that the Korean proposal on financing needs to be cost effective, consider the issue of “measurable, reportable and verifiable”, and needs to go beyond the mere offsetting.

It said when it comes to actual proposals on technology transfer and diffusion, this area is the weakest.  Great efforts are needed to be more concrete on what is meant by increased transfer of technology. The EU sees the need for an enhanced framework for technology cooperation, but does not yet know what form such an enhanced framework should look like. This issue is key to many of their constituencies and politicians, and must be taken more seriously than ever  

Saudi Arabia said that technology transfer is the main challenge, and has been a challenge for many decades. There needs to be political momentum and will to design a system that delivers, and that can break through government policies. The solution is not just a fund that subsidizes intellectual property rights in different countries. Technology transfer has not worked so far because of market and institutional problems and constraints. It said that it was looking for an architecture that brings in facilitative funding that helps break though the institutional and IPR-like barriers, otherwise, no matter how much funds there are, it will not be enough.

Bangladesh said that adapt and mitigation are functions of finance and technology. To limit finance and technology transfer means that there will be less adaptation and mitigation. This will limit the coping capacities of billions of people around the globe.  It also limits development of various countries, especially LDCs and SIDS. It said that existing funds are scarce, like a drop in an ocean.  The cost of our inaction is monumental - 4-5% of GDP annually, globally.  It stressed the need for a new financial and technology transfer architecture, under the framework of the Convention, and under the absolute guidance of the COP. It should be guided by the Executive Boards, which should be balanced geographically, regionally, and include LDCs and SIDS. Finance and technology transfer needs to be scaled up globally, regionally, and nationally, and financing should be in the form of new and additional contributions, over and above ODA.  There should be predictability, stability, and timeliness of the funding, and resources shall be essentially grant based. It suggested that new funding can be set at the level of 1% of GDP of Annex 1 Parties.

Norway stated that adaptation and the money transfers involved are in the order of tens of billions of dollars. It informed the meeting that it has a policy of keeping global temperature rise to no more than 2 degrees Celsius. This objective costs money, and it is not realistic unless there is a significantly higher transfer of resources from developed countries to developing countries than the figures that are being discussed for adaptation. On mitigation, it said that the key word is incentives systems for finance and the transfer of finance between one group to another, and this needs to be prioritized. On forests, it said that it is clear that there are developments at the national regional level, even though there are not so many tools at the international level. It warned that if we do not develop market mechanisms creatively and very soon at the international level, there will not be transfer of resources of the scale needed. 

A the end of the meeting, the Philippines announced that G77 and China is developing a technology transfer proposal, and hoped to be able to present at the meeting on the following day.

The CG on institutional arrangements continued its work on the last day of the Accra climate change talks.

Singapore responded to comments it has a high per-capita GDP and should therefore be grouped with Annex I counties by saying it is a small island with few natural resources or rivers and is thus dependent on fossil fuels and would have difficulty shifting to renewable alternatives. It noted that larger resource rich developed countries have exported their energy intensive industries abroad. If we are to agree a viable climate agreement it is unhelpful to introduce criteria that distinguish between developing countries, it said. 

New Zealand agreed that no single criterion should be used for determining actions that should be taken.  On financing, it suggested that we will need to look to the private sector for around 80 percent of funding for climate efforts. It suggested that the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Monterrey Consensus on Financing for Development provide a satisfactory set of principles to guide financing, and allow Parties to avoid developing new principles. According to New Zealand, we should make use of existing instruments and principles, and minimize new institutions and not seek to force the UNFCCC into a role it is not suited to. 

Pakistan supported the G77 and China and said it also agreed with the United States’ remarks yesterday on the centrality of technology. It noted that there has, however, been very little practical transfer under the Convention – the operation of principles, mechanisms and actual transfer has yet to be effected. Barriers to transfer include intellectual property and monopoly pricing, which must be addressed. Patents should not be a barrier and compulsory licensing should be promoted to make technologies available. Jointly planned research and development with patent sharing is also desirable. Pakistan strongly supports the G77 and China’s proposal for a technology mechanism dovetailed with a finance mechanism. Such mechanisms are crucial to success. 

Japan, again proposing differentiation of developing countries, cited the polluter pays principle and noted that the contribution of Annex I and non-Annex I Parties to 2005 global emissions levels is almost the same (one to one). It cited a number of studies on the relative historical contribution of developed and developing countries to climate change. According to Japan, using per-capital emissions is unfair. It therefore seeks the right set of criteria differentiate between developing countries. Responding to developing countries’ concerns about intellectual property rights, Japan cited IEA statistics suggesting that developing countries’ energy price subsidies constitute USD300 billion per year. In Japan’s view, these could also be considered as distorting the market and thus a barrier to transfer. 

Australia welcomed the debate on differentiation. On financing, it said that new and additional financing is “open to discussion” but reminded Parties that if funding can be classified as ODA then it will be. Future approaches will need to recognize the total effort of all countries to implement the Convention. Australia also supported using the Paris Declaration as a model. It noted that a number of Parties have outlined principles that should guide development of future institutions. 

India, supporting G77 and China, highlighted the importance of research and development, and of mechanisms for effective technology transfer. Clean technologies must be made affordable to fossil fuel-reliant developing countries. To ensure energy is not out of reach for the needy, we must develop and deploy new technologies. Markets represent one powerful instrument and these should be designed to reward investment. But this, in turn, should be balanced with the imperative of sustainable development. 

India said that the current intellectual property regime should be amended to ensure availability on an affordable basis. Such an approach is already taking place in the pharmaceutical industry. To address climate change, demand-driven research and development supported by IPR sharing will play a key role. We also need a multilateral funding mechanism that provides venture capital for research, and that procures available technologies and makes them available to developing countries to accelerate technology adaptation and diffusion. Multilateral mechanisms must ensure that new resources are available without diluting overseas development assistance and development funding. 

India responded to Japan by noting that energy subsidies to fuels in India are matched by taxes on these fuels, which ensure energy for the poorest. India reiterated that discussions on conditionalities and differentiation should not be pushed by developed countries. The UNFCCC is not the place for a discussion of conditionalities. Moreover, since the industrial revolution, India has contributed as little as 23 tonnes of CO2 per capita, while the country that triggered the industrial revolution (the UK), and the world’s richest country today (the US), have each contributed 1100 tonnes per-capita. Equality of all people across all times and places suggests an equal right to the benefits of the atmosphere. 

France said the EU has proposed a technology diffusion plan with four parts: 1) institutional arrangements to support the delivery of national technology needs assessments, capacity building, information and awareness building, and measuring and monitoring actions; 2) enabling environments, in terms of national policies and measures; 3) technology oriented agreements to guide technology cooperation including country deployment schemes, demonstration projects and energy programmes; and 4) financial mechanisms and tools, based on the market and private sector to deliver much of the finance. The EU expressed interest in Norway’s financial proposal. It also said it was encouraged by the G77 and China’s finance proposal, which can provide a platform for our discussions. It asked the G77 and China how its mechanism will link to carbon markets and provide incentives for the private-sector? Also, what happens to existing instruments under the G77 proposal? 

South Africa, speaking for Africa Group, supported the G77 and China’s proposal on a financial mechanism. The Africa Group called for discussions to focus on the “means of implementation” of finance, technology and capacity building.  Rather than remaining “siloed”, these must come together to support the needs of developing countries. On finance, the major issue is the scale of funding and need for massive scaling up of new and additional finance, over and above ODA. There is also a need to shift from a fragmented, small scale project approach to larger programmatic scale. Also important is strengthening country-level engagement in the financial architecture. The principle of a country-driven approach and direct access are important. Promoting a country-driven approach has implications for capacity at the country level – country offices are often not equipped to address implementation at the scale required. Responding to the EU’s question on linkages to other funding sources, South Africa noted the role for a mechanism to facilitate linkages between the various funding sources. Program needs and funding must be matched carefully to facilitate access to resources. 

Philippines for the G77 and China said the group has prepared a comprehensive proposal on technology under the UNFCCC.  The proposal sets out the rationale, criteria and institutional arrangements for such a mechanism, which include an Executive Body on Technology and a Multilateral Climate Technology Fund operating under the Conference of Parties. The proposal also describes a Technology Action Plan as well as the eligible activities and categories of costs that would be covered by the mechanism. These elements build on previous proposal under the Convention by the G77 and China.

Responding to the EU’s questions on the G77 and China’s finance proposal, Philippines recalled the Chair’s statement that we are not here to discuss the carbon market. It drew attention to those paragraphs of the finance proposal explaining linkages to existing financial mechanism and said it looks forward to working out the details with negotiating partners. It emphasized that we are not here in a donor-donee relationship. The provision of financial resources is a binding legal commitment under the Convention. We are here because there are specific responsibilities for Annex I countries. Yet the current financial mechanism is not functioning. 

It agreed that Article 11.5 says that funding “may” be provided through bilateral, regional or multilateral institutions – but this is a conditional phrase.  Indeed, the Conference of Parties has decided that activities outside the Convention, including those relating to funding, should be reviewed for consistency with guidance by COP and should not introduce new conditionalities. Yet the GEF and other implementing and executive agencies responsible for climate funding have largely failed to follow this guidance. Problems relating to access, disbursement, the project cycle, availability of resources and so on remain. We need to overcome these problems to enhance implementation of the Convention. How can we have a shared vision if we are not sure we can deliver on implementation of the Convention? 

Supporting the views of many other developing countries, it said we are not here to debate the Paris Declaration – the application of Paris Declaration to projects under the Convention is not acceptable. The impacts of aid and investments do, however, need to be assessed. Mining in the Philippines, for example, can have negative impacts. It asked whether developing countries are really getting the investments they need to help address climate change, protect the forests and improve people’s lives? 

Barbados said the selective use of per-capita GDP should be examined carefully. Some Caribbean countries have relatively high GDP per-capita. However their economies are really quite small.  When a hurricane hit Grenada, for instance, the scale of damages was twice its national GDP (90 percent of the housing stock was destroyed). Viewed in this light, the use of per-capita GDP is grossly unfair and really not an appropriate. Indeed, the Commonwealth has instituted programmes specifically to support small island states that are disadvantaged by programmes that use GDP per-capita to define support. Barbados agreed with other developing countries that application of the Paris Declaration or other frameworks developed outside to the Convention is inappropriate and counterproductive.  Rather, the discussions have to take place within the Convention on the basis of a partnership.  

Chair suggested that Parties should avoid focusing on issues that are not covered by the Bali Action Plan. GDP per capita is one such extraneous issue, and discussions of it are robbing our time. He suggested that Parties focus on the Bali Action Plan and on delivering on what we have to for 2009.

Cuba asked why the EU proposal focuses so much on the market and so little on the public sector in financing technology cooperation. Experience since the Rio Earth Summit meeting, and since the adoption of the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol, suggest that market-based approaches have largely failed to deliver. We cannot afford to ignore the importance of mobilizing public sector resources to implement the Convention.  Japan noted energy subsidies in developing countries – but forgot to refer to huge subsidies in the developed countries, it said. Merely cutting a third of agricultural subsidies in the North would yield resources required to implement the Convention. Cutting a third of military expenditure would provide even further resources. These are examples of how the public sector can be involved.  Cuba confirmed that the Paris Convention is irrelevant to this process. Countries, of course, are welcome to sign the Convention. But it nobody can pretend to impose on all countries something negotiated outside the UN framework. 

Qatar supported G77 and China and expressed concern that some Parties are seeking to extend the Convention’s central principle of common but differentiated responsibilities to differentiate between developing countries on the basis of their relative economic development. In Qatar’s view, the principle was included in the Convention to draw the line between those who have historical responsibility, and those who do not. On differentiation, it said that developing countries, even those with relatively high GDP, are still developing. Levels of development can only be captured by an evaluation of human development, analysis of infrastructure, and so on. 

China supported the G77 and China statement on technology and finance. It responded to Japan by noting that China has 1.3 billion citizens – ten times Japan. Its emissions per capita are below the world’s average level, which is one quarter of Japan’s. China’s historical per capita emissions since 1970 is 92nd in the world. One third of China’s emissions results from products produced for consumption in other countries. As a developing county, China has done what it can to combat climate change. It will continue to make new contributions. With effective technology transfer and financial support the developing countries can do even more. This, according to China, is what long term cooperative action means. 

Brazil congratulated Japan on bringing in the topic of historical emissions. Brazil expressed interest in reading the studies cited by Japan and suggested that the time-frame for considering historical emissions should extend to before 1900. We need to consider the effective permanence of emissions in the atmosphere. The impact of emissions over time has a strong impact. According to one study, the CO2 emissions of the transport and energy sector of industrialized countries in 1888 are the same level as Brazil’s in 2004, it said. Historical emissions can help to frame discussions in a way that is equitable, but should not be used as a means of establishing criteria for categorizing countries.  
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