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                   5 October 2009

No to sealing distorted deal in Copenhagen – 
say developing countries

Bangkok, 5 October (Meena Raman) – Developing countries expressed their strong concerns over efforts by developed countries to undermine their commitments under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) by shifting their responsibilities to the markets and in weakening their obligations at the Bangkok climate talks. 

They expressed fear that it was not only the Kyoto Protocol that was being “killed”, but also the Convention, which was being buried under a new structure that would no longer be recognisable. 

Several countries led by Venezuela said that it was simply unfair, unreasonable and unhelpful for developed countries to hide their conflicting economic interests behind efforts to re-enact olden days “landgrabs” with modern days “sky-grabs”.

These views were expressed at a stock-taking plenary of the Ad-hoc Working Group in Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) under the Bali Action Plan held on 2 October 2009. The session was chaired by Michael Zammit Cutajar to take stock of the talks, which began on 28 September and is scheduled to end on 9 October.  

Mauritius said that “the way things are moving tends to confirm the fear that there is a deliberate attempt to kill the Kyoto Protocol. Attempts are also being made to weaken our positions by trying to create division among developing countries.” 

Egypt expressed strong concern that the main principles of the Convention are being distorted and that this distortion is expected to be sealed in a legally binding agreement in Copenhagen. It expressed fear that the Convention, which is the foundation of the work of Parties would get buried under a new structure that Parties can no longer recognise.

Venezuela, speaking also on behalf of Bolivia, Paraguay, El Salvador, Cuba and Ecuador said that in raising the need to respect the right to development in a healthy and ecologically balanced environment, the group made an urgent call on Annex 1 countries to effectively and convincingly demonstrate their political will to fulfill their obligations. In relation to the negotiations, the group noted with increased concern the risk of the Annex 1 Parties to transfer their obligations to developing countries. The current negotiations are undermining in spirit and form, the agreements reached in 2007 on the Bali Action Plan.

Developed countries owe a climate debt to developing countries for their historic excessive overuse of the Earth’s atmospheric space. This overconsumption has resulted in an adaptation debt, as developing countries have and are continuing to suffer the worst impacts of climate change; and an emissions debt. Therefore, developed countries must undertake ambitious domestic emission reductions, in order to return the remaining atmospheric space back to developing countries for their sustainable development needs. Developed countries are committed to provide financing to developing countries for adaptation and mitigation actions. This is not aid, charity, cooperation or support, but a legally binding international obligation. Approaching the climate change issue as a purely economic one perverts the principle of the "polluter pays", transforming it into "who pays, may pollute”. 

The group said that Parties must remember that these markets (on which they are being asked to place their trust on for the provision of resources to address climate change) have devastated the lives of millions and demonstrated their failure. The financial crisis has cost the world, only in the last two years, more than USD 2 trillion dollars, and the developed countries have had to pay heftily to save their economies. 
The philosophy behind this and other similar approaches in the (current) negotiating text, make clear that (1) Annex I countries are considering not to reduce their domestic emissions because they believe they will be able to purchase their right to continue emitting; (2) Annex I countries are considering to elude the provision of the necessary, new and additional financial resources for the full implementation of the Convention. Thus the trap that Parties are falling into. The current proposals will establish an inequitable distribution of the obligations, significantly changing the balance of the principles, rights and obligations agreed in the UNFCCC, including the suppression of historical responsibilities. 

The new concepts of "carbon neutral development" or "low-carbon societies” that appear in the negotiating texts, are completely devoid of content, leading to the design and acceptance of market oriented strategies and policies, ignoring the efforts of the international community to build, during the last 30 years, the principle of sustainable development, and its three dimensions: economic, social and environment.

The group called for an in-depth review of this situation, bearing in mind that cooperation cannot be destructive of their economies and their peoples; their right to development must not be conditioned; and the need for adequate financing to address the challenges of climate change is not a market matter.

It asked Parties to recall the enormous implications that these decisions will have, not only on the necessary guarantees that we require for a healthy and balanced environment for future generations, but also on the common and mandatory agenda for the eradication of poverty, in harmony with the Mother Earth.

Therefore, given the short route left to Copenhagen, the group believes that Parties should consider the establishment of actions in full conformity with the Convention; in order to define, before 2012, a proper long-term cooperation. In this regard, the group of countries wishes to place on record their rejection of attempts to merge the two negotiations tracks into one. They recognizes that there are many issues still unresolved, but it is their sincere view that the first step in solving problems is to acknowledge their existence openly and honestly, and to recognize their respective limitations in tackling them.

Philippines speaking for the G77 and China said that the Group was ready and willing to set to work immediately to advance the negotiations. It expressed “guarded optimism” and said that it continued to believe and participate in what has to be an inclusive, transparent and a Party-driven process.  The Group emphasised that the mandate of the Bali Action Plan was clear which is for the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention. How much Parties will remain focused on the mandate will determine the success in Copenhagen.  

Egypt said that after listening to Parties during the week, there appeared to be no shared vision. It said that it came to Bangkok worried about the fate of the Kyoto Protocol and now, after listening to developed countries on the issue of mitigation, comparability, conditionality, technology and finance, it was seriously worried about the Convention itself. It identified a number of signals that indicated that the main principles of the Convention are being distorted and that this distortion is expected to be sealed in a legally binding agreement in Copenhagen. Egypt cannot consent to this. It expressed fear that the Convention, which is the foundation of the work of Parties would get buried under a new structure that cannot be recognised anymore.  

Egypt reaffirmed the main elements that it wished to see in Copenhagen: 
(1) Developed countries knowledge their responsibilities and their intention to honour and implement their current commitments.  It was ready to undertake additional nationally appropriate mitigation actions depending on the financial and technical support that will materialise from Copenhagen. What is needed is new, additional, predictable and dependable finance and not old or virtual resources that depend on factors like markets that are unstable, unpredictable and cannot be held legally responsible for.  Hence, it expects the outcome in Copenhagen to include an appropriate and efficient financial mechanism, as well as an appropriate and efficient technology transfer instrument. 

(2) Developed countries should take the lead in mitigation efforts. Taking the lead means taking the initiative, not putting conditions or hiding behind others. Taking the lead does not include comparability with others that do not have the same capabilities or do not carry the same level of responsibilities. It means committing and implementing commitments for additional periods of the Kyoto Protocol. Taking the lead means taking the initiative to diffuse and transfer “low carbon technologies” in order to increase the share of renewable energies in the global energy mix, before worrying about competitiveness concerns. 

(3) It expects adaptation to be addressed in a balanced manner compared to mitigation. It expects all types of vulnerabilities resulting from climate change implications in developing countries to be addressed, while giving due consideration to urgent threats and special circumstances and not a new classification of countries that would result in an unwarranted competition of resources that have yet to materialise.

Stressing the need for greater progress in the talks, Mauritius said that it was no longer a wake up call but a final call for action. The success of the Copenhagen process is based on mutual trust.  However, the more it engages in negotiations, the more it realizes that Annex 1 partners as usual, cannot be trusted. They have a last chance to show their good faith and their real intention towards a universally acceptable outcome in Copenhagen. They have to play their cards on the table. The environmental debt is theirs; they should not dump it to developing countries. The commitment for greenhouse gas emission reduction is theirs. Let them not make it developing countries’. The provision of new and additional funding for adaptation and mitigation, among others, in developing countries is their legal responsibility. Let them not shirk away from it. 

The temperature rise should be contained at less than 1.5o C above pre-industrial level because above that some small islands may disappear under water while a vast part of sub-Saharan Africa will be under desert. Most developing countries will subside below the poverty line and will be caught in the vicious circle of poverty and underdevelopment. It said that it was clear that what developing countries need is at least 1% of GNP of developed countries annually for sustained actions on climate change, out of which a minimum of US$ 100 billion for adaptation is required in developing countries. On technology transfer and capacity building, technologies belong to the private sector and access to these technologies needs to be paid for. 

Mauritius said that the way things are moving in Bangkok tends to confirm the fear that there is a deliberate attempt to kill the Kyoto Protocol. Attempts are also being made to weaken developing countries’ positions by trying to create division among them. 

Barbados, speaking for the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), said that Parties had reached a critical point. The text was unwieldy and there was only 11 days left in the negotiations. It said that Parties are not moving quickly enough. It said that failure in Copenhagen is not an option. A political declaration would not be enough. There must be an outcome that guarantees a legal framework now, up to and beyond 2012. A more manageable text is needed and asked the Chair of the AWGLCA to provide leadership. It said that a strategy was needed for a way forward next week.  

Uganda, for the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) called for a short plenary as early as possible, at least by Wednesday (7 October) to convene another plenary to review progress with a view to taking appropriate action to make substantial progress.

Australia said that now was the time to be bold.  It stressed its proposal for an ambitious solution in Copenhagen in the form of a new treaty that would be Kyoto-plus or an amended Kyoto Protocol, with a set of decisions in the AWG-LCA that will be complementary. 

The European Union also said that Parties were not making progress and was concerned with the pace of the negotiations. It asked Parties to focus on core issues and key political points in the Bali (Action Plan) building blocks. It identified 8 key areas that were important to address: (1) In the mitigation pillar, it wanted developed countries to put the numbers (for emission reductions) on the table; (2) On the nationally appropriate mitigation actions for developing countries (NAMAs), there was need to build an effective machinery and referred to the concept of the lifecycle of NAMAs; (3) There was need to focus on clear and tangible provisions for reporting and accounting; (4) There was need to focus on the tools and instruments to enable cost-effective climate policies. Enhancing and improving the flexibility mechanisms and new market-oriented mechanisms were needed; (5) There was a need for review and compliance; (6) Finance and capacity building were important and the question was on how to make it work and be operational; (7) There was need to build on the operational proposals on adaptation; (8) On the long-term global goal, there was need to operationalise the language as to where Parties need to be and what reductions are needed.  

Saudi Arabia said that any deal must be fair and equitable. It said that developing countries must not be burdened and it cannot accept protectionism and trade barriers being proposed by developed countries. There were so many proposals to shift the burden on the shoulders of developing countries, on the carbon markets as a means of finance and on the imposition of taxes.

South Africa expressed deep concern for the lack of progress in adaptation and in mitigation.  Developed countries with their proposals are departing from the BAP and the Convention. It was also concerned with the possible demise of the Kyoto Protocol as there would then be no criteria for comparability and would allow a bottom-up process for emission reduction targets.  

Pakistan proposed the sum of 1.5% of the world's GDP for the finances needed. The failure of the markets does not provide the confidence that climate change can be delegated to the markets. 

China said that developed countries were negotiating in a “business-as-usual” way. They had distorted the principle of common but differentiate responsibilities and were reluctant to discuss their emission reduction targets and to advance on finance, technology transfer and capacity building. Instead, developed countries were pushing their responsibilities to developing countries. 

Thailand said that deep emission cuts by developed countries were needed. Barriers to intellectual property rights should be removed and there should be no creation of new-sub groups in the negotiations.

India stressed the mandate of the Bali Action Plan and the Convention. It was key for developed countries to announce deep targets of at least 40-45% cuts by 2020 compared to 1990 levels without delay. There was also need for ambitious proposals on technology transfer and finance. 

Japan said that all Parties need to move to a fair and effective framework in which the major economies must participate. 

Chile said that an explicit mandate needed to be given to the chair of the AWG-LCA for the consolidation of the text for the negotiations as Parties faced roadblocks.

The United States called upon the Chair to provide more clarity on the key issue areas and for the development of recommendations, building on the existing work on the text. 

The Chair, Cutajar said that he will hold informal consultations with Parties. 
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