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BURDEN SHARING

SHARING THE

quity has been central to the multilateral

negotiations on climate change mitigation and

adaptation between the South and the North. The
dispute is not with the science that establishes the need to
keep global temperature rise below 2°C, measured from
pre-industrial levels, as the threshold that will leash in
climate change from being ‘dangerous’ to becoming
‘catastrophic’. The dispute is that once the world accepts
the need to cap temperature, it is also accepting the need
to cap emissions, because of which temperatures are
increasing. The problem with the Copenhagen Accord
and Cancun Decision of 2009 and 2010 is not that they
cap the increase in temperature, but that they do not
make explicit that this limit will require sharing the
budget equally between nations who have already used
up their common atmospheric space and the new
entrants to economic growth, who want a space in the
sun. Without this budget-sharing deal, the temperature
cap becomes a virtual cap on the emissions of the
developing world — countries of this world will be told to
reduce emissions and compromise on economic growth,
simply because presently there is no growth model that
delinks economic growth with carbon emissions.

2°C: a planetary insurance policy

It is widely accepted that keeping global temperature
rise below 2°C, measured from pre-industrial levels
(1850), will exercise a moderating influence on climate
change, and keep it from becoming 'catastrophic’.
Given that current average global temperature increase
is measured to be 0.8°C, an addition of another 0.8°C
is inevitable because of the amount of greenhouse gases
the world has already pumped into the atmosphere,
bringing the world close to the limit. In fact, most
believe that 2°C is already too high and that we should
be limiting increase to 1.5°C. The question then is, what
is the level of emissions that will push the world beyond
the limit. The IPCC’s AR4, in its Working Group III
report, states that emissions must peak within the next
10-15 years and must be reduced to well below half of
the 2000 level by the middle of this century in order to
stabilise concentrations in the atmosphere at the lowest
level assessed by the IPCC — 2°C. The report also
summarises the required emission reduction ranges to
meet greenhouse gas concentrations between 450 to
650 ppm CO,e. In terms of who does what, it states that

CLIMATE BURDEN

Annex I countries would need to reduce their emissions
to 25-40 per cent below 1990 levels by 2020 for the
world to meet the 450 ppm target; 10-30 per cent for
meeting the 550 ppm target; and up to 25 per cent for
meeting the 650 ppm target.

In these scenarios, emissions in developing
countries must also deviate substantially from the
baseline. The politics is now focused on defining what
the ‘substantial or meaningful deviation’ means for
developing countries, without any consensus on what
the target of industrialised countries should be, if it is
based on equity in the sharing of the common
atmospheric space. Writing in the journal Climatic
Change, Dutch researchers Michel den Elzen and Niklas
Hohne estimate this substantial deviation would mean
non-Annex I emissions as a group would be 15-30 per
cent below the baseline to meet the 450 ppm target by
2020. In other words, the targets are being set not by
first deciding on the basis for apportionment of the
carbon budget between nations, but by deciding what
the industrialised countries can do, and so what the rest
of the world will be compelled to do.

What is the emission cap for 2°C?

There is considerable scientific uncertainty about when
the world will hit 2°C — or what will be the level of
emissions that will push the 2°C button. According to a
paper by Malte Meinshausen and others published in
the British journal Nature, if, between 2000-2050,
emissions are limited to 750 Gt CO, on a cumulative
basis, then there is a 33 per cent probability of them
exceeding 2°C; at 1,000 Gt CO, the risk increases and a
1,440 Gt CO, budget would give the world a 50 per cent
risk of exceeding this target.
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Therefore, the least risky budget is close to 600 Gt
CO,. After 2050, the budget is exhausted and so the
world will, in any case, have to end its addiction to fossil
fuels by then. But the issue is about peaking of
emissions, and so the authors warn that the probability
of exceeding 2°C rises to 53-87 per cent if global
greenhouse gas emissions are more than 25 per cent
above 2000 levels in 2020. The authors point out that as
around 234 Gt CO,, were emitted between 2000 to 2006
and assuming constant rates of 36.3 Gt CO, per year, the
world would exhaust the CO, emission budget by 2024,
2027 or 2039, depending on the probability accepted
for exceeding 2°C.

Sharing the carbon budget
Keeping in mind the fact that meeting the global
temperature target is only possible if the world limits
the concentration of all GHGs at 450 ppm, the question
is: how will the carbon budget be allocated? Consider
the atmosphere as a cup of water, filled almost to the
top. Now, more water can only be filled if the cup is
emptied and space is created. But since there are many
claimants on the water that needs to be filled into the
cup, the space will have to be apportioned — budgeted
— so that the earlier occupants vacate and new
claimants can fill in, in some proportion of equity. This
is the politics of the global common atmospheric space.
In other words, the emissions budget of 450 ppm
has to be apportioned, based on equity, between
nations. Let us be clear: the space is very limited. We
know concentration of GHG emissions is already close
to 430 ppm. But with some ‘cooling’ allowance,
because of aerosols in the atmosphere, it comes to
somewhere close to 390-400 ppm. In sum, not much
space is left to be distributed and shared in our
intensely unequal world.

Table 1: Probability of exceeding 2°C

But this is not all that confounds the science. The
fact is, greenhouse gases have a very long life in the
atmosphere. Gases pumped in, say, since the late 1800s
when the Western world was beginning to industrialise,
are still up there. This is the natural debt that needs, like
the financial debt of nations, to be repaid. It was for this
reason the Kyoto Protocol, agreed to in late 1997, set
emission limits on industrialised countries — they had to
reduce, so that the developing world could increase.
But the emissions of these countries continued to
increase. As a result, today, there is even less
atmospheric space for the developing world to occupy.
It is also evident the industrial world did nothing; it
knew it needed to fill the space as quickly as possible.
Now, we are left with just crumbs to fight over. It is also
no surprise, then, that Western academics (big names
in this business) are now calling upon the developing
world to take on emission reduction targets for the
simple reason that there is no space left for them to
grow. The logic is simple, though twisted and ingenious:
“You cannot ask for the right to pollute,” they tell the
developing world. This is unacceptable. We know
emissions of carbon dioxide are linked to economic
growth. Therefore, capping emissions without equal
apportionment will mean freezing inequity in this
world.

We know this apportionment of the carbon budget
is an intensely political decision, as it will literally
determine the way the world will share both the
common space and economic growth.

It is only when we agree on the formula for sharing
that we can agree on how much the already
industrialised countries have to cut and by when, and
how much the rest (India included) have to cut and by
when. Instead, what we have is a pincer movement. The
already-industrialised do not want to set interim targets

Indicator Emissions Probability
Cumulative total CO, emissions 2000-49 880 Gt CO, 8-37%
1000 Gt CO, 10-42%
1158 Gt €O, 16-51%
1437 Gt €O, 29-70%
Cumulative Kyoto gas emissions 2000-49 1356 Gt COe 8-37%
1500 Gt CO,e 10-43%
1678 Gt C0,e 15-51%
2000 Gt CO,e 29-70%
2050 Kyoto gas emissions 10 Gt CO,e/year 0-32%
18 Gt CO,e/year (1/2 1990) 12-45%
20 Gt CO,e/year (1/2 2000) 15-49%
36 Gt CO,e/year 39-38%
2020 Kyoto gas emissions 30 Gt CO,e/year 8-38%
35 Gt CO,eyear 13-46%
40 Gt €O, e/year 19-56% ™~
50 Gt €O, e/year 53-87% e
—h
N

Source: Malte Meinshausen et al 2009, ‘Greenhouse gas emission targets for limiting global warming to 2°C’,
Nature, vol 458, April 30, doi:10.1038/nature08017
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on when they will reduce their emissions drastically.
They want to change the base-year from when emission
reduction will be counted: 2005 or 2007, instead of
1990. This means two things. One, they want to
continue to grow (occupy space) in coming years. Two,
the space they have already occupied — as their
emissions have vastly increased between 1990 and
2007 — should be forgiven. But this is when we know
that meeting the 450 ppm emission concentration target
requires space to be vacated fast — they must peak
within the next few years and then reduce drastically by
at least 40 per cent by 2020 over 1990 levels. But why
do this, when you can muscle your way into space? The
critical question is: how will the world share the carbon
budget?

Carbon budget arithmetic

UN Formulation

A recent report by the UN Department of Economic and
Social Affairs suggests a way to stay within the budget. For
a 75 per cent chance of staying on track, the world
should emit no more than 1,000 tonne of CO, (273 Gt of
carbon) in total between 2000-2050. This is when by
2000, 271 Gt of carbon had already been emitted into the
atmosphere, of which 209 GtC — 77 per cent — had come
from Annex I countries. According to the report, in this
scenario, the carbon budget for the period 1850-2050 is
650 GtC. If the world accepts the seemingly generous
sharing rule suggested by the European Union for Annex
I to take on 85 per cent of the reduction budget, it would
still be unfair. The reason is that as these countries have
already emitted 209 Gt, in this 85 per cent rule, they
would be granted another 85 Gt carbon for the period
2000-2050. This would give them a total budget of 314
GtC — allowing them to consume 48 per cent of the
available carbon budget. The report argues that based on
current population, these countries should get only 21
per cent of the global carbon budget for 1850-2050. This
would mean an allocation of 137 GtC for Annex I
countries. In other words, they need negative growth or

Table 2: Will the West accept negative growth?

need to compensate the developing world for the
disproportionate space they have occupied.

The German budget approach: Dividing on

per capita basis

The German Advisory Council on Global Change

(WBGU) has suggested a way to break the climate

logjam — through the allocation of the CO, budget to

meet the 2°C guard rail. The proposal suggests the
following:

® By 2050, a2 maximum of 600-750 Gt CO, may be
released into the atmosphere for a 67-75 per cent
probability to meet the 2°C target. Based on this, a
budget of emissions is available between now and
2050, which needs to be equitably distributed
among all countries.

e It is best if this budget is allocated on a per capita
basis, so that national budgets can be calculated
according to the size of the population. This would
give each country a defined atmospheric capital,
which it can flexibly manage and trade on
international markets between now and the year
2050.

o The budget
responsibilities of the industrialised countries into

approach  takes  historical
account but looks towards the future: the entire
budget is equally distributed across the various
countries on a per capita basis, taking 2010 as the
demographic reference period.

@ On the basis of polluter pays principle, an additional
financial compensation between the North and the
South will be devised to take into account emissions
for the period 1990-2010.

e® Each country is then committed to producing
decarbonisation road maps, which provide
information on the planned national emission path
up to 2050.

e The countries are grouped based on their annual
CO, emissions per capita from fossil fuel sources:
Country group I (above 5 tonne €O, per capita per

then from 2000 to 2050 they will emit

World carbon budget (1850-2050) 650 GtC
Already consumed by Annex 1 (1850-2000) 209 GtC
If we assume that Annex I countries will reduce emissions by 85 per cent by 2050, 85 GtC

Total Annex I budget by 2050

209 GtC + 85 GtC =
314 GtC

Allocation based on population for Annex 1 (1850-2050)

137 GtC

They have overused their budget by

314 GtC - 137 GtC =
177 GtC

Source: UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs
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Graph 2: Carbon dioxide budget: 1990-2050

Based on historical responsibility calculated from 1990-2050 countries llike USA, Germany and Russia have, today,
already emitted more from fossil sources than the total they would be entitled to in 2050. Developing countries still
have lot of budget left. But to allow them to grow, negative emission growth has to happen, starting from today, in
countries like US

250+

I Remaining budget 2010-2050
B Consumption to date 1990-2009

200

150+

100+

50

Emissions (Gt CO,)

~50-

-100

Germany
USA
China
Brazil
Burkina Faso
Japan
Russia
Mexico
Indonesia
India
Maldives
EU

Source: Anon 2009, Solving the climate dilemma: The budget approach, German Advisory Council on Global Change,
Berlin, p 26
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Graph 3: Carbon dioxide budget: 2008

CO, emissions from fossil fuel sources for most developed countries like US, Japan, Germany and Russia, and also
a few developing countries, were far more than they were allowed for 2008. India remained well within its range,
using less than 50 per cent of the budget it was allowed

7 .
M Estimated emissions 2008
6 - B Mean annual budget

Emissions (Gt CO, per year)

USA
China
Brazil
Japan

Russia
Mexico
India
Maldives

=
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Indonesia

Burkina Faso

Source: Anon 2009, Solving the climate dilemma: The budget approach, German Advisory Council on Global Change,

Berlin, p28
year — mainly industrialised countries and oil most of the big industrialised countries have already
exporting countries; Country group 2: (between 2- emitted more than they would be entitled to — they have
7-5.4 tonne CO, per capita per year, includes newly to begin to reduce with no space to grow further. The
industrialised countries like China, Mexico and Council, however, suggests that it would be best to take

Thailand) and Country group 3: (below 2.7 tonne a dual approach — compensation payment for historical
CO, per capita per year, includes mainly developing (1990-2010) and allocation based on per capita for the

countries and some large industrialising countries future (2010-2050). Under this option as well, :

like India and Brazil). industrialised countries have little space to grow or —_

In the option, which takes into account historical increase. Their only option is to trade — buy their quota ™
responsibility (emissions for the period 1990-2050), from the countries with the budget to spare.
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CSE proposal: Equal per capita emission
rights

In 1990, the Washington-based World Resources
Institute (WRI) published a report which showed
annual greenhouse gas emissions in the developing
world almost equalled those in the industrialised
world, and predicted emissions of the former would
overtake those of the industrialised world in the near
future (WRI, 1990). However, in a critique of this
report, the Delhi-based Centre for Science and
Environment (CSE) found that the methodology WRI
used had favoured the polluter.

Under the WRI methodology, each nation was
assigned a share of the Earth’s ecological sinks, but
proportional to the nation’s contribution to emissions.
Global warming occurs because emissions exceed the
capacity of sinks to absorb GHGs. WRI estimated the
world produces 31 billion tonne of CO, and 255
million tonne of methane every year. It then estimated
the Earth’s sinks naturally assimilate 17.5 billion
tonne of CO, and 212 million tonne of methane
annually. On this basis, it calculated the ‘net’
emissions of each nation, by allocating a share of sinks
to each nation, based on its gross emission
contribution. CSE, in its critique, argued that while
terrestrial sinks such as forests and grasslands may be
considered national property, oceanic sinks belong to
humankind. They are common global property. CSE
then apportioned the sinks on the basis of a country’s
share of the world’s population, arguing each
individual in the world has equal entitlement to the
global commons. This allocation, based on individual
rights to the Earth’s natural cleansing capacity,
changed the calculation of nations’ responsibility
drastically. For instance, under the WRI methodology,
the USA contributed 17 per cent of the net emissions
of the world, while CSE showed it actually contributed
roughly 27.4 per cent of net annual emissions.
Similarly, the contribution of China decreased from
the WRI estimate of 6.4 per cent of net annual
emissions to 0.57 per cent, and India’s from 3.9 per
cent to just 0.013 per cent of net annual emissions.

This allocation of the Earth’s global sinks to each
nation, based on population, creates a system of per-
capita emissions entitlements, which taken together
form the ‘permissible’ emissions level of each country.
This, according to CSE, could form a framework for
trading between nations, as countries exceeding CO,
annual quotas of carbon dioxide could trade with other
countries that do not use up their ‘permissible’
emissions. This would create financial incentives for
countries to keep their emissions as low as possible
and to invest in zero-carbon trajectories.

Ad hoc equal emission entitlements

In 2001, CSE proposed an alternative: The targeted
atmospheric concentrations could be translated into a
global emissions budget that would be distributed
among nations in the form of equal per capita
entitlements. A country that does not use its budget
during a particular year could again have the right to
trade its unused share. It is known that the
concentration of 450 ppm of CO,e by the year 2050
would mean an annual per capita entitlement of two
tonne. In 2005, the world was already emitting (on an
average) 4 tonne of CO,e per person per year, but many
countries are still below this baseline. Nations also
could simply agree on an ad hoc per capita entitlement
to which all countries eventually will converge. This
target could be more or less ambitious, but again, it
would be subject to periodic reviews, allowing changes
based on new scientific information.

Emissions entitlements and the
transition to renewables

Equal per capita emissions entitlements offer the most
just and effective way of getting developing countries to
engage with the climate change problem. If low-level
polluters can trade their unused emissions rights with
high-level polluters, this would provide an incentive to
keep their emissions growth path as low as possible.
Additionally, emissions trading can promote transition to
renewable energy technologies if it is restricted to zero-
carbon energy projects. Currently, if the Clean
Development Mechanism, set up through the Kyoto
Protocol, is used only to fund zero-carbon energy
technologies, the emissions reduction costs will be
higher than the least-cost options such as coal washing
projects and investments in thermal power plants. The
Annual Energy Outlook of the US Energy Information
Administration estimates that the capital cost of a
photovoltaic power plant over a coal-based power plant
is about US $1.81 million per MW. In other words, a
CDM market worth US $25 billion would be needed to
set up some 55,500 MW of solar power plants.
Investment on this scale could play a critical role in
bringing down the world price of solar cells. Once the
pro-renewables strategy is accepted, the purpose of per
capita emissions entitlements is redefined. Its most
important purpose is not to created a framework that
forces all countries to converge to a sustainable level of
emissions at a future date, but rather to create a
framework for engaging developing nations such that the
world can kick start the movement towards a zero-
carbon energy transition. Once the world seriously
begins moving towards such a transition, the entitlement
framework will become increasingly redundant.
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The greatest advantage of a global equitable and
tradable emissions entitlements mechanism is that it
engages developing countries and provides an incentive
to keep emissions low. Although many developing
economies are growing rapidly, it is unlikely that they
will use up their entitlements in the near future. The
potential to trade their unused entitlements would
immediately give them an incentive to move towards a
low emissions developmental path.

Intra-national equity

Currently, in India, only 31 per cent of rural
households use electricity. Connecting all of India’s
villages to grid-based electricity will be expensive and
difficult. It is here the option of leapfrogging to off-grid
solutions based on renewable energy technologies
becomes most economically viable. If India’s
entitlements were assigned on an equal, per-capita
basis, so that the country’s richer citizens paid the poor
for excess energy use, this would provide both the
resources and the incentives for current low energy
users to adopt zero-emissions technologies. In this
way, too, a rights-based framework would stimulate a
powerful demand for investment in new renewable
energy technologies.

Graph 4: Climate justice: Per capita equal entitlement

The BASIC group formulation

The BASIC group meeting held at Tianjin in October

2010 endorsed the following two formulations for

sharing the remaining carbon space.

® Burden sharing: 1t is based on the principle of
how much emission reduction need to be done by
different countries to remain within the global
budget. Equal burden sharing based on historical
responsibility for temperature increase and the
three principle-based criteria — responsibility,
capability and sustainable development — is factored
in this formulation. There is a need to define a
business as usual (BAU) scenario and an emission
pathway, based on which the amount of reduction
can be equitably allocated. Periodical reviews of
burdens and future emissions have to be carried out
to take into account changes in capabilities and in
the structures of the economies of different
countries.

e Entitlement allocation: This is based on per
capita emissions entitlement for each person. Equal
entitlements based on per capita accumulative
approach is used to share the remaining carbon
budget.

The total global budget is equitably distributed

The world can only sustain 2 tonne per capita. A system based on per capita entittements can be used to trade. It will
provide incentives to developing countries to move to renweables

Nigeria [ 0-42

Bangladesh [ 0.26
Australia
Tanzania

South Africa

Kenya [ 0-29

Russia

UK

Netherlands
1 |

Germany
Egypt
Brazil 1.9

Us

1 |
Canada

New Zealand 9.4
Nepal || 0.11
Japan 9.7
india 11
China 4.1

9.6

9.6

20.2

20.1
19.2

1 T
0 10

(521

T T 1
15 20 25

Source: Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Centre, 2007, Environmental Sciences Division, Oak Ridge National

Laboratory, Tennessee, US (http:/cdiac.ornl.gov/)

2102




Ph: +91-11-29956110 - 5124 - 6394- 6399 Fax: +91-11-29955879

E-mail: cse@cseindia.org Website: www.cseindia.org

<
()]
=
o
©
o
o
=
=
=
o}
o
=
@
=
<
o
L
<
©
o
K]
S
p=1
=
]
(%]
=
=
©
o
©
=
L
=
£
=
—
<

)
=
@
=
=
S

o=
=
=

L

o
=
IS
)
o
=

QL
)

wn
P
S

2
)
-

=
=
o]

O

Table 3: Budget under burden sharing and
entitlement approach (GtCO,)

Approach Entitlement Burden

(2006-2050) | sharing
(2010-2050)

Annex I -305 545

Non Annex I 1,603 1,802

Brazil 59 58

India 377 266

China 381 421

S. Africa 4.3 32

BASIC 821 777

Gap between two approaches - -44

Including LULUCF NO YES

Note: The two approaches have sc bat different iptions. The

‘entitlement' approach considers a global budget (2001-2050) as 1440

G1C02, while the Carbon budget derived from 'burden sharing'

considers it at 1700 Gt.

without reference to the BAU scenario. However, each
country will have to make an aggregate of its available
budget and determine an emission pathway —
including emission trading — compatible with its
budget. Periodic review is also required for future
periods of emissions.

The burden-sharing approach is put forth by South
Africa whereas both India and China follow the
entitlement allocation approach in their proposal with
slight differences in how they allocate entitlements. A
third approach put forward by Brazil is one that it has
long advocated, where the parameter used to calculate
the burden is not emissions levels in countries, but how
they contribute to the rise in temperature.

All the approaches can lead to equitable access to
emission space; both require periodic reviews and
emissions trading. Both burden sharing and entitlement
approaches would have clear implications for Annex I
countries. Under burden sharing, Annex I countries will
have a larger burden than they currently pledge. Under
entitlement, they will have a more limited space left than
the space they claim. Compared to their fair share,
Annex I countries have already over-occupied their
emission space. They have to have negative emissions in
both scenarios.

The current state of negotiations

In Durban, countries agreed to draft a new agreement
under the Convention by 2015 that all parties would be
a part of. This agreement will ake effect in 2020. This
in a sense has brought the equity debate back to the
table following decisions taken at Copenhagen and
Cancun, which while embracing a 2-degree limit on
temperature increase, reinforced the bottom-up
approach of voluntary agreements that Copenhagen
had initiated. The Durban agreement which calls for a

“protocol, legal instrument or agreed outcome with
legal force” that will apply to all parties starting 2020
does not mention the words ‘equity’ or ‘common but
differentiated responsibilities’ (CBDR) anywhere in the
text. On the other hand, it was agreed that any future
agreement will have to subscribe to the principles
under the Convention. Although developing countries
and some developed countries alike have repeatedly
mentioned how ‘equity’ will be central to a future
agreement, no formal discussion is vet to take place
explicitly on the question of how this will translate into
a future agreement. However, discussions that took
place under a workshop at the inter-sessional meeting
in Bonn in May (under the LCA track) and under the
Durban Platform track (ADP track) which is where all
matters pertaining to the new agreement will be
discussed, gave a sense of what countries are thinking
about for a future agreement and how burden sharing
will figure in that.

So far, only informal talks have been carried out
under the new track — ADP. The discussions have been
carried out under two work streams — one is called
‘vision’ under which a design and the work plan until
2015 leading to a new agreement is being discussed; the
other one is called ‘ambition’ under which parties are
discussing how to deal with deficit in ambition to
reduce emissions to stay within a 2-degree path for
2020. Interestingly, a third work stream called
‘Principles of the Convention’ that was expected to
discuss which principles of the Convention would be
relevant and how in a future deal was struck out. This
resulted from some countries objecting to discuss the
principles in a separate track which they felt could
corner out the discussion on ‘equity’; instead, they
argued it should be discussed in relation to discussions
taking place in the other two work streams. Under these
discussions, two groups broadly emerged — one that
laid emphasis on the notion that the new framework
should be ‘applicable to all parties’ endorsed by the EU,
AOSIS (alliance of small island states) and others who
want a legally binding agreement and another
endoresed mostly developing countries that wanted the
new agreement to be under the principles of the
Convention, highlighting their fears that differentiation
could be removed between parties once and for all. The
US stood in the middle arguing for an agreement that
would neither be legally binding nor one that follows
any formulaic approach. It wants a bottom-up
approach.

At Doha, parties will have to decide on how
discussions under this new track will be carried out for
the next 3 years until 2015 when the agreement is
expected to be signed. This will be important in
deciding how ‘equity’ and other relevant principles will
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be engaged with in future discussions. So far, no new
proposals on how the burden should be shared have
been put forth. For the 2015 deal to be an effective and
an equitable one, countries will need to be proactive at

Doha to ensure that the needed time and space is
provided for adequate and explicit discussion on how
abstract principles embedded in the convention can be
translated to concrete, quantifiable commitments.

Country submissions on how the Durban Platform (ADP) should plan its
work (as of 30 April, 2012)

Party

Submission

China

The UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol are the legal basis and fundamental framework for the international
cooperation to combat climate change. The ADP process will be conducted under the Convention and in
full accordance with all its principles and provisions, in particular the principles of equity and common
but differentiated responsibilities and its outcome forms an integrated part of the Convention.

EU

o Single, fair, comprehensive and legally binding agreement

o All Parties must have legally binding mitigation obligations that are formulated in accordance with
Convention principles including common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities,
recognizing that responsibilities and capabilities evolve over time

India

e \Whatever be the eventual legal form of the Durban outcome, the Durban Platform clearly envisages
that such an outcome must be ‘under the Convention.” The Convention is built on the principles of equity
and common but differentiated responsibility. Hence, the phrase ‘under the Convention’ implicitly
recognizes all the principles and provisions of the Convention, including, in particular the principles of
‘equity’ and ‘common but differentiated responsibilities’.

¢ |ndia is willing to engage in a discussion on how the principles of equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities are to be operationalized and how the precise nature of differentiation is be
articulated in the arrangements to be evolved. However, in the ADP process, there can be no departure
from the current Schema of the Convention.

Japan

e Japan puts importance to “applicable to all Parties”. To that end, Japan is ready to actively contribute
to the discussion to explore what kind of framework will be acceptable for all Parties

e Japan also considers that the future framework should have a flexible and dynamic structure which is
durable over time, so that it maximizes each country's efforts, giving consideration to its specific
circumstances. Japan notes that the principles of the UNFCCC are dynamic concepts and their
interpretation can evolve along with changes of the international community.

Russia

Work of the ADP shall be built upon absolute observance of all of the UNFCCC's principles and
approaches as agreed in the Decision on the ADP establishment adopted at the CP17/CMP7

Environmental
Integrity Group
(Switzerland,
South Korea,
Mexico)

e Organisation of work under the ADP should allow to draw from the experience gained by the evolving
Cancun institutions

e Regarding the principles, particularly a common understanding on CBDR/RC and equity, and their
operationalisation in the future legal instrument is needed, reflecting social and economic realities and
national circumstances of the Parties.

USA

e The United States considers the DP a significant breakthrough in the development of the climate
change regime under the Framework Convention. In particular, in making clear that the new agreement
will have legal force with respect to all Parties, developed and developing countries alike.

e The agreement will apply from 2020 and must therefore be appropriate for the economic and
emissions realities of that time period. While all Parties cannot be expected to undertake the same
type/level of mitigation action, much more commonality will be necessary not only for actions
themselves but also for measurement, reporting, review, and other forms of accountability. An “Annex
I/non-Annex I” approach will not be sustainable.

¢ Given the DP’s requirement that the next step reflect legal parallelism among all Parties, it cannot be
the case that some Parties’ commitments will depend upon external financing and others’ will not.

e \We do not have to build the next step from scratch. Certain elements that have already been
launched in the Cancun agreements, particularly various institutional arrangements, may lend themselves
to carrying over into 2020 and beyond.
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