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Disagreement over long-term global goal for 
emissions reductions

Bangkok, 6 October (Meena Raman and Josie Lee): Divergent views emerged between developed and developing countries on the long-term global goal for emissions reductions in the contact group on shared vision that met on 5 October under the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative action (AWG-LCA). Determining the long-term global goal for emissions reductions is a highly contentious issue in the Bangkok climate talks. 

Developed countries including the United States and the European Union are advocating a global emissions cut of 50% by 2050 based on 1990 levels. In this context, they said that developed countries would cut by 80% (US) and 80-95% (EU) by 2050. Developing countries said that an 80% cut by developed countries would mean that developing countries would have to reduce their own emissions in absolute terms by 20% by 2050, and on a per capita basis, this would mean a 60% 

cut in emissions reductions, which is unacceptable. 

(Under paragraph 1(a) of the Bali Action Plan, the shared vision for long-term cooperative action includes a long-term global goal for emission reductions to achieve the ultimate objective of the Convention, in accordance with the provisions and principles of the Convention, in particular the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, and taking into account social and economic conditions and other relevant factors].

The United States said that a collective long-term global goal for emissions reductions is an important means to inspire and guide the collective efforts of all Parties and forms a central part of the communications to the outside world.  The G8 had embraced a long-term global goal of emissions reduction of 50% by 2050 based on 1990 levels and a 
80% reduction in emissions by 2050 by developed countries. For the US, this goal will be a target in its domestic legislation which would be legally binding. It said that there were different forms and level of ambition among Parties.

In response, Sudan, which is also Chair of G77 and China, said the shared vision must be based on equity and justice for all Parties. It said that the US proposal would leave developing countries, in economic terms, with a situation where people cannot reproduce and the economy cannot grow. According to Sudan, a 50% global emissions reduction target by 2050 based on 1990 levels, and a 80% emissions reduction target by developed countries (that the US mentioned), requires developing countries to reduce their own emissions in absolute terms by 20% by 2050. On a per person basis, that is a per capita cut of 60%, which could also mean a similar cut in income. So people who currently earn only $2 per day will be left with just 80c. The US proposal would thus mean that Africa would have negative economic growth.  If developing countries are to grow at 7% per year, then the equation has to be different.  The equation put forward is unacceptable and threatens the success of an agreement in Copenhagen. 

The European Union reiterated its position that Parties should work towards keeping temperature rise below 2 degrees Celsius. This requires a reversal on growth of emissions no later than 2020 and global emissions reduction by at least 50% by 2050 on 1990 levels and declining thereafter. They also recognised the IPCC assessment said that this required developed countries to contribute to around 80%-95%.

Japan echoed the targets of the EU, with a peaking of global emissions between 2015-2025. It said that developing countries would have a lengthier time for peaking of emissions. 

Australia supported a global goal of 450ppm or lower and at least a 50% global emission reduction by 2050 based on 1990 levels with emissions peaking not later than 2020.

Philippines, speaking for the G77 and China said that in relation to proposals by the developed countries on the long-term global goal, there were many unknowns was need for a clear understanding. There was need to address what the targets mean for other parameters of sustainable development in developing countries; how such emission reduction targets would bring the earth to a 2 degree Celsius temperature rise, what the different times of the peak in global emissions imply for developing countries in respect to they being able to meet the basic needs of their people. Understanding these factors is crucial for the discussions. Any global effort would be truly global only if commitments on provision of financing and technology transfer were provided. This is a crucial part and the first part of any long-term goal. 

Antigua and Barbuda on behalf of the Alliance of Small Island States reiterated the need for global temperature rise to be limited to below 1.5 degrees Celsius with a 350ppm of CO2-equivalent concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. The Group supported emissions reductions by developed countries of more than 95% by 2050 based on 1990 levels, while the global target for reductions was 85%. It stressed that a 2 degrees Celcius target would mean that some AOSIS countries would cease to exist. This statement was supported by Marshall Islands, who said a 2 degrees Celsius target presented an ‘unacceptable risk’ and by Costa Rica (also on behalf of Guatemala and Panama). 

South Africa said that the shared vision must address the full effective and sustained implementation of the Convention, now, up to and beyond 2012 and integrate all the building blocks of the BAP. On the long-term global goal for emission reductions, it said that global emissions must be halved by 2050 and must be underpinned by mid-term targets. It said that Annex 1 countries should cut their emissions by 40% by 2020 compared to 1990 levels and at least 80-95% by 2050 for lower stabilisation levels.  

China echoed the ideas presented by the Philippines and South Africa with support for the 95% emission reductions by 2050 on 1990 levels. It also stressed the need for adequate, sustained financing and technology transfer to be provided to developing countries for adaptation and mitigation efforts.

India also supported the same target as China and said that the long-term goal must be placed in context of Article 2 of the Convention. This means that global budget allocation of emissions for each Party must be based on equal access to the atmospheric space, taking into account historical emissions. As a first step, developed countries must reduce their emissions by at least 40% by 2020 and by 95% by 2050. It stressed the need for developing countries to have the development space. The long-term goal is a composite of all the four legs of the BAP (technology, finance, mitigation and adaptation).

Mexico on behalf of the Environmental Integrity Group said that science must guide Parties. Therefore, the global temperature target should be below 2 degrees Celsius, but this upper limit is not static. It may change. They supported global emission reductions by at least half by 2050 on 1990 levels. They expressed support for actions in accordance with respective capabilities and responsibilities, focusing support on those that are most vulnerable, technology transfer, and a scaling up of resources for mitigation and adaptation. They saw these elements as crucial for the negotiations. They believed that an ambitious compromise is possible at Copenhagen.

Russia said that a long-term goal should be shared by all countries and that all countries must contribute to the long term goal in consistency with the Bali Action Plan. On historical responsibility, it said that there was need for operational language in the text and not political language. 

Saudi Arabia asserted that there was no need for any emission reductions figures as the reference is Article 2 of the Convention. It emphasised the four pillars of the Bali Action Plan, especially in regards to finance and technological support for mitigation and adaptation. There was need to define vulnerability not only in terms of those who are vulnerable to the climate change impact, but also in terms of those who are economically vulnerable. In reference to the intervention by the United States they also noted that statements by G8 are not relevant in these negotiations.
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