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United States and Developing Countries in Major Clash over
Mitigation

Bangkok, 29 September (Meena Raman) — A tense
clash of views on a crucial issue (how developed
and developing countries should address mitigation)
marked the first meeting on mitigation at the
Bangkok climate talks on 28 September. At one stage
the United States said it could not move forward on
the rest of the negotiations on mitigation unless this
issue was settled.

The US wanted a discussion, under a separate
sub-group, on mitigation elements common to all
Parties, while the G77 and China insisted that the
Convention and the Bali Action Plan clearly
differentiated between the mitigation commitments
of developed countries and the mitigation actions of
developing countries, and that there should not be
an attempt to go against the mandate.

The deep difference of views, which threatens
to derail the Bangkok talks, emerged at the first
meeting of the contact group on mitigation of the
Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative
Action (AWG-LCA) under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC).

The clash occurred over a proposal by the US
to have a formal process to consider textual proposals
on “mitigation elements common to all Parties”,
which developing countries argued were inconsistent
with the Convention and beyond the mandate of the
Bali Action Plan (BAP).

The US proposal was supported by the EU,
Australia, Canada, Russia, Norway and Japan, while
the G77 and China as well as many individual
developing countries (India, China, Brazil, South
Africa, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Algeria) were
opposed to the proposal. However, Costa Rica and
Colombia also supported the US proposal.

The mitigation contact group was discussing
how to proceed with its work. The Chair of the AWG-
LCA, Michael Zammit Cutajar of Malta (who also
chaired the mitigation contact group), proposed the

establishment of the following sub-groups as contact
groups under the mitigation element as set out in
paragraph 1(b) of the BAP viz. (i) mitigation
commitments of developed countries; (ii) mitigation
actions of developing countries; (iii) reducing
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation
in developing countries (REDD); (iv) cooperative
sectoral approaches; (v) opportunities for using
markets; and (vi) economic and social consequences
of response measures.

In response, the United States, represented by
delegation head Jonathan Pershing, said that there is
value to having a formal conversation on the
mitigation elements common to all Parties, as
developed country Parties had textual proposals in
negotiating text in this regard. It said that there was
a need to have a formal process to introduce these
proposals, implying the need for a further sub-group.

It insisted that this issue (i.e. the mitigation
elements common to all Parties) was a priority for
the US and that it could not move forward in the
negotiations without this issue being addressed.

This stance of the US led the Chair of the
contact group Cutajar to comment that there appeared
to be a standoff. Following an intense exchange on
the matter between the US and several developing
countries led by India and the G77 and China, the
Chair proposed an informal consultation on the issue
and appealed for work to proceed on other issues
that did not involve paras 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii).

In the negotiating text, the US proposals appear
under the heading “Mitigation elements common to
all Parties” that includes a proposal for all Parties to
“implement their respective nationally appropriate
mitigation actions reflected in an Appendix 17; “to
formulate and submit low-carbon strategies that
articulate an emissions pathway to 2050”; and that
such “mitigation action is subject to measurement,
reporting and verification as reflected in an
appropriate Appendix”.



Developed countries such as the United States,
Australia and Japan have submitted proposals in the
negotiating text that call for new agreements under
the Convention, as possible legal outcomes for the
meeting of the Conference of Parties in Copenhagen
in December this year. They seek to alter the nature
of obligations of developing countries under the
Convention by requiring some countries among them
to take on binding emission commitments and other
obligations which extend beyond the mandate of the
Convention and the Bali Action Plan (BAP).

Reflecting on what the US had in mind, India
(represented by Ambassador Dasgupta) said that the
US proposals were inconsistent with the Convention
and the BAP, and weaken the distinctions between
developed country mitigation commitments and
developing country mitigation actions. It said that
there was no reason for any contact group to be
established on a non-issue in the context of work on
the implementation of the Convention.

In response to India, the US said that there
cannot be a narrow interpretation of the BAP as there
was the use of the words “inter alia” in the BAP.

(The BAP decision states that Parties decide
“to launch a comprehensive process to enable the
full, effective and sustained implementation of the
Convention through long-term cooperative action,
now, up to and beyond 2012, in order to reach an
agreed outcome and adopt a decision at its fifteenth
session, by addressing, inter alia: .....).

The US then said that the Minister of
Environment of India, Jairam Ramesh, had at a recent
meeting of the Major Economies Forum, suggested
the broadening of the scope of the national
communications by developing country Parties. (The
US was suggesting that the Indian Minister was
adopting a broader interpretation).

In response to this, India took objection to the
US choosing to speak on behalf of its Minister. India
said that it had instructions to put across the views
of its government. It said that the Environment
Minister did not agree to any new commitments for
developing countries. While India was taking far-
reaching mitigation actions as set out in its national
action plan on climate change, such actions were
purely domestic and not subject to international
binding commitments. The scope and frequency of
the national communications were subject to the
Convention and there would be no verification of
actions which are not supported by technology or
finance.

Brazil, speaking for the G77 and China, said
that the Group was opposed to ideas that do not
respect the difference between the mitigation
commitments of developed countries (referred to as
para 1(b)(i) of the BAP) and the mitigation actions
of developing countries (under para 1(b)(ii) of the

BAP) and which call for unified measuring, reporting
and verification of such efforts.

It stressed the need for the work of the AWG-
LCA to be guided by the Convention and the BAP
and said there should not be efforts to introduce ideas
that were incompatible. The Group was opposed to
structural proposals that eliminate the separation
between mitigation by developed and developing
countries.

Algeria questioned the intention of introducing
elements that are not consistent with the BAP or the
Convention. Was it to kill the Kyoto Protocol and to
renegotiate the Convention, it asked. If Parties
wanted to succeed in Copenhagen, then introducing
sensitive elements would only delay, confuse and
threaten the result and outcome of Copenhagen.

China (represented by delegation head Su Wei)
expressed its strong disappointment with the
discussions. If Parties are conducting negotiations
in this way (by introducing new elements outside
the mandate of the Convention and the BAP), work
would be far from completing the mandate of the
BAP, it said. It stressed the need for Parties to get
back to the essentials and focus on the BAP. It said
that it was a clear task of the Bangkok talks not to
search for a new mandate. The focus is on the clear
mandate of the BAP. It was strongly opposed to the
introduction of new elements and said there was no
need to complicate matters.

The EU said that there should be time and space
to discuss the proposals. Parties can seek to agree or
disagree but it was not constructive not to discuss
them.

Australia said that it was vital to discuss the
common responsibilities of all Parties and supported
the US proposal.

Norway supported the US proposal and wanted
a common framework for the measuring, reporting
and verification of mitigation efforts.

Costa Rica said that while there were
differences between mitigation commitments and
actions of developed and developing countries, it
would support some time for discussion as proposed
by the US as the proposals were interesting in
expressing mitigation efforts and would crystallise
the issues in paras 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii) of the BAP.

Colombia while agreeing with India and the
G77 and China said it found no conflict with the US
proposal for discussion in a sub-group and that it
provided a good opportunity to focus on the big
picture.

At the end of the meeting, the Chair announced
that he would hold informal consultations on this
issue with delegations on Tuesday. He said that work
would proceed (in contact groups) on other
mitigation issues that did not involve paras 1(b)(i)
and 1(b)(i1).
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Stop Delaying Progress in Climate Talks, Developing Countries Tell
Developed Countries

Bangkok, 29 September (Meena Raman) — As the
Bangkok climate talks began on Monday, developing
countries lamented the slow progress being made in
the negotiations so far under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC). There are still no concrete numbers from
the developed countries either for their emission
reductions or for meeting their financial
commitments towards developing countries, said the
G77 and China.

At the opening of the 7" session of the Ad-hoc
Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action
in Bangkok on 28 September 2009, developing
country groupings, led by the G77 and China,
expressed disappointment at the lack of willingness
of developed countries to make progress on the
constructive proposals by developing countries to
address the implementation gaps on finance,
technology transfer and capacity building.

The Africa Group also called for a significant
scaling up of financing needed to address the needs
of developing countries in tackling climate change
and proposed a sum of 5% of the GDP of developed
countries.

Sudan, for the G77 and China, said that the
Group had put constructive proposals to close the
implementation gaps on finance, technology transfer
and capacity building. The Group was still awaiting
the engagement of developed countries on these
proposals. While there were no concrete numbers
from developed countries for their emission
reduction targets for the second commitment period
under the Ad-hoc Working Group on Kyoto Protocol
(AWG-KP), there were also no concrete proposals
for specific amounts relating to finance from the
developed countries. There was also no real
willingness to consider technology transfer.

The Group also expressed dismay over the
recent European Commission communication on the

financial package that shifts the fulfillment of
financial commitments to failed markets, the private
sector and to the developing countries. The Group
also found that developed countries were shifting
the responsibilities for meeting the costs of
adaptation to developing countries by asking for the
mainstreaming of adaptation into their development.
Further, promises are being made of unspecified
amounts of money to a sub-set of developing
countries.

In addition, the world media is misled that
developing countries are blocking progress in the
negotiations.

Algeria for the Africa Group said that work
in full negotiating mode must move without delay.
Rapid economic development as well as dealing with
climate change are priorities for Africa. The Group
called for the scaling up of financing which is urgent,
new and additional to ODA, adding that the sum of
5% of the GDP of developed countries is what is
needed to address climate change in developing
countries. In addition, ambitious targets in emission
reductions are needed in developed countries.

Barbados, speaking for the Alliance of Small
Island States, called for the intensifying of the pace
of negotiations. It drew attention to recent UNEP
findings that vindicated the AOSIS call for urgency
and action in tackling climate change. Limiting
temperature rise to 2 degree C is not enough as this
would already submerge small islands. The sense of
urgency needed is not reflected in the proposals from
developed countries which aggregate to only 11-18%
reductions by 2020 compared to 1990 levels. On
finance, we are yet to see proposals that approach
the scale required for adaptation for Small Island
States and LDCs, which is both a legally binding
and moral imperative.

Lesotho for the LDCes said that finance was
a key issue to move the process forward. In



adaptation, there was a need for an action-oriented
adaptation framework. There was also a need for
ambitious mitigation targets now by developed
countries.

Australia speaking for the Umbrella Group of
countries (including the US and Canada) said that
the group was committed to an ambitious global
agreement with essential elements to help vulnerable
developing countries meet their adaptation needs;
better-directed finance and investment for
technology and measures to reduce deforestation. A
strong agreement by all Parties to mitigate
greenhouse gas emissions is a touchstone for success.
A new climate agreement must capture the full
spectrum of Parties’ mitigation efforts. There has
been no opportunity to capture the mitigation
commitments and actions of all Parties and there was
aneed to set aside time in the formal negotiations to
do this.

Sweden for the EU said that the current
negotiating text is excessive in length and complexity
and was unmanageable. It has to be condensed on
key political pillars for a future climate regime. Not
all developed countries are in the Kyoto Protocol
(referring to the US). There was a need to discuss
developed country pledges as regards emission
reductions as well as links to the carbon markets in
the AWG-LCA. The AWG-LCA and the AWG-KP
must be coordinated and one single agreement is
needed which is codified into one legal instrument.

The Chair of the AWG-LCA, Michael Zammit
Cutajar, urged Parties to concentrate the negotiations
on the elements of an ambitious, effective and fair
agreed outcome that Parties consider “politically
essential”. He gave his view of what are some
essential deliverables. He would like to say the
morning after COP 15 that the global community is
united in pursuing a rapid and just transition to modes
of development that will use resources efficiently
and thus be low in emission intensity, provide access
for poor people to basic services, including
sustainable energy, strengthen resilience to climatic
impacts, and contribute to building a fairer world;
and that this community is politically committed to
realizing this transition through cooperation based
on the Convention, guided by a science-based long-
term global goal for emission reductions, with each
member contributing, according to its responsibilities
and capabilities, to the gains that will accrue to all
from cooperative action, and with all responding to
the needs of the poorest and most vulnerable.

Cutajar added that on climate finance, there is
scope to advance agreement on sourcing,
governance, eligibility, access and accountability. On
technology, we have the opportunity to design a

mechanism that will realize the promise of the
Convention — a mechanism that will work sector-
by-sector and technology-by-technology, mobilizing
public and private expertise and finance, in order to
drive the “diffusion, including transfer” of existing
technologies and practices, the ones on which
countries must now rely to achieve their medium-
term plans and goals; and promote cooperative
research, development and sharing of the new
technologies that will take us to mid-century.

In both these areas — finance and technology,
Parties can define what is to be done within the
UNFCCC, in a strengthened and coherent set of
institutional arrangements, and what can be
“outsourced” by the Conference of the Parties under
condition of genuine guidance from and
accountability to it.

As for mitigation commitments or actions by
developed countries, understanding can be advanced
on the question of comparability of efforts —
including comparability with mitigation efforts and
related procedures and mechanisms envisaged under
the Kyoto Protocol.

Cutajar referred to general aspects of mitigation
that this session needs to consider, including: (a) what
is to be common and what differentiated in
frameworks for mitigation action by all Parties; (b)
whether commitments to mitigation actions are
binding only nationally or also internationally; (c)
how to build trust by enhancing the “credible
transparency” of national mitigation efforts, without
intruding upon national sovereignty; and (d) how
such transparency may be achieved by building upon
existing provisions and practices under the
Convention regarding the communication of
information related to implementation, including
national communications, GHG inventories and
projections.

He also raised the issue of coherence of the
work of the two AWGs (the LCA and the Kyoto
Protocol) and the need to avoid duplication. He was
also against the “contamination” of these
negotiations by tensions arising in trade relations.
The Convention provides guidance on this matter
and specific trade disputes need to be addressed in
the right forum.

Earlier in the morning, at the opening ceremony
of the Bangkok climate talks, the Prime Minister of
Thailand, Mr. Abhisit Vejjajiva, referring to the UN
Climate Summit and the G20 summit, said that there
was optimism now for the world to act with hope
and urgency in addressing climate change. For
developing countries, the priority was to ensure that
climate change does not affect sustainable
development, economic growth, poverty eradication



and the Millennium Development Goals. He said that
at the G20 meeting, leaders felt that the statement
on climate change was not as strong as it should be.
It was recognised during the meeting that there can
be no plan B.

The Thai Minister of Environment, Mr. Suwit
Khun Kiti, said that the global agreement must
address the needs of developing countries to
safeguard growth and poverty eradication. He called
for deep emission cuts by developed countries which
had the historical and ethical responsibility to do so.

Connie Hededgard, the Minister of
Environment of Demark (who will be President of
the COP15 in Copenhagen), said that world leaders
had provided new momentum for action on climate
change, although she expressed disappointment that
the G20 meeting did not deliver on climate finance.
She stressed the need to substantially shorten the
negotiating text. There was a need for political
agreement on the key parameters for Copenhagen.
She said that fast-tracking on finance was needed
and that developed countries must show seriousness.
With no new ambitious mitigation targets, no finance
and no technology transfer, there would be no deal
in Copenhagen.

Yvo De Boer, the Executive Secretary of the
UNFCCC, summarised the elements for a
comprehensive deal which came out of the UN
Summit on Climate Change in New York —enhanced
action to assist the most vulnerable to adapt,
ambitious emission reduction targets for
industrialised countries, nationally appropriate
mitigation actions by developing countries with
necessary financial support, increased finance and
technology transfer for mitigation and adaptation.

Noleen Heyzer, the Under-Secretary General
for the UN ESCAP, referred to the triple global
threats of food, finance and flu and said that nations
have been able to change threats to opportunity.
Countries were able to find money to prevent a
financial meltdown. If climate change is a challenge
of this generation, it is also an opportunity to act by
setting aside differences. She referred to the recent
UN Climate Change Summit in New York where
major nations came with pledges. China had
indicated a notable reduction in its carbon footprint
by 2020 while Japan revised its emission reduction
target to 25% by 2020 compared to 1990 levels and
the EU said it would cut emissions by 30% by 2020
compared to 1990 levels if others joined the effort.
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Save the Kyoto Protocol, Say Developing Countries

Bangkok, 29 September (Hira Jhamtani and Lim Li
Lin) — Strong commitments to tackle climate change,
promised by world leaders during the UN Summit
in New York last week, have not really translated
into real actions at the forum that is mandated to
tackle climate change through binding mitigation
commitments, i.e. the Kyoto Protocol. Instead, this
week at the climate change negotiations in Bangkok,
developing countries have had to repeatedly remind
developed countries to show leadership in the
negotiations by arriving quickly at adequate figures
for their commitment to reduce greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions for the second commitment period,
under the Kyoto Protocol.

Developing countries have also insisted on the
survival of the Kyoto Protocol, in the face of explicit
statements by the EU and Japan, and other developed
countries to terminate it.

These discussions are taking place at the ninth
session of the Ad hoc Working Group on Further
Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto
Protocol (AWG-KP), which is meeting at the UN
Climate Change talks that are being held in Bangkok
from 28 September to 9 October 2009.

Developed countries, known as Annex I Parties,
are legally bound to agree on subsequent
commitment periods for GHG emission reductions
under the Kyoto Protocol, beginning in 2013. The
first commitment period ends in 2012. The AWG-
KP was established in 2005 to consider the further
commitments for Annex [ Parties in accordance with
the mandate in Article 3.9 of the Kyoto Protocol.

But Annex I Parties have effectively blocked
progress in reaching agreement on the figures, and
developing countries are lamenting the slow progress
and the attempt to terminate the Kyoto Protocol.
Many other issues have been introduced into the
AWG-KP and some developed countries have made
it clear that they want a single undertaking in the
run-up towards Copenhagen. This means linking (or

even merging) the work of the AWG-KP with the
work of the Ad hoc Working Group on Long-term
Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) under the UN
Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC or the “Convention”), which is to “enable
the full, effective and sustained implementation of
the Convention through long-term cooperative
action, now, up to and beyond 2012”. Some
developed countries have also suggested a new
protocol under the Convention, replacing the Kyoto
Protocol, or even a totally “new comprehensive
single treaty.”

There are only three weeks of negotiation time
left for the Parties to arrive at a conclusion, to be
considered (and finally adopted) at the 15
Conference of the Parties (COP 15) to the UNFCCC
in Copenhagen in December this year.

During the opening plenary of the AWG-KP
on Monday, 28 September, Sudan, speaking for the
G77 and China expressed serious concerns about the
slow progress in fulfilling the negotiating mandate
of the AWG-KP. In particular, it expressed concern
about the delay in reaching conclusions on the
aggregate and individual quantified GHG emission
reduction targets for Annex I Parties for the second
and subsequent commitment periods. It also noted
the lack of progress on the issues of improving the
effectiveness of existing mechanisms and rules as
well as the future treatment of the potential and actual
consequences of Annex | Party mitigation policies
on the economies of others.

The G77 and China also took note of the new
pledge by Japan to reduce its GHG emissions by
25% below 1990 levels by 2020, which is a
significant increase over its previously announced
level of ambition. (Previously, Japan announced a
target of 15% GHG emission reductions from 2005
levels by 2020). While calling on other Annex I
Parties to follow the leadership of Japan by revising
their announced pledges upwards, the group also



called upon Annex I Parties not to condition their
pledges and introduce issues that are not in line with
the provisions of the Convention and the Kyoto
Protocol.

The G77 and China expressed concern that in
aggregate, the sum total of Annex I Parties’ quantified
emission reduction targets that have been pledged
so far is far below the level of ambition demanded
by the science and their historical responsibility. The
group stressed that without genuine commitment and
political leadership of Annex I Parties, reaching an
agreed outcome in Copenhagen will be difficult.

Belize speaking for the Alliance of Small Island
States (AOSIS) said that it is concerned by the slow
pace of the negotiations and the lack of ambition by
Annex | Parties in the face of mounting scientific
evidence that climate change impacts are increasing
and accelerating. It said that the territorial integrity
and survival of small islands are at stake.

It said that the best-available science requires
bringing GHG concentrations to below 350 ppm and
limiting temperature rise to below 1.5 degrees
Celsius. To achieve this, Annex I Parties must reduce
their GHG emissions by more than 45% below 1990
levels by 2020, by 95% by 2050, and global
emissions must peak by 2015. The second
commitment period should be five years in length.
Simply to rely on emission reductions of 25 to 40%
would at this point be irresponsible as it implies a
temperature increase of 2 to 2.4 degrees Celsius, and
maintaining a 2-degree Celsius temperature increase
is inconsistent with the precautionary approach
required by the Convention. This could submerge
islands in the Caribbean, South Pacific and the
Maldives.

The level of ambition for GHG emission
reductions on the part of Annex I Parties is inadequate
for small island countries, it said. The current pledges
by Annex [ Parties only total 11-18% by 2020. It
asked for new ambitions and legally binding
commitments for Annex [ Parties under the Kyoto
Protocol.

Algeria speaking on behalf of the Africa Group
said that it is also disappointed to note the lack of
commitment by developed countries for meaningful
emission reduction targets that are needed to stabilize
atmospheric GHGs and which are a prerequisite for
the survival of vulnerable continents such as Africa.
It urged Annex I Parties to commit themselves to at
least 40% emission reductions by 2020, and
according to what the science demands. It urged the
speeding up of negotiations, otherwise the
opportunity to correct the current crisis will be missed
and this will affect the integrity of the Convention
and the Kyoto Protocol.

Lesotho, speaking on behalf of the Least
Developed Countries (LDCs), said that to speed up
the process, discussions should be confined to the
mandate of the process, which is for further
commitments for Annex | Parties under the Kyoto
Protocol. Any further delay or diversion from this
mandate may threaten a successful Copenhagen
outcome. It called upon Annex I Parties to fulfill their
legal and moral commitments to provide financing
and technology, including meeting their ecological
debt owed to LDCs for the adverse effects of historic
and current GHG emissions.

Bolivia said that the AWG-KP must work
towards equitable and just results for all countries.
It reminded the group that the developing world is
very vulnerable to the impacts of climate change,
which is caused by developed countries. Instead, the
developing world is paying the debt that has been
incurred. Therefore, Bolivia would like to see
equitable and just targets set for individual and
aggregate commitments by Annex I Parties.

Tuvalu said that its Prime Minister had
emphasized the importance of the Kyoto Protocol at
the UN Summit in New York last week. It must
survive as a stand-alone, legally-binding instrument,
irrespective of the outcome of the AWG-LCA, he
said. The Kyoto Protocol should not be subsumed
into a broader agreement and the survival of the
Kyoto Protocol is a clear indicator of the success of
the UN climate change conference in Copenhagen
in December this year.

Saudi Arabia also expressed the need to
preserve the Kyoto Protocol, as it is an important
tool and mechanism. It said that it does not support
the termination of the Kyoto Protocol or the
Convention.

India said the AWG-KP has a specific mandate,
i.e. to help decide the targets for emission reductions
by Annex I Parties in the second commitment period.
If there is no credible proposal, there can be no
progress. It said that the work of the Kyoto Protocol
is particularly critical because it is inextricably linked
with the outcomes at Copenhagen. Unless targets
are decided by the end of this session or by the
beginning of the next session in Barcelona (in early
November), an ambitious agreement in Copenhagen
is in jeopardy.

It said that emission reductions by all developed
countries are the central feature of any Copenhagen
outcome, and that emission reductions of at least 40
or 45% below the 1990 baseline by developed
countries are required, and these must be announced
without further delay. India said that the group should
not get lost in other issues under consideration but
rather remain focused on this central aspect. It said



that comparable efforts by non-Kyoto Protocol
Parties should be decided in the AWG-LCA. The
bottom-up approach by the Annex I Parties is not
enough, but that negotiations should start seriously
on the proposal by 37 developing countries for the
second commitment period of Annex I Parties, which
is based on historical responsibility. There can be no
meaningful outcome at Copenhagen without truly
ambitious quantified emission reduction
commitments from all developed countries, it said.

China said that the responsibility of the group
is very clear and that is to identify the emission
reductions required by Annex I Parties in the second
commitment period. Its President had pointed out in
the New York UN Summit that the Kyoto Protocol
1s the basic framework document of the Convention,
and that the work of the AWG-KP is important to
achieve progress at the Copenhagen conference. A
very important indicator is whether developed
countries will fulfill their historical responsibility. It
is one of the key indicators for a successful
Copenhagen outcome, it said.

In contrast, Sweden, speaking on behalf of the
European Community (EC), said that not all
developed countries are included in the Kyoto
Protocol discussions and that it is therefore important
to discuss developed country pledges in the AWG-
LCA and the AWG-KP. It acknowledged that the
proposals by Annex [ countries for emission
reduction commitments are insufficient as they are
not in line with what the science says is necessary to
avoid dangerous climate change. It said that the
Copenhagen agreement needs a consistent
instrument that applies for all Parties, and that what
is needed from Copenhagen is one single agreement,
and there is a strong rationale that this is codified in
one legal instrument.

Australia, on behalf of Umbrella group,
stressed the need for coherence between the two
working groups to achieve a comprehensive and
effective “post-2012 outcome™.

Likewise, Switzerland on behalf of the
Environmental Integrity Group said it is necessary
to strengthen the coordination between the two
working groups. Switzerland also said that the work
of the group should be finished in Barcelona in
November for the final adjustments to be made in
Copenhagen.

The debate on the future of the Kyoto Protocol
was resumed during the contact group on
consideration of further commitments for Annex [
Parties under the Kyoto Protocol, when Tuvalu asked
the EC how it sees the work of the Kyoto Protocol
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continuing, and whether there is a future for the
Kyoto Protocol.

The EC said that the Kyoto Protocol has many
elements in terms of architecture that can be taken
forward. But that in terms of an effective outcome, a
single new instrument would make ratification and
entry into force simpler. Some Kyoto Protocol
elements such as monitoring, accounting and the
flexibility mechanisms can be improved, it said. This
does not mean that the Kyoto Protocol has to die.
There are commitments that would still stand, and
final cuts for compliance would take place in 2014-
2015. So the Kyoto Protocol will continue to exist,
it asserted.

The EC also explained its commitment to
emission reductions by saying that its unilateral
commitment to cut emission by 20% is enshrined in
EU legislation. It will take on that commitment
whatever happens but it will commit to a 30% cut if
other developed countries take comparable efforts
with it, and advanced developing countries take
action in accordance with common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities. It
explained that if the EU takes extensive mitigation
commitments alone, the increase in the risk of carbon
leakage is exponential, and thus it would be not
effective. It said that it wants to have an
environmentally effective agreement out of
Copenhagen, and that this is not about
conditionalities but about environmental integrity.
If the agreement in Copenhagen is not
environmentally effective, the EC will not sign up,
and that would not help the world, it threatened.

Japan, in its intervention in the contact group,
also made it clear that it wanted a “fair and effective
new single undertaking”. It said that this was not a
simple extension of the Kyoto Protocol.

Tuvalu took this discussion further in the
contact group on “other issues” by asking how it
would be possible to incorporate the Kyoto Protocol
in a broader agreement and preserve it at the same
time, without re-inventing the wheel. It suggested
that a legal discussion on this matter should be the
starting point, as there was no point in discussing
the other issues like the Clean Development
Mechanism (which exists under the Kyoto Protocol)
if there is no second commitment period of the Kyoto
Protocol.

South Africa said that the problem with cutting
and pasting from the Kyoto Protocol to a new legal
agreement is that everything that any Party is
unhappy about in the Kyoto Protocol would be open
for negotiation, and this could take a long time. There



is no emerging consensus that there will be a
replacement of the Kyoto Protocol, it said. There
have been proposals by the Parties for one single
instrument, but there is no consensus on this. It
concluded that this discussion is a waste of time as
it is distracting the group away from the real
discussion of the quantified emission reductions of
Annex | Parties for the subsequent commitment
periods.

China expressed its disappointment that they
have been engaged in these negotiations for almost
four years, but now its negotiating partners are telling
them that this is not what is being done, and are going
to reset the rules. Good faith means that what has
already been agreed on should be respected, it said.
The mandate can always be changed but if a new
mandate is going to be negotiated, how is the job
ever going to be finished? This is not to the benefit
of everyone, it said.

The EC said that it liked most parts of the Kyoto
Protocol, but that the central question was how to
bring forward the objective of the Convention. It said
that the objective of the Convention in Article 2 is
about environmental integrity, and not equity, which
is only one of the principles. It said that the mandate
for subsequent commitment periods of the Kyoto
Protocol in Article 3.9 is not a “holy cow”. World
leaders at the UN Summit were not talking about
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the mandate of Article 3.9 but were talking about
how to solve climate change, and this takes us back
to the objective of the Convention, it said.

It said that we should not “get stuck in history”.
An effective outcome means that other Parties will
have to do their bit as well. The Bali Action Plan is a
complement, and the two sides should be seen
together to see the entire picture. It said that this
should not come as a surprise to anybody, and that it
is not about renegotiating the Kyoto Protocol. The
EC said that it has placed pledges on the table, and
that it can go up to 30% emission reductions. It is in
the interest of everyone to move to a 30% target, it
said. The mandate should be looked at in a broader
context.

India said that it hoped that the EC is not just
proposing what it likes into a new framework. It
suggested that the EC was also seeking to rewrite
the Convention, and asked to EC to confirm this. It
insisted that environmental effectiveness is not the
sole objective of the Convention, and challenged the
EC’s assertion that it was not about equity, as the
Convention states that in order to achieve its
objective, the Parties shall be guided by principles
that include equitable principles.

In response to India, the EC said that it had
nothing further to add, as everything had been said
openly.
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NGO Letter to President Barack Obama

A letter was sent to President Obama ahead of the
recent G20 Summit in Pittsburg from 126
organizations - representing constituents in over 100
countries - requesting bold action to fight climate
change. The letter asks President Obama to set “a
vastly higher level of ambition for the United States’
contribution to both greenhouse gas emission cuts
and a package of finance and technology
for developing countries.”

September 24, 2009
Dear President Obama,

As you prepare to host the G20 Summit in Pittsburgh,
we write to you with great urgency and concern
regarding what we see as a current lack of U.S.
leadership in solving the climate crisis. Last
November, you stated, “Any nation that’s willing to
join the cause of combating climate change will have
an ally in the United States of America.” We call on
you now to honor that commitment. We urge your
leadership in setting a vastly higher level of ambition
for the United States’ contribution to both emission
cuts and a package of finance and technology for
developing countries. Without these commitments,
a successful outcome at the United Nations climate
conference in Copenhagen in December is not
possible.

At the first United Nations climate conference
of 2009 in Bonn, Germany, the world applauded
the U.S. for its re-engagement in climate discussions.
But leadership goes far beyond engagement, and
given what the U.S. climate negotiating team has
put forward since, the U.S. is becoming a stumbling
block in the negotiations.

The need for adequate and just proposals

As the world’s largest historical greenhouse gas
polluter, the United States’ proposal of zero percent
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reductions below 1990 levels by 2020 is
environmentally unsound and entirely unjust. So too
is the House of Representatives’ American Clean
Energy and Security Act of 2009, with its target of
one to four percent below 1990 levels by 2020 and
provisions allowing 2 billion tons of offsets to be
used. Even this incredibly weak target is unlikely to
be met because of legislative loopholes. If all
available offsets are used, U.S. emissions from
capped sources could rise until 2029. The Senate
climate bill may be weaker. This is too little, too late.
Many countries are calling on developed nations
to reduce emissions by at least 40 percent below 1990
by 2020, drawing on the latest science and principles
of responsibility and equity. They are right to do so
— the world’s largest historical polluter cannot
continue to increase its domestic emissions while
asking the rest of the world, including poor countries,
to peak and reduce theirs.

Proposals by the United States and other G8
countries for a global goal of limiting temperature
increase to 2°C, and for a 50 percent global emission
reduction by 2050, are also inadequate. Allowing the
Earth to warm by up to 2°C threatens catastrophic
consequences, and a 50 percent global emission
reduction offers a low probability of achieving
even this weak goal. Moreover, the G8’s proposed
80 percent cut by the developed countries leaves
developing countries with an unfair share of the
burden of stabilizing temperatures, leading many
countries to express concern over the G8’s role and
proposals.

Climate equity and the global carbon budget

A successful agreement in Copenhagen must be
based on a fairer approach. Developed countries
represent less than one-fifth of the world’s population
but have emitted three-quarters of all
historical carbon-dioxide emissions from fossil fuels.
These historical emissions have built up in the



atmosphere and are a main cause of current warming.
They have committed the Earth to considerable
warming in future.

Measured on a per-person basis, the United
States’ historical emissions are more than 15 times
those of China, more than 40 times those of India,
and 150-fold those of Kenya. The United
States’ annual emissions currently exceed 20 tonnes
per person —nearly five times those of Chinese, more
than 15 times those of Indians, and more than 60
times those of Kenyans.[1] If emissions from
products produced abroad but consumed in the
United States are included, its emissions are higher
still — over 30 tonnes per person.

Wealthy countries have consumed far more
than their fair share of the Earth’s atmospheric space
and now enjoy the spoils of two hundred years of
carbon-intensive development. Developing countries
worldwide — which are already struggling to provide
adequate healthcare, education and other essential
services for their populations — must now develop
under the twin burdens of the rising costs of both
mitigation and adaptation to an escalating climate
crisis. Developed countries faced no such constraints.

Each day people in developing countries are
suffering the effects of a climate crisis they played
little role in causing. Economic losses due to climate
change today amount to more than $125 billion a
year — more than all the present world aid.[2] The
global cost of addressing climate change in
developing countries has recently been estimated
at between $500 billion and $600 billion.[3]
Developed countries — including the United States —
must accept responsibility for the effects of their
historical emissions, and their current excessive
consumption of the Earth’s atmospheric space, as
part of any successful agreement.

Stronger targets and increased financing are
needed

Utilization of only current emissions as the basis for
future emission allocations ignores both
wealthy nations’ historical responsibility and their
greater capacity to act. We now know the world’s
carbon budget is limited and shrinking daily. The
United States and other developed countries are
seeking a disproportionate share of the Earth’s
remaining environmental space, unfairly curtailing
what is available to developing countries. Nor do
they propose compensating developing countries for
this over-use.By ignoring their historic responsibility,
the wealthy countries in effect sentence
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developing countries — all too often devoid of energy
services and vital infrastructure development — to
continued poverty.

Moreover, the United States has put forward
woefully inadequate finance proposals for
developing countries for adaptation and mitigation.
The United States’ continued emphasis on the private
sector — which will do little to support adaptation and
the most vulnerable communities — and insistence
on the use of existing multilateral institutions such
as the World Bank and the Global
Environment Facility are unhelpful and demonstrate
an unwillingness to understand the perspectives and
experiences of developing countries. The monetary
amounts discussed are magnitudes too low. Further,
U.S. negotiators have signaled their intention to
double count payments for offset credits as a large
part of the U.S. obligation to provide financial
resources to developing countries. This is
unacceptable. If the United States is to play a
positive leadership role, the world expects to see
substantial public finance for adaptation and
mitigation, as requested by many developing
countries. The G20’s London pledge of $850 billion
for the IMF shows how it can mobilize resources
when it perceives a planetary emergency; climate
change deserves no less. The world expects credible
public financing proposals from G20 finance
ministers.

The current US position undermines the viability
of a global agreement

We look to you to hold your nation accountable for
its disproportionate contribution to the causes
and consequences of climate change. But the targets
and financing proposals put forth by your negotiating
team put at risk the prospects of any viable solution
to climate change and, correspondingly, the safety
of all nations, peoples, and indeed the planet. We do
not have the luxury of time to hold out for goals in
2050. We need drastic greenhouse gas reductions,
financing and technology cooperation now, if not
yesterday.

We look back to the wisdom revealed in your
inauguration speech and hope you will honor your
own forward-thinking words, “And to those nations
like ours that enjoy relative plenty, we say we can
no longer afford indifference to the suffering outside
our borders, nor can we consume the world’s
resources without regard to effect. For the world has
changed, and we must change with it.”



The world has great expectations for the United
States under your leadership, Mr. President, and as
we move quickly towards Copenhagen, we ask that
you lead a race to the top, not a race to the bottom.

Sincerely,

International Organizations

350.0rg

Friends of the Earth International

ActionAid International

Global Anti-Incinerator Alliance (GAIA)
Global Forest Coalition

HELIO International

International Indian Treaty Council

Jubilee South

Third World Network

North American Groups

Carolinas Clean Air Coalition — U.S.

Center for Coalfield Justice — U.S.

Citizens Environmental Coalition — New York —
uU.s.

Citizens for Clean Power — Delaware — U.S.
Citizens’ Action Coalition — Indiana — U.S.
Civil Society Institute — Massachusetts — U.S.
CLEAN - U.S.

Clean Power Now — Massachusetts — U.S.
Columban Center for Advocacy and Outreach —
U.S.

Comité Pro Nifiez Dominico-Haitiana — Puerto
Rico

Corporate Ethics International — U.S.

Direct Action to Stop War — U.S.

Down to Earth, International Campaign for
Ecological Justice in Indonesia — U.S.
EcoEquity — U.S.

EcoLaw/Massachusetts — U.S.

Environmental Investigation Agency — U.S.
Finger Lakes Zero Waste Coalition — U.S.
Friends Committee on National Legislation — U.S.
Friends of the Earth U.S.

Global Community Monitor — U.S.

Global Exchange — U.S.

Green Delaware — U.S.

Greenpeace USA

Grito de las/os Excluidas/os de Puerto Rico
Indigenous Environmental Network — U.S.
Institute for Social Ecology — U.S.
International Accountability Project — U.S.
International Forum on Globalization — U.S.
International Rivers — U.S.

Jubilee USA Network — U.S.

Justice In Nigeria Now — U.S.
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Leadership Conference of Women Religious —
U.S.

Massachusetts Power Shift — U.S.

New York Climate Action Group — U.S.

North Carolina Waste Awareness and Reduction
Network (NC WARN) — U.S.

Oil Change International — U.S.

Polaris Institute — Canada

Proyecto Caribefio de Justicia y Paz — Puerto Rico
Public Citizen — U.S.

Rainforest Action Network — U.S.

Sustainable Energy & Economy Network — U.S.
SustainUS

The Edmonds Institute — U.S.

The Enviro Show WXOJ-LP/WMCB - U.S.
U.S. Bangladesh Advisory Council

Vermonters for a Sustainable Population —
Vermont — U.S.

West Papua Action Network (WPAN-US)

West Papua Advocacy Team — U.S.

Africa

Centre for Environment and Development —
Cameroon

citizens for justice — (CFJ)/Friends of the Earth
Malawi

Friends of the Earth Sierra Leone

South Durban Community Environmental Alliance
— South Africa

Sustainable Development Institute — Liberia
Uganda Network on Toxic Free Malaria Control
(UNETMAC) — Uganda

Worldview — The Gambia

Asia Pacific

450ppm Dont let it get to that — Australia
ActionAid India

Akar Foundation — Indonesia

Aktivis LSM di Solo — Indonesia

Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara (AMAN) —
Indonesia

Bali Collaboration on Climate Change —
Indonesia

Bharat Jan Vigyan Jatha (India People’s Science
Platform) — India

Bharatiya Krishak Samaj — India

Bureau on Human Rights and Rule of Law —
Kyrgyz Republic

Center For Development Programs of the
Cordillera (CDPC) — Philippines

Centre for Environmental Justice — Sri Lanka
Climate Action Newtown — Australia

Climate Change Balmain-Rozelle — Australia
EQUATIONS — India



Equity and Justice Working Group Bangladesh
Friends of the Earth Australia

Friends of the Earth Japan

Globalization Monitor — Hong Kong

Groundwork for Indonesian Socio Ecological
Progress (GORESS) — Indonesia

Himalayan and Peninsular Hydro-Ecological
Network -HYPHEN — Nepal

Institute for Essential Services Reform — Indonesia
JS —Asia/Pacific Movement on Debt and
Development (JSAPMDD)

Kelompok Studi dan Pengembangan Prakarsa
Masyarakat (KSPPM) — Indonesia

LIVE — Locals Into Victoria’s Environment —
Australia

Nadi Ghati Morcha — India

Nepal Policy Institute — NPI

NGO Forum on the ADB — Philippines

Pacific Indigenous Peoples Environment Coalition
(PIPEC)

Partners With Melanesians — Papua New Guinea
Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement
(PRRM)

ProPublic/Friends of the Earth Nepal

Pusat Telaah Dan Informasi Regional (PATTIRO)
— Indonesia

Science for Society — India

Taiwan Environmental Protection Union
Tebtebba (Indigenous Peoples International
Centre for Policy Research and Education) -

Philippines

Urban Research Centre — India
VOICE/Bangladesh

Water and Energy Users’ Federation — Nepal
(WAFED)

Yarra Climate Action Now — Australia
Yayasan Pusaka — Indonesia
Yayasan Tananua Flores — Indonesia
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Europe

Amigos de la Tierra Espana — Spain

Bretton Woods Project — UK

Bund fiir Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutschland
e.V. (BUND) — Friends of the Earth Germany
Campagna per la Riforma della Banca Mondiale —
Italy

Carlisle Countdown to Copenhagen — UK

Central and Eastern European Bankwatch
Network

Christian Aid — UK

Concerned Citizens against Climate Change -
Netherlands

FERN — UK

Friends of the Earth England, Wales and Northern
Ireland

Friends of the Earth Europe

Friends of the Earth Flanders and Brussels —
Belgium

GLOBAL 2000 / Friends of the Earth Austria
Grian — Ireland

Klimataktion — Sweden

Milieudefensie — Friends of the Earth Netherlands
Moluccan Human Rights Organization “Maluku
Masa Depan” — Netherlands

NOAH Friends of the Earth Denmark

Pro Natura — Friends of the Earth Switzerland
Rainforest Foundation UK

Latin America and the Caribbean

Bloque Popular — Honduras

Jubileo Sur/Américas

Latin America CAN Regional Node CANLA

[1] Figures from WRI ”Climate Analysis Indicators
Tool” — cait.wri.org <http://www.cait.wri.org>

[2] http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/may/
29/1

[3] http://greeninc.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/08/28/the-
cost-of-adapting-to-climate-change/
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‘Shared Vision’ on Climate not Merely a ‘Political Declaration’,
Says G77/China

Bangkok, 30 September (Meena Raman) —
Developing countries said that a shared vision on
climate change cannot simply be a political
declaration, as this would mean accepting failure as
the outcome of negotiations in Copenhagen.

Sudan, Chair of the G77 and China, said this
at the contact group on shared vision which held its
first meeting on 29 September 2009 at the Bangkok
climate talks.

Aiming for a political declaration means
accepting failure as the outcome of the negotiations,
said Sudan, represented by Ambassador Lumumba
D’Aping of Sudan. It means that Parties accept that
nothing real should be done for another 15 years.
Hence, the G77 idea of a shared vision is not just
about ‘inspiration only’.

It is a shared vision which has to define the
normative and substantive foundation for
Copenhagen and define the strategic framework for
implementation of the long-term cooperative action.
Equally, the shared vision has to articulate the
guidelines and legal interpretative assumptions for
the binding commitments for developed countries.

Sudan was responding to the views expressed
by the United States in the contact group on shared
vision under the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-
term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA).

The contact group was chaired by Michael
Zammit Cutajar and began work by considering a
reordered and consolidated text of the revised
negotiating text in relation to the shared vision.

The US said that the shared vision was a critical
element of what Parties are collectively here to do.
There was a need for a short text. It did not see shared
vision as being operational but rather as a political
text. The other elements of the BAP (viz. mitigation,
adaptation, finance and technology) will be in a legal
text. The shared vision would be a decision of the
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Conference of Parties (COP) for the rest of the
agreement. It was important to convey a message
that is high reaching, inspirational and positive. The
long-term global goal was important but would not
be seen as an operational element but as an
inspirational one.

(The US has provided 4 options in the revised
negotiating text as to how the shared vision is to be
expressed viz. (i) as a COP decision; (ii) as part of
the COP decision that adopts an implementing
agreement; (iii) as a chapeau to the implementing
agreement or (iv) as the first section of the
implementing agreement. The US has also submitted
proposals to the COP for an implementing agreement
that seeks to alter the nature of obligations of
developing countries under the Convention by
requiring some countries among them to take on
binding emission commitments and other obligations
which extend beyond the mandate of the Convention
and the BAP.)

Sudan also expressed concern about a proposal
by the Chair, Cutajar, to “import” proposals from
the mitigation section of the negotiating text to the
shared vision section. It said that the “migration” of
proposals on mitigation could lead to a “mitigation-
centric vision”. Sudan also said that work in
analysing the reordered and consolidated text has to
be done by Parties and it was the Parties who had to
chisel the text.

In reply, Cutajar said that proposals on a long-
term global goal in the mitigation contact group could
be discussed in the shared vision contact group. He
said that he would like to have informal consultations
on this matter.

Costa Rica, speaking for the G77 and China,
referred to the group’s proposal on a shared vision
in the text, which brought together the issues in
shared vision in a consistent way, in a comprehensive
proposal.



(The Group’s proposal begins with the
statement that the “shared vision for long-term
cooperative action, including a long-term global goal
for emissions reductions, integrates the four building
blocks of the BAP in a comprehensive and balanced
manner, that would enhance the full, effective and
sustained implementation of the Convention...”. The
four building blocks of the BAP are mitigation,
adaptation, technology transfer and finance.)

The Philippines echoed the views of the G77
and China and said that the Group’s proposal was
for a shared vision for cooperative action which was
operational, to achieve the four building blocks of
the BAP and was to address the implementation gaps
of the Convention.

Another issue that arose during the meeting
related to proposals by some Parties to review the
overall progress towards the ultimate objective of
the Convention and actions related to mitigation,
adaptation and means of implementation.
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Antigua and Barbuda said that the proposals
for review were important.

The Philippines said that on this issue, there
were provisions in the Convention for review of
overall progress periodically. What are needed are
modalities for such a review and this needs to be
activated. The parameters for the review are already
provided for, which was to enable the full, effective
and sustained implementation of the Convention.

India supported the Philippines as regards the
issue of review, but also expressed concern over
proposals for review that were not foreseen in the
Convention or the Kyoto Protocol and were
extraneous to them.

The Chair, Cutajar, suggested that proponents
for such reviews must explain their proposals and
Parties can then decide on how to deal with them.

Further meetings of the contact group will be
conducted this week.
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Clash on Whether There is Need for a Financial Mechanism, and
Sources of Funds

Bangkok, 30 September (Meena Raman) —
Developing and developed countries expressed
strongly divergent views on whether there was a need
for a financial mechanism under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change at the
climate talks in Bangkok.

The G77 and China had proposed the
establishment of a financial mechanism under the
Convention that shall enable, enhance and support
mitigation and adaptation actions by developing
countries.

Developed countries such as the US and
Switzerland countered the proposal by stating that
there was already a financial mechanism under the
Convention.

Another area of contention was the sources of
funding. Developing countries were strongly critical
of what they saw as the developed countries’ attempts
to shift the burden of financing away from
themselves and towards the markets and even
towards the developing countries too.

They reiterated that the Convention says that
developed countries should provide financial
resources for developing countries’ climate actions,
but they (the developed countries) are now proposing
that “all Parties” (i.e. including the developing
countries) have to contribute.

The discussion took place at the contact group
on finance under the Ad-hoc Working Group on
Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) which
met on September 29. It focused attention on
preambular paragraphs as well as the ‘object and
scope’ of proposals in the reordered and consolidated
text of the revised negotiating text.

The G77 and China proposal is contained in
paragraph 8 of the text that reads as follows - “Parties
agree to establish, in accordance with Article 11 of
the Convention, the Financial Mechanism of the
Convention with a structure that meets the specific
requirements laid down under Articles 11.1 and 11.2
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of the Convention. The Financial Mechanism shall
enable, enhance and support mitigation and
adaptation actions by developing country Parties to
meet the objective(s) in accordance with Article 4.3,
4.4 and 4.5 of the Convention through the provision
of financial resources to meet the agreed full
incremental costs of such actions, including the full
cost of adaptation activities, technology transfer and
capacity-building .

The Philippines, represented by Bernarditas
Muller, speaking for the G77 and China said that
Article 11 of the Convention defines the financial
mechanism but does not establish it.

(Article 11.1 of the Convention states that “A
mechanism for the provision of financial resources
on a grant or concessional basis, including for
transfer of technology, is hereby defined. It shall
function under the guidance of and be accountable
to the Conference of Parties, which shall decide on
its policies, programme priorities and eligibility
criteria related to this Convention. Its operation shall
be entrusted to one or more existing international
entities.”)

India said that while the Convention defines
the financial mechanism, there is only an interim
arrangement now as reflected in Article 21 of the
Convention. It was therefore important to establish
a financial mechanism that meets the requirements
of Article 11.1 of the Convention. Hence, there was
aneed for the interim arrangement to be restructured.

(Article 21 provides that the Global
Environment Facility shall be the international entity
entrusted with the operation of the financial
mechanism referred to in Article 11 on an interim
basis.)

The US and Switzerland said that there was
already a financial mechanism under the Convention.

The EU said that in looking at the wider
financial architecture, there is within that a financial
mechanism. It found it difficult to understand the



defining of a financial mechanism and its
establishment. There was also the role of the private
sector, the carbon market and the financing that all
countries can undertake.

Saudi Arabia in response to the EU said that
while Parties need to be innovative and creative, there
cannot be a change of rights and obligations. The
EU is sending developing countries to the markets
and to developing countries themselves to provide
financial resources for not fulfilling their obligations
under the Convention.

The G77 and China had also proposed that
the main source of funding will be new and additional
financial resources, defined as resources over and
above the financing provided through financing
institutions outside of the framework of the financial
mechanism of the Convention.

To this, the EU preferred other alternative texts
that provided financial resources through bilateral,
regional and other multilateral channels viz.

“Alternative 2:

The developed country Parties, other
developed country Parties included in Annex Il to
the Convention and other Parties, according to
agreed eligibility criteria, or those in a position to
do so, may also provide, and developing country
Parties may avail themselves of, financial resources
through bilateral, regional and other multilateral
channels.

Alternative 3:

Parties may provide financial resources
through bilateral, regional and other multilateral
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channels for actions carried out in fulfillment of the
objectives of this Agreement. These financial
resources shall be deemed as contributing to the
fulfillment of the financial commitments of this
Agreement, in accordance with the relevant
provisions of this Agreement.”

The US also supported the EU views.

Referring generally to the preambular
paragraphs of the text, the Philippines speaking for
the G77 and China said that its proposals were to
ensure the full effective and sustained
implementation of the Convention for the provision
of financial resources from developed to developing
countries. It was necessary to consider how to
address the implementation gaps and where the gaps
are, based on the experiences that have been gained.
There was a need to have preambular and operative
language in this regard.

Saudi Arabia said that if Parties discuss
proposals without looking at the rights and
obligations of Parties under the Convention,
developing countries would also be asked to
contribute to financial resources and this would be
against the principles of the Convention. Hence, there
was a need to maintain all the paragraphs in the
preamble to remind Parties of the need to abide by
the Convention.

China said that there were some proposals in
the text which say that all Parties must contribute to
the provision of financial resources. This is without
basis and such proposals were not necessary.

The contact group will continue to meet this
week.
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Intense Exchange between US and Developing Countries on
Mitigation

Bangkok, 1 October (Meena Raman) — While
developing countries called for a strong international
legal architecture to ensure comparability of efforts
in mitigation between the United States and other
developed countries that are Parties to the Kyoto
Protocol, the US stressed the need for a national-
level approach at the Bangkok climate talks.

An intense exchange of views took place
between the US and the developing countries in the
contact group on mitigation by developed countries.

A major point of contention during the session
on 30 September was about how the comparability
of efforts in mitigation efforts among all developed
countries ought to be determined, since the US is
not a Party to the Kyoto Protocol (KP). Under the
KP, developed country Parties are required to achieve
quantified emission limitation and reduction
commitments, which are determined through
negotiations under the Protocol, so that the overall
aggregate emission reductions are determined.

While the G77 and China stressed the need for
a legal form of comparability through a legal
architecture to be developed, using the KP as the
benchmark and basis of the comparability, the US
stressed a national-level approach.

Following the long and intense exchange,
Tuvalu said that there appeared to be two notions
from the discussion. One is how Parties will compare
with each other in some form and the other is of
comparability in a legal form through a legal
architecture, as proposed by the G77 and China.

Tuvalu said that if the KP is not the benchmark,
the option is that anything goes and Parties will have
to re-invent the rules and develop new rules of
comparability of efforts and this is a recipe for failure
in Copenhagen.

Adrian Macey of New Zealand co-chaired the
sub-group on mitigation commitments by developed
countries under paragraph 1(b)(i) of the Bali Action
Plan.
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Parties began by considering the reordered and
consolidated version of the revised negotiating text.
Macey suggested that the way to move forward was
to look at the text in four blocks dealing with (i)
national circumstances and comparability of efforts,
(i1) mitigation commitments or actions, (iii)
measurement, reporting and verification of
commitments or actions, and (iv) the compliance
regime.

The EU said that there was a need for insight
as to the actual level of ambition in mitigation of
developed countries. Hence, Parties would benefit
from discussions in the Kyoto Protocol on the efforts
and contributions of developed country Parties. This
would help to have insights and indication as to the
level of ambition in the AWG-LCA.

Brazil speaking for the G77 and China said
that the EU suggestion was interesting as there was
a need for a clear view of the level of ambition in
mitigation of the developed countries as this was an
important part of the comparability discussion.

Tuvalu said that while there is value in the
context of discussions on the level of ambition, it
should be clear that paragraph 1(b)(i) should not be
seen as a substitute for the work of the Ad-hoc
Working Group on the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP).
The Kyoto Protocol should remain, although the
AWG-KP is not complete as one (UNFCCC) Party
(the US) is not there. There was a need for a bigger
picture without prejudice to the legal form.

Brazil for the G77 and China echoed the point
of Tuvalu. While the issue of ambition was important,
in no way should it create an alternative to the nature
of the AWG-KP. The Group believes that there is a
need for a strong definition of comparability.

On the mitigation commitments of developed
country Parties and the comparability of efforts, the
G77 and China proposal is in paragraph 4 (on page
65 of the reordering of the revised negotiating text,
INF2) as follows -



“To enhance mitigation commitments under
Article 4.2(a) and (b) of the Convention developed
country Parties in Annex I of the Convention shall:

(a) in a context of enhanced implementation,
adopt economy-wide quantified emission reduction
commitments that are comparable, and that the
commitments for the second commitment period
under the Kyoto Protocol shall be the reference for
enhanced commitments under paragraph 1(b)(i) of
the Bali Action Plan;

(b) apply the concept of “nationally-
appropriate” for Annex I countries in a compatible
manner with economy-wide quantified emission
reduction commitments for all Annex I Parties;

(c) recognizing that the concept of
comparability is established under the Bali Action
Plan and not in a process under the Kyoto Protocol,
ensure that comparability among all Annex I Parties
shall express itself in magnitude, form, and in
compliance requirements.”

Paragraph 5 which contains ideas from the
proposals of various developing countries lists
several criteria for comparability of efforts as follows

“[Comparability of mitigation efforts by
[developed country Parties] [shall] [should] be
ensured through

(a) [Their [[magnitude] [, using tonnes of CO2
eq as a unit of comparability] [level of mitigation
ambition]];]

(b) [Their [[form[nature] and] legal effect];]

(b).1 A more robust and stricter compliance
mechanism than that in the first commitment period
of the KP, including increased caps for emission
reductions for non compliant Parties within an
agreed timeframe,

(c) [Consistency with [relevant provisions of
the Kyoto Protocol [and] related decisions of the
COP [and the Conference of the Parties serving as
the meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol
(CMP) applying to the first commitment period]],
[including requirements for compliance, monitoring
and enforcement]; |

(d) [Time frames [commitment periods] and
the application of the same base year established by
the Kyoto Protocol.] |

(e) [Magnitude, form and compliance
requirements|

() [The extent to which they address their
emission debt]”

In addition, 3 alternative paragraphs are
provided with various elements for such
comparability.

Brazil, referring to the co-facilitator’s proposal
in the reordered text (alternative 3 to paragraph 5)
which refers to “similarities”, said that the Group
felt that there is a need for a much stronger reference
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to the Kyoto Protocol as the basis of comparability
of action by all developed countries.

The Group said that “similarities” has a lower
level of stringency than “comparability”. There was
a need to establish the adequate strength of the
comparability and it is not defined by one country
with the contribution of others.

Alternative 3 to paragraph 5 of the text reads
as follows -

“5.[Comparability of mitigation efforts by
[developed country Parties] [shall] [should] be
ensured through Alternative 3 to para 5

[