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Developing Countries Criticise Developed Country Mitigation Approaches
Bonn, 2 April (Meena Raman)– Several developing countries strongly criticised developed country mitigation approaches at the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) under the UNFCCC. 

India said that presentations and interventions by developed country Parties had five problems: they ignore their historical responsibility; make unsubstantiated projections of likely future emissions from the developing world; create new categories such as “more advanced developing countries”; require that developing countries deliver low carbon pathways without enabling financial, technological and capacity building support, and draw unsubstantiated marginal abatement cost curves that show large low cost abatement options even in the bottom 50% of the world, which includes India, and has negligible historical responsibility and together accounts for only 11% of the current carbon dioxide emissions. 
All of these are attempts to redefine the fine balance of responsibilities and obligations already negotiated under the Convention and the Bali Action Plan, said India. 

Calling upon the developing world, including the bottom 50% of the world, to show global vision and leadership that preserves the unsustainable lifestyles and consumption patterns of the developed world without tackling abject poverty and the consequent absence of adaptative capacity in developing countries is not supported by the Convention or indeed any defensible notion of equity, said India.
Several other developing countries also stressed the historical responsibility of the developed countries in causing climate change and called for the payment of the historical debt owed to developing countries due to their overuse of the carbon space in the atmosphere during their development. 
These views were expressed at the meetings of the contact group on mitigation held on 2-3 April, The contact group met, following a workshop held on 1 April on mitigation commitments of all developed countries and nationally appropriate mitigation actions of developing countries under paragraph 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii) of the Bali Action Plan (BAP). Several Parties, both developed and developing made presentations at the workshop. 

Brazil, for the G77 and China stressed that the nature of the commitments for developed countries should take the form of quantified emission reduction commitments (QERC) and a bottom-up approach was not adequate and that an economy-wide approach was needed, given the level of cuts necessary for Annex 1 countries. The idea by some developed country Parties of taking a “costs perspective” in defining the contributions of Annex 1 is unacceptable, it said.

Michael Zammit Cutajar, who chaired the contact group and who is also the AWG-LCA Chair said that a bottom-up up approach refers to assessment of mitigation costs, while a top down approach refers to a commitment in the form of QERC. 

The contact group first discussed the mitigation commitments of developed countries (referred to as paragraph 1 b(i) under the Bali Action Plan (BAP) which was followed by an exchange on the nationally appropriate mitigation actions by developing countries (NAMAs) which are to be enabled and supported by technology and finance and capacity building, under paragraph 1(b)(ii) of the BAP.

Discussions also took place on the comparability of efforts in emission reductions among all developed countries and how a compliance mechanism can be in place. There was also reference to the long-term global goal, peaking of emissions and pathways for reductions.

In relation to NAMAs, some developed country Parties stressed for more action from “more advanced developing countries”. Japan stressed called for a new international binding agreement at Copenhagen i.e. a new legal framework that encompasses the US and the effective participation of major developing countries. 

Parties also discussed the idea of an international registry to register mitigation actions and on how to ensure the measuring, reporting and verifying of both the actions of developing countries and the support in finance and technology.

Developed Country Mitigation (para 1bi)

Brazil said that in arriving at a definition of the QERC of the Annex 1countries, the concept of historical responsibility is relevant as contained in the Brazilian proposal.

(The Brazilian proposal was introduced during the negotiations under the Convention that led to the Kyoto Protocol. The concept differs from the target-setting approach adopted the Protocol, i.e. uniform reductions, subject to differentiation for special circumstances and with the European Union subject to a single collective target. The proposal defines targets for Annex 1 Parties, set on the basis of the relative degree of responsibility for the anthropogenic greenhouse effect.)

Brazil said that in defining a contribution that is just, Parties have to consider the historical process of countries Some have suggested that the Brazilian proposal is moralistic. It is moral but not moralistic. Historical responsibility is an equity issue. It is not about historical guilt for climate change but historical responsibility for climate change. Some Parties say that countries in 1750 did not know that their emissions were generating climate change. We say 'polluter-pays' and not 'polluter, polluting with knowledge, pays'. 

In response to New Zealand that emissions today are not the same as in 1750, Brazil said that there are different impacts of emissions on temperature, depending on the magnitude of the emissions and the time the emissions are in the atmosphere. Whatever emissions today, in a specific volume has a different temperature impact. The climate impact of emissions depends on the volume and time the emissions have been in the atmosphere. Discussions cannot be limited by looking at emission levels of a country today.

Bolivia said that the developed countries are responsible for the historical emissions of GHGs that which are directly related to current and future increases in temperature. They have over-used the ability of the earth's climate system to absorb the emissions, which therefore limits the availability of carbon space in the atmosphere for developing countries and future generations. The developed countries owe a historical accumulated debt to developing countries. This debt should be repaid in tons per capita and expressed emission reductions that must be undertaken by developed countries. At the workshop on 1st April, Bolivia also spoke about the an 'adaptation debt' – the payment for incremental costs resulting from the loss of development opportunities to developing countries.  

China said that developed countries have a historical responsibility for their GHG emissions that has occupied the carbon space, which they continue to occupy. There is a need for deep cuts in developed country emissions to enable the development space needed by developing countries. The comparability of efforts among all developed countries should be should be legally binding and would be comparable to commitments undertaken under the Kyoto Protocol and should also be expressed as quantified emission limitation or reduction commitments. The compliance mechanism should also be comparable and can be based on existing mechanisms.

Barbados for the AOSIS said the earlier global emissions peak, the higher the probability of achieving climate stabilisation. Many Parties approach the issue of reaching the stabilisation level through efforts of developed and developing countries. However, since the level of enabling support to be provided for by the developed countries to the developing countries to undertake actions is unknown, then, it must be assumed that that the current level of actions will be limited in developing countries. Hence, the level of ambition of developed country mitigation efforts must be calibrated accordingly.

India said that there was a need to address the question of the overall reductions of emissions which Annex 1 countries ought to undertake. In the Ad-hoc Working Group on Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP), Parties are looking at individual economy- wide efforts by Parties to the Kyoto Protocol. Under the AWG-LCA, there are developed country Parties who are not Parties to the Protocol (viz. the US). Therefore, in the KP process under Article 3.9, a consideration of the overall scale of reductions required of Annex 1 Parties is desirable, in working out the individual Annex 1 commitments. Under the AWG-LCA, the total reductions overall of all developed country Parties should be looked at, including those Parties who are not Parties to the KP.  

Philippines said that in relation to compliance issue,  since the KP is the offspring of the Convention, there are many provisions that can be looked at in considering compliance of Parties in meeting their commitments. There has to be consistency between the Convention and the Protocol. It is in that context that Parties could look at the provisions of the KP relating to reporting, verification, peer reviews and so on. 

New Zealand on comparability of efforts, there is a need to see what is nationally appropriate. How can Parties frame comparability in terms of costs? It is important to talk about baselines, cost-curves and criteria based on GDP per capita. 

Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions by Developing Countries (NAMAs) (para 1bii)

India said that climate science is telling us that the developing world's primary responsibility for climate change has not changed since the Convention came into force and is unlikely to significantly change by 2020 or 2030 or 2050 under any set of defensible assumptions. Hence, equating 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii) of the BAP is simply untenable. If Parties are to move forward, Parties cannot keep reopening negotiated text. 

In relation to the concept of a registry, India said that “Registry” is not the same as a “Register”. A

Registry is a legal entity endowed with powers to approve and enter something into the Register it maintains. Thus, the Registry is the NAMAs window of the proposed financial mechanism under the Convention.

China, on the nature of NAMAs said that it should be a country-driven process to meet the needs of sustainable development with concrete actions as defined by the BAP and should be supported and enabled by finance and technology. 

South Africa, asked what the meaning of “more advanced developing countries” that was referred to by some developed country Parties. It said that the UNFCCC has not defined this term called on Parties to refrain from using this term until it was clearly defined. The BAP provides for enhanced implementation of NAMAs the context of sustainable development which is supported and enabled by developed countries in a measurable, reportable and verifiable manner. The extent of the implementation of NAMAs would depend on the effective implementation of financial and technology resources. 

In relation to its proposal for a register of NAMAS, South Africa said that the proposal was for  a register of actions and not to register Parties.  

Argentina expressed caution over the word 'registry' and the implications it may have. It preferred to talk about a mechanism that can work under authority and guidance under COP. It also asked as to who was going to decide that actions are matched. The selection of support for action could create a cherry-picking process.

Philippines said that the G77 and China does not have a strong position in favour or against the idea of the registry. There are different understandings.  

Saudi Arabia referred to its suggestion for a 'Support and Accreditation Mechanism' (SAM). It explained that such a mechanism will pool activities and support and figure out which way to move, whether by accreditation or support or a combination of both. There is more than one choice.

Algeria said that there is no suggestion in 1(b)ii of the BAP that supports the idea of matching as it implies delays and uncertainties for actions to be supported.

Japan in response to India, said that it does not expect developing countries to do the same mitigation commitments as the developed countries. Developed country Parties have QERCs. Major developing countries  have to commit to improving energy efficiency. It expressed its firm stand that it cannot accept a scenario of a simple amendment of the KP without any effective participation of non-Kyoto Parties and major developing countries including India. Japan called for a new international binding agreement at Copenhagen i.e. a new legal framework that encompasses the US with a QERC and the effective participation of major developing countries. 

In response, Saudi Arabia that looking at the Convention and the BAP, the term 'most advanced developing countries'  is not there. It said that there should not be a renegotiation of the  Convention or the BAP as an outcome for Copenhagen. 
The US that there was a need for differentiation among countries in view of their different circumstances and as to reflect what countries can do. It said that there was a need to integrate climate change into all programmes.  

The EU said the more advanced developing countries can do more depending on their level of development. Different countries have different capabilities. It stressed the need to design a mechanism that allows for actions come together with the support needed. How can a registry be enabled to do this? Many countries are doing NAMAs and these should be recognised. There is a need for a coordinating mechanism for actions and support. 

Mexico said that developing countries should not interpret Article 4.7 of the Convention restrictively. (Article 4.7 provides that the extent of developing country actions will depend upon the extent to which developed countries provide finance and technology). Since developing countries are already doing mitigation actions without financial support, Parties should not stick to a restrictive approach in doing mitigation actions only with finance. 
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