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No conditions on mitigation actions of developing countries – says G77 and China

Bangkok, 1 October (Meena Raman):  Developing countries stressed that mitigation actions of developing countries are formulated nationally in the context of sustainable development, voluntary in nature and not subject to conditions and must be enabled and supported by developed countries.

The G77 and China expressed concern over proposals by developed countries that would put conditions on nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs) at the sub-group on mitigation actions for developing countries under paragraph 1 (b)(ii) of the Bali Action Plan BAP which met on 30 September.

Brazil, speaking for the G77 and China reiterated the Group's position that sub-paragraphs 1(b)(i) (mitigation by developed countries) and 1(b)(ii) (nationally appropriate mitigation actions by developing countries) are distinct in magnitude and legal nature. The Group does not support ideas that do not differentiate this. Support for mitigation is through the enabling of support. It was concerned by proposals that condition the nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs). NAMAs are voluntary and formulated nationally in the context of sustainable development. 

The Chair of the sub-group Margaret Mukahahanna-Sangarwe of Zimbabwe, made proposals to consolidate the negotiating text along the following clusters: (a) introductory and preambular material, (b) definition and scope, (c) support enabling activities and institutional arrangements, (d) plans and strategies, (e) mechanisms to register, (f) measuring, reporting and verification (MRV), (g) national schedules, and (h) a new MRV subsection.

The European Union found the clustering exercise useful and said that there was a need to understand how the NAMA architecture works. It referred to the concept of the 'lifecyle' of NAMAs and that upon understanding this concept, operational language in the text could be found to indicate how the 'system' works. It explained the three steps on how NAMAs get into the system and there was a notion of a registry in this regard. The first step is to get the NAMAs into the system through technical analysis. Through the use of combined experts and knowledge, NAMAs can be improved, making them more efficient and effective. There is therefore the registration and technical analysis of the NAMAs. Secondly, there is the matching of the NAMAs with the support needed for the actions. Following this is the third step, the implementation of the NAMAs, with reporting etc. 

There are many ideas about low carbon growth plans which is an important concept. There was need to design low carbon emission strategies to support NAMAs in efficiency. This is not a burden or a condition but to push NAMAs forward through the system. Thinking of lifecyle helps to explore how the machinery works and the registry is a good place to start.

The United States, with reference to the issue of conditions on NAMAs agreed that NAMAs are voluntary and bottom-up. Longer term pathways guide decisions on how we speak about them. That is not conditions on actions. 'MRV' is critical and relevant and components of that need to be explicit. 

South Africa, speaking for the Africa Group, said that a mandate should be given to the co-chair to eliminate the duplication in the text to take it forward. However, there were substantial proposals that are not appropriate as there needs to be consistency with the Convention (UN Framework Convention on Climate Change) and the BAP (Bali Action Plan). The BAP supports finance, technology and capacity buiding for NAMAs which are for all developing countries, small or large.   

The Philippines said that in the consolidation exercise, it was important not to blur the distinction in the various proposals as consolidation must not mean the merger of proposals. The means of implementation for NAMAs must be reflected in the text. NAMAs are not commitments. Article 4.3 of the Convention requires the provision of the agreed full incremental costs for activities to be funded. Article 4.1 activities for developing countries are (for them) to take actions for readiness to act. Article 4.1(b) is for the formulation and implementation of programmes that could eventually lead to actions. Hence, all of the financing is not NAMAs but for readiness for NAMAs. Actions cannot be taken without preparation. 

NAMAs are nationally determined. The Philppines was not sure about what the EU was saying about the 'lifecyle' of NAMAs. The 'lifeclye' approach seems to start from 'death to birth' but the developing country proposals are from 'birth to death'.  There was need for clarity of understanding as it appears that funding is only when NAMAs are nice or when there is readiness for action.  NAMAs refer to those which are enabled and supported. There is additional financing for actions.  

Australia said that there was a high level operational aspect for a post-20102 outcome in a future decision. There was need for brief guidance on the definition and scope of developing country actions. The text is broad and does not limit the scope of NAMAs. On the enabling of NAMAs, it was important not to duplicate proposals under financing and capacity building. National schedules can be used to capture a range of actions by developing countries. 

Japan said that NAMAs do not need to be in the form of a quantified emission limitation or reduction objectives. National action plans can include a quantified element. Developing countries whose GHGs (greenhouse gases) are large in terms of global emissions and who have appropriate responsibility and capacity must achieve intensity targets to substantially reduce the emissions. It was inevitable to embrace them in global mitigation efforts. The 'MRV' element was important and could follow the mechanisms stipulated in the Kyoto Protocol, and should include information necessary to demonstrate compliance, which should be reviewed by experts.  

Micronesia speaking for the Alliance of Small Island States said the objective of the mitigation effort by Non-Annex 1 countries should lead to significant deviation from business-as-usual emissions. NAMAs are different for different groups of countries, respecting the common but differentiated responsibility (principle). NAMAs must contribute to GHG reductions so that the effort can be compared. There no value in a long laundry list of NAMA categories. There is also room for unilateral actions. There could be a registry of actions for both NAMAs (unilateral/unsupported and supported actions).   

South Korea, in reference to the issue of schedules said that there were two issues. One is actions of developing countries and the other is how to capture that internationally. The registry is to capture the action. The MRV for NAMAs is not for compliance or sanction but to provide international recognition. It is for improving transparency rather than for compliance or sanction. 

Pakistan said that consolidation of the text should be aimed at where there is a high level of convergence on ideas. The convergence can be high in proposals and ideas that are in line with the Convention and the BAP. It did not think unilateral actions by developing countries are NAMAs. Convergence on this is difficult. In relation to the issue of 'substantial deviation from baseline', the BAP only refers to the need for MRV of actions and not deviation. 

China said that the focus of discussions should be on the mandate of the BAP and to ensure that the content of the proposals are in line with that. NAMAs are in the context of sustainable development. What is nationally appropriate should be designed by developing countries and are voluntary in nature. They should not be made mandatory. There is need to discuss actions and support simultaneously. There cannot be discussion of actions without support. 

India said that financial support under the BAP has to cover the full incremental costs of the measures as laid down in the Convention. It is not a subjective assessment of the needs of the developing countries. It is essential for the question of finance to be dealt with in the NAMAs   contact group as well as the group dealing with the finance issue. There is need for including references to the Convention principles and provisions so that proposals that only include paragraphs of operational significance including contextual material are not acceptable. Provisions in Article 4.1 must be read also with Articles 4.3, 4.4 and 4.7 of the Convention and Article 12 paragraph 1 on reporting in the national communications. New commitments for reporting are not acceptable and fall outside the Convention. This also applies to national schedules and should be excluded. Low carbon or low emissions plans are a vaguely defined concept. A recent UN DESA report refers to low emission high growth strategies. Unsupported NAMAs cannot be subject to verification. Verification is only for the supported NAMAs. There is a contractual commitment linked to the receipt of financial support.
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