

Clashes over objectives, scope and guiding principles hinder progress on adaptation

Bangkok, 10 October (Juan Hoffmaister) - The contact group on adaptation under the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long Term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) saw little progress in Bangkok (28 September to 9 October) as developed and developing countries presented clashing views on the elements of adaptation. 

The contact group discussed over the first week ways to streamline the text on adaptation contained in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2, with developing countries stressing the need to focus on adaptation actions supported by developed countries, and developed countries on the planning and focus on the most vulnerable.  

On Saturday 3 October, co-chairs William Kojo Agyemang-Bonsu of Ghana and Thomas Kolly of Switzerland, with support from the UNFCCC secretariat, presented to the group a non-paper, reflecting discussions on streamlining. Discussions in the second week concentrated on sections on ‘implementation of adaptation actions’ and ‘objectives, scope and guiding principles.’ During the second week the chairs also suggested moving each section of the non-paper to a drafting group, which was supported by many developed countries and opposed by the G77 and China, who requested that before moving into drafting groups it was necessary to advance discussions and move to informal discussions before moving into drafting groups. 

The Maldives, speaking on behalf of the Group of 77 and China, said that the title of the section should stress the enhancement of action on adaptation according to the Bali Action Plan (BAP), restructuring the objectives, guiding principles and scope, reflecting on the other building blocks of the BAP.  The fundamental objective should be enhanced action on adaptation taking into account that the reduction of vulnerability and increasing resilience should be supported by developed countries under their commitments in relevant articles of the Convention. The global responsibility is according to the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capability for facilitating support and action on adaptation. 

The work should be for the establishment of support for comprehensive action, but not through framing the Convention as a catalyst.  Planning should not be a burden to developing countries and should be consistent with Article 4.1(f) of the Convention, particularly language stating: “Take climate change considerations into account, to the extent feasible, in their relevant social, economic and environmental policies and actions”.

There needs to be a common understanding of what “country-driven” means. It should be reflected that adaptation in developing countries should be supported by developed countries, according to the relevant Convention articles. Language on regional or national coordination and networks should be separated—regional networks should not compete with national actions. Language on evidence-based vulnerably assessment needs to be defined as it is not clear. Principles need to stress the principle of common by differentiated responsibilities also covering historical emissions.  Language on financial needs assessment is not clear and should be deleted. 

Bangladesh speaking for the group of Least Developed Countries (LDCs) said that the definition of adaptation could be simply just taken from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and expressed its opposition to language referring to actions coordinated based “solidarity and a shared responsibility for facilitating and mobilizing support and action” and requested the deletion of this language. Current language emphasizing integration could lead to the additional burden imposed on developing countries becoming too difficult to distinguish. It stressed that adaptation action needs to be country driven. 

[Developing countries are concerned that common but differentiated responsibilities with legally binding commitments especially on financial support by developed countries are being diluted with the notion of “solidarity and shared responsibility.]

The Cook Islands speaking on behalf the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) said that delivery mechanisms in reference to support for adaptation action in developing countries need to be clarified. This section must clarify particularly principles, scope of the work in the context of paragraph 1(c) of the Bali Action Plan, also noting that enhanced action on adaptation was not a framework or programme per se.  The principles should be consistent with the Convention. Country-driven is important, and the meaning of these principles must be determined within countries. 

Sweden speaking for the EU said that their preference was to speak on the framework for adaptation and expressed willingness to further elaborate what this means and find language that suits all. The catalytic nature of the Convention is important. The focus must be on vulnerable countries. There are many questions on ecosystem-based approaches, and how these could be of impact in the determination of vulnerability. 

Brazil said that language on the section should establish the need of comprehensiveness to enhance action on adaptation under the Convention, and that the list of principles should be short and streamlined, and one of the most important principles is ‘country-driven’. The language on formulation of projects and programme must stress that this be determined nationally consistent with national priorities.  Language on equity must be reflected and retained, such as the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities and the idea that the enhanced action on adaptation must be participatory, but this must be streamlined. On the integration of adaptation into planning, it is important to bear in mind Article 4.1(f) of the Convention. 

[Article 4.1(f): All Parties, taking into account their common but differentiated responsibilities and their specific national and regional development priorities, objectives and circumstances, shall take climate change considerations into account, to the extent feasible, in their relevant social, economic and environmental policies and actions, and employ appropriate methods, for example impact assessments, formulated and determined nationally, with a view to minimizing adverse effects on the economy, on public health and on the quality of the environment, of projects or measures undertaken by them to mitigate or adapt to climate change.]
Discussion on objectives, scope and guiding principles in the non-paper continued on Wednesday 7 October, making clear the difference between the preference of developing countries for a strong role for the Convention in adaptation   and concentrating the discussions on implementation and support versus the preference of developed countries to limit the role of the Convention to a catalyst and focus discussions on planning and adaptation activities that ALL countries must complete. 

On the final day, 9 October the contact group had its last meeting, where Mr. Agyemang-Bonsu reported that a new non-paper incorporating inputs from Parties and outlining options would be made available online soon after the Bangkok meeting and for use in Barcelona.

