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Developing countries call for foundation of shared vision not to be damaged

Barcelona, 11 November (Josie Lee)-- At the recent Barcelona climate talks under the United Nations Framework on Climate Change, an attempt by the facilitator and the secretariat in the contact group on shared vision to use a non-paper that no one had discussed to be the basis of negotiations in Copenhagen, was rejected by the G77 and China. 
Some quarters are speculating that if there is no concrete outcome in the climate talks in Copenhagen in December at the fifteenth meeting of the Conference of Parties, the non-paper on shared vision would be the basis of a text for Ministers to consider.

Hence, the meeting of the contact group on shared vision on the final day of the Barcelona talks on 6 November under the Ad hoc-Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWGLCA) was seen as one of the most important sessions, where developing countries surfaced concern that their view of the shared vision was not being properly represented in the non-paper. 
China also made a detailed an strong critique of how the entire negotiations on shared vision had been conducted, and warned that the “tower” of the shared vision may be damaged because the foundation was wrongly set. 
The late release of the non-paper on shared vision (# 43), without time to look over it, resulted in Sudan on behalf of the G77 and China calling for it, along with the previous non-papers, #37 and #38, to be annexed to non-paper #33 going into Copenhagen. They did this in response to significant deletions in the text and interpretation of the text by the Facilitator without discussion by the Parties. 
(Non-paper #33 was produced following the Bangkok climate talks that ended last month, while non-papers # 37, 38 and 43 were produced during the talks in Barcelona.) 
The issue that arose in the final meeting of the contact group on shared vision in Barcelona was the status of non-paper #43. 
Facilitator Sandea de Wet of South Africa said that this non-paper superseded non-papers #33, 37 and 38. Parties did not have an opportunity to discuss non-papers #37 or 38 before non-paper #43 was produced. Non-paper #43 had a footnote that said “This non-paper supersedes non-papers #33, 37 and 38.
De Wet said that the Secretariat had consolidated the text and reordered it to make it more logical and to avoid duplication. She said that she recognised that this topic of shared vision was not as mature in its consideration, as the topics in other contact groups. 
Sudan on behalf of the G77 and China examined the text and noted that the facilitator had migrated the concepts in previous non-papers into new areas in Non-paper 43, and not the exact text. Ambassador Lumumba Di Aping asked if this constituted an interpretation of the proposals by Parties. 
Facilitator de Wet said that yes to the question and that she had interpreted in the sense that if she found duplications she had removed them. She said she had the courage to do that because the group asked the facilitator to remove duplications and to ensure that no one would not get bored reading the document. She assured the G77 and China that nothing underhanded was going on. 
Ambassador Lumumba said that the facilitator should perish the thought that the Group thought the facilitator was playing games. He said that he understood that the Facilitator was doing things to try and help. He said that there was need to understand what had been done, and that there had been chopping of various paragraphs. 
After the G77 and China group caucused to discuss briefly their response to the non-paper #43, the session resumed. Sudan on behalf of the G77 and China requested that the footnote be deleted and that these non-papers become appendixes to non-paper # 33, so that going into Copenhagen all four non-papers have equal consideration. It requested that all four non-papers are translated for consideration by Parties. It explained that there had been no chance for them to look at non-paper #43 and make any substantive comments having only seen it on the final day.
Sudan said the Group desired a very successful outcome, an equitable and just deal at Copenhagen. It said that one page of the non-paper that reflects only the ideas of one group or Europe is not a shared vision. A deal at the expense of developing countries is not acceptable. 
The statement of G77 and China was supported by China, India, Brazil, Uganda on behalf of the Least Developed Countries, South Africa on behalf of Africa Group, Bolivia, Saudi Arabia, Bangladesh, Peru, Qatar, United Arab Emirates, Indonesia, Antigua and Barbuda on behalf of the Alliance of Small Island Developing States (AOSIS), and the Marshall Islands who added that shared vision had been swept under the carpet since Poznan, so they had made little progress in these discussions.
China also called for the deletion of the footnote in non-paper #43. It also asked for its proposal that “developed country Parties shall not resort to any form of unilateral measures, including countervailing border measures, against goods and services imported from developing countries on the grounds of protection and stabilization of climate” be included, as it had been removed in non-paper #43.

Referring to a traditional game of “castellers” played in Barcelona, involving the building of human towers where there was need to lay down a solid foundation and to keep balance, China said that this also applied to the building of the tower of a shared vision. The mandate of the BAP and the principles and provisions of the Convention are the foundation for a shared vision and the balance must be kept, through insisting on the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, the principle of equity and reflecting developed countries’ historical responsibilities and developing countries’ right to development. 
The core of the shared vision is cooperative action that enhances the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention. Unfortunately, every time when Parties build the tower of a shared vision since Bali, there has been a sustained attempt from developed country partners to go beyond the mandate of the Bali Action Plan and a sustained attempt to destroy the Convention. There were proposals for a new treaty, new protocol or new climate agreement; proposals for the reclassification of developing countries and for differentiation among them, by creating new terms such as “advanced developing countries”.
China reiterated that a shared vision is for long term cooperative action under the Convention, through which to enhance the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention. A shared vision definitely is not an opportunity for re-writing the Convention. It urged developed country partners to stop destroying the foundation of the tower for a shared vision. In order to address the gaps in implementing the Convention, there was need to focus on the four building blocks of the BAP. 
On mitigation, it referred to the commitments of developed countries under Article 4.2 (a) of the Convention to reduce GHG emissions. Citing data from UNFCCC, China said that between 2007 and 1990, GHG emissions from developed countries increased 11.2% excluding land-use, and land use change and forestry (LULUCF), and increased by 12.8% including LULUCF. It said that many developed countries that have realized their industrialization more than half a century ago, have yet to peak in their emissions. There is a huge gap in developed countries leadership in modifying the longer-term trends in anthropogenic emissions as required by the Convention. On the contrary, developing countries are now being required to take the leadership in cutting emissions while developed countries are continuously increasing their emissions.
On adaptation, finance and technology transfer, what has been provided to developing countries has been disappointing time after time. Developing countries are now being requested to undertake adaptation using their own financial resources. Developed countries are advocating the mainstreaming or integrating of adaptation efforts into development planning of developing countries, which means the use of national budget resources. International cooperation is limited to assessments and planning, instead of concrete adaptation actions. On technology transfer, it is now the fourteenth year since the entry into force of the Convention in 1994, technology transfer has hardly happened.
China said that the discussions on a long-term global goal of emission reductions under the shared vision should focus on how to ensure and enable the implementation of mitigation and adaptation actions. The most urgent requirement at present is to set the mid-term emission reduction target for developed country Parties. Only with such mid-term targets being clearly determined, is it meaningful to talk about any long-term goals for emission reductions. Annex I countries shall commit to reduce their GHG emissions by at least 40% below 1990 levels by 2020 and at least 95% below 1990 levels by 2050. Developed country Parties should have deeper cuts on their GHG emissions so as to ensure adequate atmospheric space for developing countries to achieve their goals of substantive development and eradication of poverty. 
It was also of the view of China that the long-term global goal for emission reductions should be based on the provision of new, adequate and predictable financial support to developing countries; the long-term global goal for emission reductions should also be enabled by large scale technology transfer to developing countries, through the use of compulsory licenses over climate-friendly technologies that are patented from developed country Parties. 
Uganda on behalf of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) said that it was very important to move forward, but not at all costs. LDCs cannot bear that cost. It explained that a non-paper can be superseded if it is a product of exhaustive discussions. But this is not the case with the non-papers being superseded here; hence, it wanted the four papers on the table at Copenhagen as they did not have the time to discuss the key issues.
Australia said that they were happy to proceed with this text to Copenhagen, and that they had made good progress.  The genesis of the ideas in discussions was in non-paper #43.  The collection of 4 documents would create confusion and not create progress. They said we have all the text. They remain open. Parties can bring ideas that have been lost into non-paper #43. However, it did support the G77 and China’s request for translation of the older versions of the text.
Sweden on behalf of the European Union said that they have had very constructive discussions in the group. I also saw the non-paper not reflecting its views, but agreed that overall, it was a good representation of discussions. It urged parties to take non-paper 43 to Copenhagen. 
It also noted that in paragraph 20 of non-paper #43, which proposes the numbers for emissions reductions proposed by developed countries, the figures they proposed (30% carbon emission reduction by 2020 on 1990 levels, and at least 80-95% emission reduction by 2050 on 1990 levels) were absent and that it wanted them back in before the end of Barcelona.
Japan stated that non-paper #43 was much more concise and logical and was happy to proceed with this paper. On the long-term goal, it wanted clarification on how to achieve it. It also requested that the baseline year for emissions reduction of 1990 in paragraph 19 be bracketed. 
The United States stated that it could work with non-paper #43. It said it does not seem that adding text is the right way to go, but could talk about this further. It was of the view that the non- paper needed further streamlining. It wanted the shared vision text to be high-level and brief, regarding the level of ambition. The principles in the text could be removed. It agreed with Japan that the base year 1990 for emissions reductions should be bracketed.
Upon conclusion of the discussion, the facilitator proposed that Parties follow the recommendation of the G77 and China to proceed with non-papers #37, 38 and 43 as annexes to Non-paper 33, as this process had occurred in other groups and was considered acceptable.
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