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Copenhagen train in peril, UN meeting warned
Bangkok, 10 October (Meena Raman) – Developing countries expressed their strong opposition to proposals by developed countries to renegotiate the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change which they said were aimed at generating new commitments for developing countries and which eliminate or diminish the commitments of developed countries at the closing plenary of the Bangkok climate talks under the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action on 9 October.

The G77 and China said that Parties seemed to be drifting apart from each other on key essentials for an outcome in Copenhagen. The Group expressed its strong concern over several proposals, including those that were presented by developed countries for new frameworks for mitigation actions by all Parties that are incompatible with the Convention, the Kyoto Protocol and the Bali Action Plan. 

“No amount of selective reading or creative interpretation will be sufficient to hide the fact these negotiations constitute re-negotiations of the Convention with a view to generating new commitments that are entirely inappropriate for developing countries and eliminate or diminish the appropriate commitments of developed countries. We oppose them directly and emphatically,” emphasised Ambassador Ibrahim Mirghani Ibrahim of Sudan, speaking for the Group.

China's head of delegation, Mr. Su Wei referred to the two tracks of the AWG-LCA and the Ad-hoc working group on the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) as a train that started in Bali on a two-track railway. “The train should have already been accelerated so as to arrive in Copenhagen in time. But to our great disappointment and dismay, the train encounters big problems in running along the two-track rail, with one track, the Kyoto Protocol, on the verge of being destroyed. The Kyoto Protocol track is cut into pieces and its debris and fragmented pieces are placed on the Convention track. Serious consequences will follow. On the one hand, new roadblocks are going to be placed on the Convention track of the negotiating process, and the train is going to be derailed. On the other hand, the two-track train is suddenly pushed onto a single track, and the train is going to be topside down”. 

He said that the train to Copenhagen is in imminent peril and appealed to the developed countries not to destroy the “Kyoto Protocol track” and not to “place new roadblocks on the Convention” and not to derail the train to Copenhagen.

India's climate envoy, Mr. Shyam Saran said that in this final phase of our negotiations, “we are confronting the possibility of the goal posts themselves being changed. Instead of enhancing actions under the Convention, we are being asked to accept a new legal instrument with diminished commitments.” 

Referring to the proposals by developed countries, Mr. Mootaz Khalil, the head of delegation of Egypt said that the Convention was not meant to be used to perpetuate the economic competitiveness of developed countries, nor was it meant to attempt to resolve the financial crisis by experimenting a number of “new market mechanisms”.

“Other proposals aim to dilute the separation between developed and developing countries according to the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities; mixing the definitions, creating new categories of “developed developing countries”, and making it clear that developed countries would not fulfill their obligations unless developing countries participate in the global mitigation and financing efforts. We are not in an exercise to renegotiate, substitute, or reinterpret the Convention,” he said. 

In order to move forward, in Barcelona, Parties must aim to resolve their differences not by forcing their views on each other; but rather through objective, realistic and focused negotiations, that focus on the provisions of the Convention in accordance with the Bali Action Plan and not by negotiations that keep introducing new ideas that keep changing the rules of the game. This is the only way to reach an agreement in Copenhagen that will take into consideration the legitimate needs and concerns of all the Parties and not a “Copenhagen Agreement” that would only reflect the narrow interests of one single group of Parties, stressed Egypt.

These views were expressed at the closing session of the AWG-LCA at its 7th session in Bangkok that began on 28 September and ended on 9 October.  The closing plenary was chaired by Michael Zammit Cutajar of Malta. The 7th session of the AWG-LCA will resume again in Barcelona, Spain in November. 
In Bangkok, Parties advanced further work through the production of several non-papers by facilitators on elements of the Bali Action Plan which included the shared vision, mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer and capacity building. 

The G77 and China said that at this critical stage of the climate change negotiations, the Group was greatly concerned by the introduction of elements that are outside the mandate contained in the Bali Action Plan, and which are completely inconsistent with the Convention. Such moves at this point causes great concern for the work of Parties and compromise the goal of reaching an agreed outcome in Copenhagen.

The Group stressed that the Convention, is the home of Parties. It creates the space of understanding which allows us to move forward together and the Kyoto Protocol is the standard for the mitigation contribution of all Annex 1 countries be it in the magnitude and legal nature of commitments; be it in measuring, reporting and verifying; be it in rules of compliance, the Kyoto Protocol is the established reference, now and in the future, in this field. 

In its work, the G77 and China does not consider options which are not based on the continued legal existence and effectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol. “We are the defenders of the only legal instruments addressing climate change and their adverse effects.  If these are redefined, or worse, rejected by developed countries, we would have no indication of where we will be without these instruments to address the increasingly urgent problem of climate change and its adverse effects. The rejection of these instruments implies rejection of historical responsibilities for the problem of climate change. Denial of historical responsibilities implies denial of the commitments to provide developing countries with the new and additional financial resources, of meeting costs of adaptation and of facilitating and promoting access to and transfer of technology,” said the Group.

The developed country Parties claim that they are taking the lead. Saying it, however, is not doing it, and all we are hearing and seeing as proposals from developed country Parties in these negotiations point to the contrary. In mitigation, in adaptation, in financing and in technology transfer, there are proposals shifting responsibilities to developing countries themselves, to failed markets, to private sector, it said.

The Group said that adaptation remains a major concern for developing countries. Delayed or inadequate mitigation actions will only increase the costs and impacts borne by developing countries. Technology transfer and the provision of adequate financial resources are also a continuing concern in this process as we move to low carbon economies. In addition, the social and economic consequences of response measures by developed countries could hinder the achievement of sustainable development, and hence, there is need to make progress in avoiding and minimizing negative consequences on developing countries to ensure a gradual and just transition. 

The Group reiterated its commitment to the negotiations underway and to a positive result. It was no demanding that partners accept its terms, but was calling on them to respect and accept the terms that all have agreed to, which is the Bali Action Plan. The Group said that it was not refusing to engage but was hoping that all parties will engage in a common effort that is constructive, not in a collective tearing down of what has been built since the Rio Summit in 1992.

China reiterated its firm belief and strong determination to ensure the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol in accordance with the mandate of the Bali Roadmap. It said that the political will expressed by leaders last month at the UN Summit on Climate Change, have not been actually reflected in the negotiations on the ground, and the political momentum built there, has yet to be transformed into driving force for the negotiating process. 

It expressed hope that in Barcelona, negotiations should focus on the mandate of the Bali Action Plan, on the essentials regarding mitigation, adaptation, finance and technology transfer. Developed countries should come forward with a firm commitment to undertake ambitious mid-term reduction targets by 2020. Parties need to agree on setting up mechanisms for financing, technology transfer and capacity building support. Developing countries, in the context of sustainable development, will take nationally appropriate mitigation actions that are enabled and supported by financing, technology transfer and capacity building from developed countries. 

India said that its delegation had actively participated in these talks in a constructive spirit with a view to ensuring a comprehensive, balanced and above all, an equitable outcome at Copenhagen.

Our hopes are in danger of being belied. We are disappointed by the approach taken by our developed country partners in these talks. We are being told that a new and single instrument is essential if we want an agreement at Copenhagen. It does not need great deal of imagination to see what this could lead to. The proposals, far from enhancing climate change actions, will in reality end up diluting the commitments of Annex-I countries, unilaterally imposing new commitments and burdens on developing countries, and undermine the existing Framework Convention and its Kyoto Protocol, it said.

India said that the objective of these negotiations is not a new climate treaty, but rather the enhanced implementation of the principles and provisions of the existing UNFCCC. In pursuance of this objective, the Bali Action Plan has provided us with a clear and unambiguous mandate. Similarly, we are not negotiating a new Protocol. 

The Kyoto Protocol does not cease to exist in 2012. It will remain valid and in effect, unless State Parties specifically decide to abrogate it or replace it with another legal instrument. This is not what these current negotiations are about. They are about commitments on emission reductions, to be assumed by developed country Parties included in Annex I of the Protocol, for the second commitment period which will commence in 2013. 

It stressed that the key issue here is that there is the reluctance on the part of developed country delegations to aim for an agreed outcome on the basis of the mandate agreed upon by consensus. Developing countries have always been willing to walk the extra mile. Without waiting for support or matching action among developed countries, India was already deploying precious resources to enhance our national actions on both mitigation and adaptation. 

Egypt said that it would an outcome in Copenhagen must reflect the mandate of this process, which is the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention and its subsidiary instruments that do include the Kyoto Protocol. 

It said that it was unfortunate that Parties were not given the opportunity to discuss in full the substance of many of the proposals. This applies to the mitigation section, as much as other sections including the shared vision, technology and finance, where some ideas amounted to converting the implementation of the Convention into a “match making” process, where proposed actions and needs of developing countries would be escorted to a number of financing and implementing avenues that mainly rely on market forces and the private sector, with a little push from the public domain. This runs counter to the main provisions of the Convention that put a specific responsibility on the developed countries to provide the necessary financial and technological support to adaptation and mitigation efforts in developing countries. 

Egypt said that until now, Parties have not determined the shape of the final outcome expected from Copenhagen. A group of countries have declared that they will produce a single legally binding agreement while others consider that the Bali action Plan calls for a decision that addresses all the aspects of the Bali Action Plan. It should be clear that this issue has to be resolved well before Copenhagen so that delegations know exactly the implications of what they are negotiating. 

Lesotho, speaking for the LDCs also expressed disappointment at attempts to dilute the AWG-LCA by introducing matters under the AWG-KP and that this has tended to delay progress in the talks. There was need to urgently focus on the mandate of the Bali Action Plan and the Convention. 

Algeria, speaking for the Africa Group reiterated the need to keep the implementation of the Bali Action Plan separate from the negotiations underway in the KP. The proposals of the developed countries threaten the crucial outcome in Copenhagen and there was need to urgently work and recover the trust and confidence among Parties.
Grenada, speaking for the Alliance of Small Island States said that it was disturbed by suggestions that the COP 15 in Copenhagen will under not deliver on a binding agreement. It appealed to Parties not to weaken the existing legally binding Convention and KP which underpins the climate change regime. It said that the AOSIS cannot afford any delays and that it was morally and politically imperative for a successful outcome in Copenhagen. 

Sweden, speaking for the European Union said that Copenhagen needs an ambitious and comprehensive outcome that encompasses actions by all nations. It said that a low emissions development path requires cooperative action which is enabled and supported by an international regulatory framework. It expected a legally binding agreement for emissions reduction targets for developed countries. 

It wanted to see the strengthening of the KP, carbon markets and compliance mechanisms and that the best way of doing this was to integrate these elements into a single treaty which is built on the KP architecture. It said that it was committed to the KP.

The United States, represented by its head of delegation, Jonathan Pershing said that there was need for charting new ideas and solutions together. In shaping a deal, it sees its proposals as being consistent with the enhanced implementation of the Convention and the Bali Action Plan. Developed countries need to undertake quantified economy wide mid-term targets. 

For major advanced developing countries, there was need for national actions that can be quantified, measured and reported and lead to meaningful reductions in emissions in the mid-term. All Parties actions can be inscribed (in an instrument) and there has to be transparent and accountable international reporting. It did not expect emission reductions from less advanced countries.
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