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BONN CLIMATE CHANGE TALKS:
1 - 12 JUNE 2009

From 1-12 June 2009, several meetings are taking place 
in Bonn, Germany, as part of ongoing negotiations under the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC) and the Kyoto Protocol. The Convention’s 
subsidiary bodies, the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) 
and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice 
(SBSTA), will hold their 30th sessions. Longer-term aspects of 
international climate change cooperation will be considered by 
the sixth session of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term 
Cooperative Action under the Convention (AWG-LCA 6) and 
the eighth session of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further 
Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol 
(AWG-KP 8). The two AWGs are scheduled to conclude their 
work by the fifteenth session of the Conference of the Parties 
(COP 15) to be held in Copenhagen, Denmark, in December 
2009.

At its sixth meeting, the AWG-LCA is expected 
to concentrate on a Chair’s negotiating text (FCCC/
AWGLCA/2009/8). The text encompasses the key aspects 
of the Bali Action Plan (decision 1/CP.13), namely a shared 
vision for long-term cooperative action, mitigation, adaptation, 
finance and technology. In addition, AWG-LCA Chair Michael 
Zammit Cutajar (Malta) is proposing that AWG-LCA 8 consult 
informally on the legal form of the outcome and further 
organization of work (FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/7).

The AWG-KP Chair John Ashe (Antigua and Barbuda) 
has prepared two documents for AWG-KP 8: a proposal 
on amendments to the Kyoto Protocol pursuant to Article 
3.9 (Annex I parties’ further commitments); and a text on 
other issues, such as land use, land-use change and forestry 
(LULUCF), the flexibility mechanisms, common metrics 
and greenhouse gases, sectors and source categories. These 
documents were requested by AWG-KP 7, which also agreed 
to continue considering Annex I parties’ aggregate emission 
reductions in the post-2012 period “as a key focus” of 
AWG-KP 8. 

At its thirtieth session, the SBI is expected to take up agenda 
items such as capacity building, national communications, 
technology transfer, the financial mechanism and administrative, 
financial and institutional matters. The SBSTA is expected 
to consider, inter alia, the Nairobi Work Programme (NWP), 
methodological issues, reducing emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation in developing countries (REDD), and technology 
transfer. 

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE UNFCCC AND THE KYOTO 
PROTOCOL 

The international political response to climate change 
began with the adoption of the UNFCCC in 1992, which sets 
out a framework for action aimed at stabilizing atmospheric 
concentrations of greenhouse gases to avoid “dangerous 
anthropogenic interference” with the climate system. The UNFCCC 
entered into force on 21 March 1994, and now has 192 parties. 

In December 1997, delegates at COP 3 in Kyoto, Japan, 
agreed to a Protocol to the UNFCCC that commits industrialized 
countries and countries in transition to a market economy to 
achieve emission reduction targets. These countries, known under 
the UNFCCC as Annex I parties, agreed to reduce their overall 
emissions of six greenhouse gases by an average of 5.2% below 
1990 levels between 2008-2012 (the first commitment period), 
with specific targets varying from country to country. The Kyoto 
Protocol entered into force on 16 February 2005, and now has 184 
parties.

In 2005, the first Conference of the Parties serving as the 
Meeting of the Parties (COP/MOP 1) in Montreal, Canada, 
established the AWG-KP on the basis of Protocol Article 3.9, 
which mandates the consideration of Annex I parties’ further 
commitments at least seven years before the end of the first 
commitment period. In addition, COP 11 agreed in Montreal to 
consider long-term cooperation under the Convention through a 
series of four workshops known as “the Convention Dialogue,” 
which continued until COP 13.

BALI ROADMAP: COP 13 and COP/MOP 3 took place 
in December 2007, in Bali, Indonesia. The focus of the Bali 
conference was on long-term issues. These negotiations resulted 
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in the adoption of the Bali Action Plan, which established 
the AWG-LCA to focus on four key elements of long-term 
cooperation identified during the Convention Dialogue: 
mitigation, adaptation, finance and technology. The Bali Action 
Plan contains a non-exhaustive list of issues to be considered 
under each of these areas and calls for articulating a “shared 
vision for long-term cooperative action.” 

The Bali conference also resulted in an agreement on a 
two-year process, the Bali Roadmap, which covers negotiation 
“tracks” under the Convention and the Protocol and sets a 
deadline for concluding the negotiations at COP 15 and COP/
MOP 5, to be held in Copenhagen in December 2009. The two 
key bodies under the Bali Roadmap are the AWG-LCA and the 
AWG-KP, which held four negotiation sessions in 2008: April in 
Bangkok, Thailand; June in Bonn, Germany; August in Accra, 
Ghana; and December in Poznán, Poland. 

COP 14: During COP 14 in Poznán, AWG-LCA 4 continued 
discussing all the key elements of the Bali Action Plan. It 
mandated the AWG-LCA Chair to prepare a document for 
consideration by AWG-LCA 5 that would focus negotiations on 
the fulfillment of the Bali Action Plan, and a negotiating text for 
AWG-LCA 6 in June 2009.  

AWG-KP 6 held a strategic discussion on all elements of its 
work programme and decided that in order to finalize agreement 
on Annex I parties’ further commitments at COP/MOP 5, the 
AWG-KP needs to consider in 2009 the aggregate scale of 
emission reductions by Annex I parties, and the contribution 
by parties individually or jointly to the aggregate scale, as well 
as other issues identified in paragraph 49 of its conclusions 
(FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/8). These issues include: the flexibility 
mechanisms; LULUCF; greenhouse gases, sectors and sources; 
potential consequences of tools, policies, measures and 
methodologies; aviation and maritime bunker fuels; and legal 
matters. 

AWG-LCA 5 & AWG-KP 7: From 29 March - 8 April 2009, 
AWG-LCA 5 and AWG-KP 7 convened in Bonn, Germany. The 
main objective of the session was to work towards negotiating 
text under both AWGs. 

The AWG-LCA considered a note prepared by the Chair 
to focus negotiations on the fulfillment of the Bali Action 
Plan and on the components of the agreed outcome (FCCC/
AWGLCA/2009/4, Parts I and II). Discussions at AWG-LCA 5 
focused on further elaborating elements for a draft negotiating 
text to be prepared by the Chair for the next AWG-LCA session 
in June 2009.

The focus in AWG-KP 7 was on emission reductions by 
Annex I parties under the Kyoto Protocol beyond 2012 and on 
legal issues, including possible amendments to the Protocol. 
The AWG-KP also considered the other issues in its work 
programme, including the flexibility mechanisms, LULUCF and 
potential consequences of response measures. The AWG-KP 
agreed to request its Chair to prepare two documents for the June 
session: a proposal for amendments to the Protocol under Article 
3.9 (Annex I parties’ further commitments); and a text on other 
issues, such as LULUCF and the flexibility mechanisms.

INTERSESSIONAL HIGHLIGHTS
DI ALOGUE ON CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION 

FOR LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT: The 
concluding Dialogue on Climate Change Adaptation for Land 
and Water Management was held at UNEP headquarters 
in Nairobi, Kenya from 16-17 April 2009. The event was 
co-hosted by UNEP and the Minister for Development 
Cooperation of Denmark, Ulla Tørnæs. The Dialogue addressed 
the need to: tackle existing problems in land and water 
management to build resilience to climate change; strengthen 
institutions for land and water management; and increase 
financing targeted towards the most vulnerable people.

IPCC 30: The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) held its 30th session in Antalya, Turkey, from 21-23 
April 2009. The meeting focused mainly on the scoping 
process for the Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) with a view to 
providing guidance to the experts who are expected to define 
the AR5 outline during a meeting to be held in Venice, Italy, 
from 13-17 July 2009. The IPCC also decided to proceed with 
the preparation of a Special Report on managing the risks of 
extreme events and disasters, and agreed to hold a number 
of expert meetings on topics, such as human settlements, and 
detection and attribution of anthropogenic climate change. 

UNFCCC TECHNICAL WORKSHOP UNDER THE 
NAIROBI WORK PROGRAMME: The UNFCCC Technical 
Workshop on Increasing Economic Resilienc e to Climate 
Change and Reducing Reliance on Vulnerable Economic 
Sectors through Economic Diversification took place from 
28-30 April 2009, in Cairo, Egypt. The workshop was convened 
under the NWP at SBSTA’s request with a view to promoting 
understanding, as well as the development and dissemination 
of measures, methodologies and tools for increasing economic 
resilience, including the understanding of social aspects.

MAJOR ECONOMIES FORUMS: The Major 
Economies Forum held two meetings, from 27-28 April 2009 
in Washington, DC, US, and from 25-26 May 2009 in Paris, 
France. These meetings served as preparatory sessions for a 
Major Economies Forum Leaders’ meeting that Italian Prime 
Minister Silvio Berlusconi has agreed to host in La Maddalena, 
Italy, in July 2009. The 17 major economies invited to attend 
were: Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, the European Union, 
France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, 
Republic of Korea, Russian Federation, South Africa, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States. Denmark, in its 
capacity as the President of COP 15, and the UN were also 
invited.

According to the Chair’s Summary from the first Forum, 
participants shared the view that climate change is a clear 
and present danger, demanding immediate attention from 
all countries, and that the Major Economies Forum Leaders’ 
meeting in July should send a strong political signal to add 
momentum to the Copenhagen process and to collective efforts 
to achieve a low-carbon future. 
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SB 30 AND AWG HIGHLIGHTS: 
MONDAY, 1 JUNE 2009

The Bonn Climate Change Talks began on Monday morning 
with the opening plenaries of AWG-LCA 6 and SBI 30. They 
were followed by opening plenaries of AWG-KP 8 and SBSTA 
30 in the afternoon.

AWG-LCA 6
ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: Stressing the need to 

enter into full negotiating mode, AWG-LCA Chair Michael 
Zammit Cutajar (Malta) opened the session and parties adopted 
the agenda (FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/6). On the organization of 
work (FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/7), parties agreed to a first reading 
of the negotiating text in an informal plenary. AWG-LCA Chair 
Zammit Cutajar said the next steps would be decided after the 
first reading. Parties agreed to informal consultations on the 
legal form of the outcome and further organization of work. 

OPENING STATEMENTS: Sudan, for the G-77/CHINA, 
highlighted the meeting as a turning point for the AWG-LCA, 
with commencement of substantive discussions on the content 
and form of an agreed outcome in Copenhagen. He noted that 
the negotiating text should contain a more balanced and clear 
reflection of the Group’s proposals.

Algeria, for the AFRICAN GROUP, expressed concern that 
the negotiating text did not reflect the views of all parties in an 
equitable and balanced manner and said some of its elements 
were not consistent with the Convention. On mitigation, she 
identified the need to maintain a “firewall” between developed 
country commitments and developing country actions, called for 
adequate funding for REDD pilot projects and expressed concern 
with sectoral approaches. 

Lesotho, for the LDCs, said the text should consider the needs 
of the most vulnerable countries and the requisite enhanced 
action on adaptation. Grenada, for the ALLIANCE OF SMALL 
ISLAND STATES (AOSIS), cautioned that “time is running 
out,” and that the level of ambition in the Copenhagen outcome 
would determine the survival of small island developing states. 

The Czech Republic, for the EU, and Australia, for the 
UMBRELLA GROUP, welcomed the text as a starting point 
for negotiations. The EU stressed interconnections between the 
different building blocks and interlinkages with the AWG-KP. 
Mexico, for the ENVIRONMENTAL INTEGRITY GROUP, 
supported, inter alia, a mid-term target by 2020, assessing 
technology needs, and coordination between the AWGs. The 
UMBRELLA GROUP urged consistency and coherence between 
the AWGs. She also supported flexibility to reflect the full 

spectrum of mitigation efforts, and near-term commitments 
and actions, and long-term pathways for all parties. BELARUS 
advocated combining the two AWGs at this session and 
considering a single negotiating text under one AWG. 

MALI said each AWG should continue to work separately 
until Copenhagen, and CHINA supported the continuation of 
double-track negotiations under the AWG-LCA and AWG-
KP. He emphasized that developed countries should commit 
to ambitious emission reductions, as well as meet developing 
country needs for finance, technology transfer and capacity 
building. BOLIVIA said the text is unbalanced and requires 
substantial changes. INDIA said that: the text required greater 
balance; proposals not compatible with the Convention should 
be excluded; and paragraphs should reference the specific 
Convention Articles whose implementation they aim to enhance. 
He proposed addressing technology and finance in two distinct 
sections. 

SAUDI ARABIA expressed concern that many proposals 
in the negotiating text go beyond the Convention and the Bali 
Action Plan. He opposed proposals to merge the AWG-KP and 
AWG-LCA, as well as proposals that would pass the burden 
from developed to developing countries. The PHILIPPINES 
lamented that the text on developing country mitigation is 
several pages longer than the text on developed country 
mitigation. AWG-LCA Chair Zammit Cutajar replied that the 
length reflects the number of interesting proposals on developing 
country mitigation, and encouraged parties to elaborate on their 
ideas on other issues. 

The US highlighted ongoing work on draft legislation to 
reduce emissions by 17% below 2005 levels by 2020, and 83% 
by 2050. He expressed dismay with the text’s structure, and 
concern over the proposal to close negotiations from observers 
after the first reading of the text. AUSTRALIA called for a 
strong outcome on mitigation. She said a spectrum of mitigation 
efforts was needed and that the LDCs should be fully supported 
in their efforts. The REPUBLIC OF KOREA highlighted the 
Seoul initiative for Low-carbon Green Growth in East Asia, and 
proposed: a paradigm shift toward low-carbon development; a 
registry for nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs); 
and a crediting mechanism for NAMAs. 

The RUSSIAN FEDERATION called for commitments 
from all major emitters and burden sharing, taking into account 
country specificities and levels of economic development. He 
said historical responsibility should not be interpreted as a basis 
for imposing commitments on only developed countries. He 
also highlighted the recent Russian climate change doctrine 
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document, saying it provides the conceptual foundation for long-
term practical measures and shows that Russia is prepared to 
make a fair contribution.

INDONESIA highlighted the Manado Ocean Declaration, 
adopted in May 2009, which identified the urgent need to 
address the impact of sea level rise. BENIN called for a 
funding mechanism, which should, inter alia, promote effective 
technology transfer. COLOMBIA urged greater emphasis 
on adaptation in the text and called for new, additional and 
predictable resources to support adaptation. EGYPT called for 
a balanced and fair agreement, and working in parallel with the 
AWG-KP. MAURITANIA stressed the need to speed up the 
translation of the negotiating text.

ARGENTINA highlighted that the four pillars of the Bali 
Action Plan are intrinsically related, and emphasized that the 
texts on mitigation and adaptation should also address finance 
and implementation. He called for global objectives, and said 
both production and consumption should be addressed. PERU 
stressed the link between the intensity of mitigation efforts and 
cost of adaptation. GUYANA urged progress on the role of 
forests, including REDD, sustainable forest management and 
conservation. PAKISTAN highlighted finance and technology 
and called for a clear, strong and cohesive institutional 
architecture, including a climate technology transfer mechanism. 
URUGUAY stressed the need to address mitigation in the 
agricultural sector, identifying the need for global cooperation 
on research and development, and for a mechanism to facilitate 
technology transfer. TOGO stressed the need to ensure the 
survival of future generations and to “drop selfish attitudes.”

The WORLD BUSINESS COUNCIL ON SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT highlighted the key role that business could 
play in a post-2012 framework to stimulate investment and 
development, and noted that the global economic crisis points 
to the need for a sustainable low-emissions pathway. The 
CLIMATE ACTION NETWORK said the text contains options 
that could lead to destructive tipping points, and lacks ambition 
and a sense of urgency. The THIRD WORLD NETWORK 
described the submissions of several developed country parties 
as a substantial deviation from the Convention and the Bali 
Action Plan. INDIGENOUS PEOPLES’ ORGANIZATIONS said 
any reference to REDD in the agreed outcome should include 
respect for indigenous rights and prior informed consent.

LONG-TERM COOPERATIVE ACTION: AWG-LCA 
Chair Zammit Cutajar and the Secretariat introduced the relevant 
documents (FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/7-9; FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/
MISC.4 parts I-II and Adds.1-2; and FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/
MISC.5). The Secretariat also noted a proposal from Japan for 
a draft protocol to the Convention (FCCC/CP/2009/3) to be 
communicated to parties in accordance with Convention Article 
17 (Protocols). 

AWG-KP 8
ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: AWG-KP Chair John 

Ashe (Antigua and Barbuda) highlighted the six-month rule, 
noting that Protocol amendments proposed for adoption in 
Copenhagen must be communicated to parties by 17 June 2009. 

Parties adopted the agenda and organization of work (FCCC/
KP/AWG/2009/6). They agreed to take up together the sub-item 
on proposals for Protocol amendments pursuant to Article 3.9 
(Annex I further commitments) and the sub-item on proposals on 
other issues in the AWG-KP’s work programme. 

OPENING STATEMENTS: Sudan, for the G-77/CHINA, 
expressed concern at the “extremely slow progress” in 
completing milestones under the AWG-KP’s work programme. 
He lamented that the agenda for AWG-KP 8 does not include 

items on central tasks, especially those in paragraphs 49(a) and 
(b) of the work programme (FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/8) relating to 
Annex I aggregate and individual or joint emission reductions. 

Grenada, for AOSIS, stated that the unilateral targets 
presented by Annex I parties so far have “virtually no chance” 
of limiting global warming to below 2°C, and called for a 45% 
reduction in Annex I emissions from 1990 levels by 2020 and a 
reduction of more than 90% from 1990 levels by 2050. Algeria, 
for the AFRICAN GROUP, emphasized that the AWG-KP’s 
mandate is to specify further emission reduction commitments 
for Annex I parties, and stressed the need for a “firewall” 
between the AWG-KP and other processes. Lesotho, for the 
LDCs, urged agreement on ambitious emission reductions, 
stressing that a delay could threaten a successful outcome 
in Copenhagen. INDONESIA urged the AWG-KP to work 
efficiently on Annex I emission reductions. INDIA called on 
Annex I parties to propose targets based on objective criteria 
and reflecting comparability of efforts, and SAUDI ARABIA 
welcomed discussions on potential consequences.

VENEZUELA stated that consideration of the flexibility 
mechanisms is beyond the mandate of the AWG-KP and 
PAKISTAN said Annex I commitments must not be linked 
to any conditions. MALAYSIA stressed the need to focus on 
amendment of Protocol Annex B, stating other issues could 
be considered later. TUVALU stated that discussions must go 
beyond Annex B amendments in order to address issues such 
as extending the share of proceeds. COLOMBIA supported 
extending the share of proceeds to joint implementation and 
emissions trading. 

The EU noted synergies between the AWGs and underscored 
that the AWG-KP’s mandate allows discussion of all issues 
affecting Annex I parties’ further commitments. Switzerland, for 
the ENVIRONMENTAL INTEGRITY GROUP, suggested 2020 
as the end of the second commitment period, and stressed the 
importance of discussing general improvements to the Protocol. 
He supported “functional coordination” between the AWG-
KP and AWG-LCA. Australia, for the UMBRELLA GROUP, 
stated that the texts on Annex I parties' further commitments 
and other issues must be considered as a package, and urged 
consistency and coherence between the AWGs. JAPAN called 
for a comprehensive post-2012 framework, stating that a simple 
Protocol amendment would be an unacceptable outcome, 
and stressing the need for mitigation by all major economies. 
The RUSSIAN FEDERATION explained that his country’s 
participation in the second commitment period would be assessed 
in accordance with national legislation and highlighted that the 
current Protocol is “not a fair and comprehensive agreement.” 
He called for merging the two AWGs and ensuring a single 
agreement under the Convention, which would bring together all 
major emitters. BELARUS noted the need to simplify procedures 
for joining Annex B, and urged synergy between the two AWGs.

TURKEY highlighted its recent ratification of the Protocol, 
and CROATIA outlined plans to, inter alia, increase the use of 
renewable energy and biofuels, and improve energy efficiency. 
She called for recognition of her country’s special circumstances 
as a country negotiating both a post-2012 target and EU 
membership. 

CANADA stated that a firm understanding of the rules 
is necessary to enable Annex I parties determine proper 
commitments. NEW ZEALAND stated that a long-term 
quantified global goal for emission reductions is the single most 
important step to advancing negotiations. He highlighted that 
New Zealand’s commitment would have to take into account the 
large uncertainty of LULUCF rules, and stressed the importance 
of including LULUCF in the Copenhagen package. 
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PAPUA NEW GUINEA said neither the current nor proposed 
LULUCF rules demonstrate leadership by Annex I parties, 
stating that the rules would allow erosion of Annex I parties’ 
mitigation commitments. Lamenting the exclusion of his 
country’s proposal for a land-based approach from the text, he 
stressed it would ensure environmental integrity and account for 
all emissions and removals. 

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH INTERNATIONAL called 
attention to the cost of failure to reach an ambitious agreement, 
and called for an end to offsetting. CLIMATE ACTION 
NETWORK called for an aggregate Annex I emission reduction 
target of more than 40% from 1990 levels by 2020. BUSINESS 
AND INDUSTRY highlighted the potential of sectoral crediting 
proposals and NAMAs to transform the flexibility mechanisms.

ANNEX I FURTHER COMMITMENTS: AWG-KP 
Chair Ashe introduced the item (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/5 and 
7-8; FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/MISC.8 and Add.1; FCCC/KP/
AWG/2009/MISC.9 and Adds. 1-2; FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/
MISC.10; FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/MISC.11 and Add. 1; FCCC/
KP/AWG/2008/8). 

Parties agreed to contact groups on: Annex I parties’ further 
emission reductions (paragraphs 49(a) and (b) of the AWG-KP’s 
work programme), co-chaired by Leon Charles (Grenada) and 
Gertraud Wollansky (Austria); other issues (paragraph 49(c) of 
the AWG-KP’s work programme), chaired by AWG-KP Vice-
Chair Harald Dovland (Norway); and legal matters, co-chaired 
by Sandea De Wet (South Africa) and Gerhard Loibl (Austria). 

BOLIVIA urged that the time allocation reflect the 
importance of emission targets and legal matters.

The IPCC reported on the workshop on alternative 
greenhouse gas metrics, highlighting that: the effectiveness of a 
metric depends on the policy goal it seeks to address; the global 
warming potential metric was not designed with a particular 
policy goal in mind; and depending on the relevant policy or 
goals, alternative metrics may be preferable. 

ICELAND highlighted his country’s recent decision on a 15% 
reduction target by 2020 compared to 1990 levels. AUSTRALIA 
pledged a reduction of 25% below 2000 levels by 2020, in the 
context of an ambitious international agreement. 

POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES: AWG-KP Chair Ashe 
introduced the issue (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/5 and MISC.12; 
FCCC/KP/AWG/2008/8). Parties agreed to form a contact 
group, co-chaired by Mama Konate (Mali) and Paul Watkinson 
(France).

OTHER MATTERS: Chair Ashe will conduct informal 
consultations to discuss working arrangements for the ninth and 
tenth sessions of the AWG-KP.

S BI 30
ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: SBI Chair Liana 

Bratasida (Indonesia) opened the session and suggested leaving 
the sub-item on information contained in non-Annex I national 
communications in abeyance. The Philippines, for the G-77/
CHINA, proposed adding two sub-items to the item on the 
financial mechanism, one on assessing implementation of 
the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), and another on 
the terms of reference for the review of the Adaptation Fund. 
SWITZERLAND, AUSTRALIA and the Czech Republic, 
for the EU, supported including a sub-item on the SCCF, but 
objected to the proposed sub-item on the Adaptation Fund. 
Parties agreed to the organization of work (FCCC/SBI/2009/1) 
with the understanding that the SBI Chair will consult 
informally on the agenda and the proposed new sub-item on the 
Adaptation Fund.

OPENING STATEMENTS: Lesotho, for the LDCs, 
lamented the lack of progress on implementation of 
national adaptation programmes of action (NAPAs) and 
called for predictable and adequate funding and increased 
GEF replenishment. Grenada, for AOSIS, said that parties 
should focus on issues including: non-Annex I national 
communications; development of performance indicators 
to review the capacity building framework; privileges and 
immunities; and decision 1/CP.10 (Buenos Aires Programme of 
Work). Australia, for the UMBRELLA GROUP, highlighted the 
importance of finalizing the budget, expediting work under the 
SBI and focusing on moving forward under the AWGs. The EU 
suggested concentrating on issues that would advance agreement 
on a future regime, and noted the budget, inter-governmental 
meetings, the financial mechanism, technology transfer and 
information contained in non-Annex I national communications. 

ANNEX I NATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS: Fourth 
national communications: The Secretariat introduced the report 
on the status of Annex I fourth national communications (FCCC/
SBI/2009/INF.6). 

ADMINISTRATIVE, FINANCIAL AND 
INSTITUTIONAL MATTERS: Budget performance for 
the biennium 2008-2009: The Secretariat introduced the item 
(FCCC/SBI/2009/INF.3 and INF.7). SBI Chair Bratasida will 
draft conclusions in consultation with interested parties.

Programme budget for the biennium 2010-2011: UNFCCC 
Executive Secretary Yvo de Boer introduced the item (FCCC/
SBI/2009/2 and Adds.1-3; and FCCC/SBI/2009/MISC.3), 
explaining necessary increases to core resources and identifying 
areas where savings could be made. Noting that most expenses 
are in Euros, he said switching the core budget from US dollars 
to Euros would help protect against exchange rate fluctuations. 
Quamrul Islam Chowdhury (Bangladesh) will chair a contact 
group. 

Implementation of the Headquarters Agreement: The SBI 
Chair will draft conclusions.

Privileges and Immunities: The Secretariat introduced the 
item (FCCC/SBI/2009/MISC.5 and Add.1), noting that pursuant 
to the six-month rule, proposed amendments to the Protocol 
concerning privileges and immunities must be communicated 
to parties by 17 June 2009. AUSTRALIA highlighted the 
importance of ensuring sufficient immunities for individuals 
serving on bodies under any post-2012 regime. Tamara Curl 
(Australia) will chair a contact group.

CAPACITY BUILDING (CONVENTION): The Secretariat 
introduced the item (FCCC/SBI/2009/4 and 5; FCCC/SBI/2009/
MISC.s1 and 2). Phillip Gwage (Uganda) and Helmut Hojesky 
(Austria) will co-chair a contact group.

CAPACITY BUILDING (PROTOCOL): The Secretariat 
introduced the item (FCCC/SBI/2009/4-5; FCCC/SBI/2009/
MISC.s 1 and 2). TANZANIA noted that African countries 
are lagging behind in Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) 
projects due to lack of capacity and welcomed the outcome of 
the comprehensive review of the capacity building framework. 

Phillip Gwage (Uganda) and Helmut Hojesky (Austria) will 
co-chair a contact group.

SBSTA 30
ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: SBSTA Chair Helen 

Plume (New Zealand) opened the session and parties adopted the 
agenda and organization of work (FCCC/SBSTA/2009/1). 

OPENING STATEMENTS: Australia, for the UMBRELLA 
GROUP, emphasized the importance of finalizing work at this 
session to avoid over-burdening the agenda in Copenhagen. The 
Czech Republic, for the EU, urged streamlining work under the 
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four subsidiary bodies and working cooperatively. Grenada, for 
AOSIS, welcomed intersessional work on adaptation, disaster 
risk management and economic resilience. Sudan, for the G-77/
CHINA, highlighted technology transfer and the need for 
progress on the Nairobi Work Programme (NWP). 

NAIROBI WORK PROGRAMME: The Secretariat 
introduced the item (FCCC/SBSTA/2009/INF.3, 
FCCC/SBSTA/2009/MISC.s 4 and 6). The WORLD 
METEOROLOGICAL ORGANIZATION highlighted the 
World Climate Conference-3 to be held in Geneva, Switzerland, 
from 31 August to 4 September 2009. The IPCC noted work 
on its special report on managing risks of extreme events and 
disaster. The GLOBAL NETWORK FOR FOREST SCIENCE 
COOPERATION introduced a report on adaptation of forests 
and people to climate change. The CONVENTION ON 
BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY emphasized that ecosystem-based 
adaptation strengthens both the resilience of ecosystems and of 
human societies. 

ARGENTINA and PALAU supported including ecosystem 
adaptation in the conclusions. JAPAN called for basing 
adaptation actions on sound scientific assessment. URUGUAY 
proposed an expert group to contribute to the NWP’s 
implementation. SWITZERLAND supported establishing 
an information network on capacity building for multilateral 
agencies. 

Kishan Kumarsingh (Trinidad and Tobago) and Donald 
Lemmen (Canada) will consult informally.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER: The Secretariat introduced 
the item (FCCC/SBSTA/2009/INF.1 and FCCC/SB/2009/1-3). 
Bruce Wilson, Australia, reported on work of the Expert Group 
on Technology Transfer (EGTT), highlighting a strategy paper on 
the long-term perspective beyond 2012, future financing options, 
and performance indicators. 

ARGENTINA emphasized the need to ensure 
environmentally-friendly production patterns. SWITZERLAND 
stressed energy efficient technologies and said intellectual 
property rights (IPRs) can promote technology transfer. 
BANGLADESH noted the need for technologies that enable the 
disabled to respond to disasters. 

The INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY and THE GLOBAL WIND ENERGY COUNCIL 
urged a strong post-2012 agreement with clear mid- and long-
term targets to promote diffusion of clean energy technologies, 
and direct investment to develop and commercialize new 
technologies. 

A joint SBSTA/SBI contact group will be co-chaired by 
Holger Liptow (Germany) and Carlos Fuller (Belize). 

REDD: The Secretariat introduced the item (FCCC/
SBSTA/2009/2; FCCC/SBSTA/2009/MISC.s 1 and 2 and 
Add.s. 1-2; FCCC/TP/2009/1). THE COLLABORATIVE 
PARTNERSHIP ON FORESTS called for an effective 
framework for sustainable management and implementation 
of forest-related mitigation projects, as well as concurrent 
implementation of mitigation and adaptation efforts. The 
UNITED NATIONS FORUM ON FORESTS (UNFF) 
highlighted the outcomes of UNFF 8 on policy coordination 
related to climate change impacts and mitigation contributions of 
forests. 

The Democratic Republic of Congo, for the CONGO BASIN 
COUNTRIES, underscored that reference levels based on 
past levels of deforestation are biased against countries that 
have yet to develop their forest resources and stressed the 
importance of capacity building. He also highlighted the role of 
local communities and indigenous peoples. SWITZERLAND 

called for a pragmatic solution, which is: compatible with 
the Convention, the Protocol and other agreements; results 
in measurable and quantifiable removals at the global level; 
recognizes the rights of indigenous peoples; and promotes 
biodiversity and sustainable development.

Lilian Portillo (Paraguay) and Audun Rosland (Norway) will 
co-chair a contact group. 

RESEARCH AND SYSTEMATIC OBSERVATION: The 
Secretariat introduced the item (FCCC/SBSTA/2009/MISCs.5 
and 8; FCCC/SBSTA/2009/MISC.7 and Add.1; and FCCC/
SBSTA/2008/MISC.11) and the FAO's Global Climate Observing 
Systems, the Global Terrestrial Observing System and the 
Committee on Earth Observation Satellites presented progress 
reports and information on their current activities. 

Sergio Castellari (Italy) and Clifford Mahlung (Jamaica) will 
hold informal consultations. 

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES (CONVENTION): 
Greenhouse gas data interface: The Secretariat reported on 
progress. Erasmia Kitou (European Community) will conduct 
informal consultations. 

Emissions from international aviation and maritime 
transport: SBSTA Chair Plume proposed considering this 
item at SBSTA 32. The INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION 
ORGANIZATION (ICAO) reported on its relevant activities, 
including the Programme of Action on International Aviation 
and Climate Change. The INTERNATIONAL MARITIME 
ORGANIZATION (IMO) reported that without mitigation 
policies, emissions from international maritime transport could 
increase by 150-250% by 2050. 

CHINA opposed any uniform mandatory emission 
reductions and, with KUWAIT, BRAZIL, ARGENTINA and 
ALGERIA, reiterated the principle of common but differentiated 
responsibilities. JAPAN said the issue should be considered by 
the IMO and ICAO. 

SBSTA Chair Plume will prepare draft conclusions.

IN THE CORRIDORS
With over 4,300 registered participants for the Bonn meeting, 

the corridors were congested on the first day of the meeting. 
Many participants characterized the meeting as a significant step 
in the lead up to Copenhagen. “We have Chairs’ draft negotiating 
texts on the table under both AWGs and we also have the six-
month rule to consider, so it should be an interesting meeting,” 
commented one participant.

Many expressed cautious optimism about what they felt 
had been constructive plenary discussions under the AWG-
LCA. Although there were some diverging views over the 
contents of the Chair’s negotiating text, most delegates were 
happy that agreement had been reached to discuss it further in 
informal plenary sessions. Some developed country delegates 
said, however, that they would have preferred to dedicate more 
attention to the legal framework, pointing out that only one hour 
of informals is currently allocated for what they felt was an 
important topic. 

On the AWG-KP, a group of negotiators joked that the two 
AWGs had “switched places,” with one commenting, “everything 
looked so smooth in the AWG-KP last year, but now the gloves 
seem to be coming off.” The AWG-KP’s opening plenary was 
delayed by more than an hour while parties consulted informally 
over mandate issues and the structure and number of possible 
contact groups. The result - three different contact groups on 
Annex I further commitments considering the same two texts, 
was, as one delegate put it, “an arrangement that everyone can 
live with but no one is happy about.”
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SB 30 AND AWG HIGHLIGHTS: 
TUESDAY, 2 JUNE 2009

In the morning, the SBI and SBSTA continued their opening 
plenaries. In the afternoon, the SBI plenary reconvened, the 
AWG-LCA convened in an informal plenary, and the AWG-KP 
held contact groups on Annex I emission reductions and on other 
issues identified by AWG-KP 6.  

S BI 
ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: SBI Chair Bratasida 

informed parties that informal consultations on the agenda are 
continuing.  

NON-ANNEX I NATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS: 
Consultative Group of Experts on Non-Annex I National 
Communications (CGE): Under this item (FCCC/SBI/2007/10/
Add.1; FCCC/SBI/2007/MISC.7 and Adds. 1 and 2), several 
parties made statements on issues relating to non-Annex I 
national communications. 

NEW ZEALAND stressed that greenhouse gas (GHG) 
inventories are crucial for informed policy decisions at the 
national and international levels, mentioning discussions on 
MRV and NAMAs under the AWG-LCA. With the US and 
CANADA, he expressed disappointment that the sub-item on 
information contained in non-Annex I national communications 
would not be discussed. 

Brazil, for the G-77/CHINA, expressed “profound 
disappointment” that the CGE has not operated for a year and a 
half, stressing that this undermines non-Annex I parties’ capacity 
to prepare national communications. Supporting renewal of 
the CGE’s mandate, he said the CGE should be driven by 
developing country needs and that any review process for non-
Annex I national communications is not acceptable. On financial 
and technical support, he lamented constraints, including 
those related to the GEF’s Resource Allocation Framework. 
He emphasized that the extent to which non-Annex I parties 
implement their commitments depends on developed country 
support. CHINA highlighted the requirement for new and 
additional financial resources to meet the full cost by developing 
countries for preparing their national communications.

St. Vincent and Grenadines, for AOSIS, stressed the need to 
renew the CGE’s mandate. URUGUAY lamented halting the 
CGE’s work as a “lost opportunity” and stressed its negative 

implications. GRENADA urged a decision that would enable 
the CGE to resume functioning and stressed the CGE’s role in 
providing technical support, guidance and training, as well as 
compiling information. Noting that over 60 developing countries 
are preparing their second communications, he stated the CGE’s 
absence compromises developing countries’ ability to participate 
in the Convention process. SENEGAL, MAURITANIA and 
THAILAND stressed the need for support from the CGE in 
preparing their national communications. 

NORWAY highlighted the need for better GHG inventories 
on a more regular basis. The US said work on this issue 
should be guided by the Convention’s ultimate objective, and 
supported improving information on non-Annex I emissions and 
implementation of the Convention. CANADA highlighted the 
importance of national communications and GHG inventories 
for assessing the overall impact of parties’ measures on climate 
change. AUSTRALIA identified the need to build institutional 
capacity and called for regular data from all countries, saying 
national inventory reporting is fundamental for the post-2012 
period.

Financial and technical support: The GEF reported on 
support for non-Annex I national communications (FCCC/
SBI/2009/INF.5). 

Marie Jaudet (France) and Julia Martinez Fernández 
(Mexico) will co-chair a contact group on non-Annex I national 
communications.

CONVENTION ARTICLES 4.8 AND 4.9: Progress 
on the implementation of decision 1/CP.10 (Buenos Aires 
Programme of Work): SBI Chair Bratasida noted that no 
conclusion could be reached at SBI 29 on this issue. The Cook 
Islands, for AOSIS, urged consideration by the SBI of the 
recommendations forwarded by SBSTA on the NWP (FCCC/
SBSTA/2008/L.22). 

SBI Chair Bratasida proposed separating discussions on the 
adverse effects of climate change, and on the impact of response 
measures, with equal time allocated to both.

Leon Charles (Grenada) will hold informal consultations. 
Matters related to LDCs: The LDC Expert Group (LEG) 

reported on its work and fifteenth meeting in Cotonou, Benin, 
in March 2009 (FCCC/SBI/2009/6), noting that 41 NAPAs 
have been submitted, and three projects have received GEF 
endorsement for implementation. 
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Lesotho, for LDCs, stressed the importance of moving 
beyond implementation of pilot projects to full implementation 
of NAPAs and, with TANZANIA, the PHILIPPINES and 
TUVALU, deplored the conditionalities attached to project 
financing, particularly co-financing requirements. 

Margaret Sangarwe (Zimbabwe) will hold informal 
consultations.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER: The Secretariat introduced 
the item (FCCC/SBI/2009/3; FCCC/SBI/2009/INFs.1 and 4; 
FCCC/SBI/2009/MISC.4; FCCC/SB/2009/1-3 and summaries). 
The Expert Group on Technology Transfer (EGTT) presented 
its report on future financing options for enhancing technology 
development and transfer (FCCC/SB/2009/2). The GEF 
presented its interim report on progress made in implementing 
the Poznán strategic programme on technology transfer (FCCC/
SBI/2009/3).

JAPAN said the work on performance indicators has 
strong ties with AWG-LCA discussions on MRV, and 
supported cooperation between the two groups to promote 
technology transfer. Ghana, for the G-77/CHINA, supported 
by AUSTRALIA, proposed postponing work on the review of 
the effectiveness of the implementation of Convention Articles 
4.1(c) and 4.5 (Technology Transfer) until June 2010. BELARUS 
suggested establishing a new subsidiary body on technology 
development and transfer, or expanding the EGTT to the level 
of an advisory center. She also emphasized that countries with 
transition economies need investment and easy access to low 
carbon technologies. The PHILIPPINES stressed that technology 
transfer is a commitment from developed countries under the 
Convention, and MALAYSIA lamented that after many years of 
discussions, pilot projects are only now being implemented. 

Holger Liptow (Germany) and Carlos Fuller (Belize) will 
co-chair a joint SBSTA/SBI contact group.

ARRANGEMENTS FOR INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
MEETINGS: The Secretariat introduced the issue (FCCC/
SBI/2009/7), identifying the need for decisions regarding COP 
15 on, inter alia, the high-level segment, matters related to 
outputs of the AWGs and scheduling of SBs.

COP 15 and COP/MOP 5: Denmark updated delegates 
on logistical preparations for COP 15, and encouraged all 
delegations to attend a related side event on 8 June 2009. 

Sudan, for the G-77/CHINA, called for a contact group on 
these issues. AUSTRALIA proposed allocating limited time 
to the SBs and finalizing as much SB work as possible at this 
session. NEW ZEALAND suggested addressing SB items, 
which are closely linked to the AWGs, and possibly a four-day 
high-level segment. The PHILIPPINES asked about funding for 
developing country participation at COP 15. Noting generous 
contributions to the trust fund, the Secretariat said two delegates 
from each eligible country would be funded to participate, 
and asked those countries in a position to do so to make 
contributions. 

Future sessional periods and organization of the 
intergovernmental process: The Secretariat confirmed that 
the venue for the 2-6 November 2009 meeting of the AWGs is 
Barcelona, Spain. 

Observer organizations: CLIMATE ACTION NETWORK 
stressed transparency as key to a successful outcome in 
Copenhagen, and called for civil society input through official 

interventions and consultations. INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
UNION CONFEDERATION explained why linkages between 
climate change and labor should be addressed, stressing that 
sustainable solutions come from the early inclusion of social and 
economic dimensions. 

Georg Børsting (Norway) and Richard Muyungi (Tanzania) 
will co-chair a contact group. 

REPORTING AND REVIEW OF INFORMATION 
FROM ANNEX I PARTIES UNDER THE PROTOCOL: The 
Secretariat introduced the item (FCCC/SBI/2009/INF.2). CHINA 
emphasized the importance of including developing countries 
in the review process and the need for capacity building and 
technical training to facilitate their inclusion. AUSTRALIA 
called for improving the review process. NEW ZEALAND 
stressed that funding should come out of the core budget rather 
than from voluntary funds, in order to ensure a timely and 
effective review. 

Anke Herold (Germany) will hold informal consultations.
PROTOCOL ARTICLE 3.14 (ADVERSE EFFECTS): 

Eduardo Calvo Buendia (Peru) and Kristin Tilley (Australia) will 
co-chair a joint SBI/SBSTA contact group.

COMPLIANCE: The Secretariat introduced the item, 
which is related to a proposal by Saudi Arabia at COP/MOP 1 
to amend the Protocol with respect to compliance (FCCC/KP/
CMP/2005/2). SBI Chair Bratasida will draft conclusions in 
consultation with interested parties.

SBSTA 
METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES (CONVENTION): GHG 

Inventories: The Secretariat introduced the item (FCCC/
SBSTA/2009/INF.2). NEW ZEALAND stressed the importance 
of providing the Secretariat with resources for training and 
support. SBSTA Chair Plume noted the need for concrete 
proposals regarding training programme updates and training of 
inventory experts. 

Anke Herold (Germany) will hold informal consultations.
IPCC Guidelines: The Secretariat introduced the item 

(FCCC/SBSTA/2009/MISC.3). Emphasizing the needs of 
countries without capacity to prepare national GHG inventories, 
the IPCC discussed the update of its 2006 Guidelines for 
National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, inter alia, to reflect 
current scientific practice and standards, and to reduce 
uncertainty. AUSTRALIA proposed reviewing the Guidelines 
following the adoption of the post-2012 framework to ensure that 
they meet parties’ needs in implementing the post-2012 outcome. 

Riitta Pipatti (Finland) and Hongwei Yang (China) will hold 
informal consultations.

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES (PROTOCOL): HCFC-
22/HFC-23: SBSTA Chair Plume introduced the item which 
concerns facilities seeking to obtain Certified Emission 
Reductions (CERs) for the destruction of trifluoromethane 
(HFC-23), a by-product of the production of the coolant 
chlorodifluoromethane (HCFC-22). CHINA highlighted recent 
developments under the Montreal Protocol on Substances that 
Deplete the Ozone Layer relating to the phase out of HCFC-22, 
which would result in fewer HFC-23 facilities in the future. He 
called on SBSTA to reach a conclusion on this issue. 

Samuel Adejuwon (Nigeria) will conduct informal 
consultations. 
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Carbon capture and storage (CCS): CANADA, 
AUSTRALIA, KUWAIT and NIGERIA, opposed by 
ARGENTINA, VENEZUELA and BRAZIL, supported the 
inclusion of CCS under the CDM. VENEZUELA called for 
interaction between the SBSTA and the CDM Executive Board 
in considering this issue. 

BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY emphasized it would not 
be possible to halve global GHG emissions by 2050 without 
CCS and that opposition denies developing countries access to 
technology available in developed countries. 

Common metrics to calculate carbon dioxide equivalence 
of GHGs: The Secretariat noted the report from the IPCC 
Expert Meeting on the Science of Alternative Metrics held in 
Oslo, Norway, in March 2009 and the IPCC presented its key 
conclusions. 

NEW ZEALAND highlighted that global warming potentials 
(GWPs) with a 100-year time horizon do not reflect the cost 
of impacts beyond a hundred years, including irreversible 
impacts. He stressed restricting emissions of long-lived GHGs. 
SWITZERLAND underscored field-testing and other practical 
steps to ensure a smooth transition to any possible alternate 
metric and, with CHINA, noted the present shortcomings of 
potential alternatives and called for further scientific work.

Michael Gytarsky (Russia) will chair a contact group.
PROTOCOL ARTICLE 2.3 (ADVERSE IMPACTS OF 

POLICIES AND MEASURES): Eduardo Calvo Buendia (Peru) 
and Kristin Tilley (Australia) will co-chair a joint SBI/SBSTA 
contact group.

COOPERATION WITH RELEVANT INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS: UNFCCC Executive Secretary Yvo 
de Boer provided delegates with an overview of cooperative 
activities between the Secretariat and other bodies. CHINA 
recommended that the Secretariat provide parties with a 
document summarizing cooperative activities prior to future 
meetings. 

The SBSTA Chair will prepare draft conclusions.

AWG-LCA INFORMAL PLENARY
AWG-LCA Chair Zammit Cutajar thanked delegates for 

accepting his draft negotiating text (FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/8) 
as a starting point for further work. He emphasized that parties 
could elaborate on and clarify proposals. He stressed that the 
texts’ structure and sequence of discussions would not prejudge 
the final structure, content or legal form of the outcome. 

On the order of discussions, AWG-LCA Chair Zammit 
Cutajar suggested beginning with adaptation, then addressing 
mitigation, finance, technology, with related capacity building, 
and then shared vision. He also suggested addressing finance and 
technology separately, and noted that the review of the capacity 
building framework under the SBI would be a useful input to the 
AWG-LCA when concluded.

The Philippines, for the G-77/CHINA, supported discussing 
the text in the following order: adaptation, financing, technology, 
mitigation and shared vision. 

Responding to clarifications sought by the G-77/China, AWG-
LCA Chair Zammit Cutajar said presentations made during the 
AWG-LCA workshops had also been taken into consideration 
when preparing the text. On the proposal to link the text to 
relevant provisions of the Convention and elements of the 
Bali Action Plan, he said parties could improve on this during 
consideration of the text. 

AWG-LCA Chair Zammit Cutajar proposed an initial “lite” 
reading of the text as a whole, aimed at clarifying proposals, 
putting markers where additions could be inserted and 
identifying gaps. He also proposed a number of options for the 
second reading of the text, namely: continuing in an informal 
plenary; considering specific items in smaller groups, which 
would be open or closed to observers; or a hybrid option, which 
could involve an informal plenary and spin-off groups. He said 
this would be discussed and decided later.

CAPE VERDE and CAMEROON expressed concern that 
translation into some languages was still lacking. 

AUSTRALIA highlighted her country’s proposal on legal 
architecture, based on national schedules, and suggested 
adjusting the text’s structure to accommodate this approach 
through a placeholder at the beginning of the mitigation section. 
She also proposed: capturing both common and differentiated 
responsibilities by placing common elements at the beginning of 
each chapter; and inserting placeholders for annexes. 

Supporting coordination, coherence and synchronization 
between the two AWGs, JAPAN said the text should reflect the 
relationship between them, as well as issues considered under 
the AWG-KP. 

Barbados, for AOSIS, called for a stronger link between 
adaptation and finance in the text, and emphasized that the text 
must reflect the same sense of urgency as the Bali Action Plan 
and the science. He stressed the need to recognize and prioritize 
the needs of the most vulnerable, and identify gaps between 
what is available and what is needed for adaptation. He also 
lamented the lack of reference to SIDS in the text on shared 
vision, and said relevant language in the Bali Action Plan, which 
references LDCs and SIDS, should be mainstreamed throughout 
the text.

The G-77/CHINA reiterated that many of the Group’s 
proposals are not adequately reflected in the text and stressed 
the need to be guided by the provisions of the Convention. She 
identified the need to specify which article of the Convention 
each paragraph seeks to enhance. She also said that the language 
should be consistent with the Convention and the Bali Action 
Plan, and opposed “blurring categories of countries” by 
including references such as “poor developing countries.” She 
opposed making a distinction between means of implementation 
and institutional arrangements. 

TUVALU said his submission, which is in the form of a 
protocol, was not reflected in the text and hoped it would 
be incorporated in the next iteration of the text. Noting that 
the AWG-KP’s work should lead to a separate outcome, he 
envisaged two legal instruments from Copenhagen. 

SOUTH AFRICA emphasized the need to focus on 
implementation rather than planning, noting that the adaptation 
chapter currently concentrates on planning. She stressed that 
the “firewall” between mitigation by developed and developing 
countries was fundamental to the structure of the final 
agreement. She noted that the proposal on compliance under 
the section on finance should be applied more broadly to the 
sections on mitigation, adaptation and technology, and that text 
on capacity building requires extensive further work.

The Czech Republic, for the EU, noted functional linkages 
between the AWGs. He said that references to the EU’s 
submissions on low-carbon development strategies where not in 
their proper context, and that the various institutional proposals 
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should not be viewed in isolation. He suggested “taking a step 
back” at some point to examine the functions of the different 
proposed institutions. 

CANADA reaffirmed the principle of common but 
differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities 
while highlighting parties’ common commitments under the 
Convention. He explained that common commitments do not 
mean that “one size fits all.” He said all developed countries 
should commit to absolute, economy-wide goals by 2020. He 
noted that all, apart from LDCs, should undertake NAMAs based 
on mitigation potential and national circumstances, leading to 
a clear deviation from the business-as-usual baseline by 2020, 
and identified the need to enhance capacity to define national 
baselines.

AWG-KP CONTACT GROUPS
ANNEX I EMISSION REDUCTIONS: Co-Chair Gertraud 

Wollansky (Austria) recalled instructions given by the AWG-KP 
Chair to focus on advancing negotiating text and move away 
from drafting conclusions. She sought parties’ views on how the 
contact group should proceed.

CHINA stressed the need to focus on numbers and not on text. 
SOUTH AFRICA proposed starting with the scale of Annex I 
aggregate emission reductions, and then proceeding to joint and 
individual contributions. He noted that at AWG-KP 7, parties 
had different approaches to defining individual contributions and 
said these may need to be discussed. He also noted that issues, 
such as duration and number of commitment periods, and base 
year are related to numbers. BOLIVIA recalled the agreement to 
allocate two-thirds of the time available to discussing emission 
reductions and legal matters, and said the key focus must be on 
the scale of emission reductions. 

SWITZERLAND said the legal text to be communicated to 
parties on 17 June 2009 should cover both the figures, as well as 
means available for Annex I parties to achieve these objectives. 
AUSTRALIA and the EU highlighted the need for an iterative 
approach. SWITZERLAND, AUSTRALIA, the EU and JAPAN 
also highlighted that the figures are part of a broader context, 
and the task is therefore more complicated than only agreeing 
on the numbers. The EU emphasized that the numbers pledged 
by Annex I parties so far are based on different assumptions on 
issues such as the flexibility mechanisms, LULUCF and bunker 
fuel emissions. Supported by JAPAN, he said that without 
clarifying these assumptions, the figures “are meaningless.” 
SOUTH AFRICA proposed that parties should assume that the 
rules remain unchanged and concentrate on numbers, and then 
if rules improve on the basis of negotiations in other groups, 
associated changes in the level of ambition can be discussed. 

The EU supported an aggregate reduction of 30% from 1990 
levels by 2020, and noted their submission on relevant criteria 
for determining fair and comparable contributions, including 
responsibility and capability. He also proposed considering 
adding certain countries to Annex B. Senegal, for the AFRICAN 
GROUP, said an aggregate target should be a goal. ARGENTINA 
stressed the need for science-based aggregate numbers, while 
INDIA cautioned that the 25-40% reduction range for Annex I 
countries in the IPCC AR4 is not scientific but based on hidden 
assumptions about appropriate division of efforts between 
developed and developing countries. JAPAN said that any 
discussions of the aggregate range without the US cannot be 
conclusive, and, with AUSTRALIA, stressed links with the 

AWG-LCA mitigation discussions. JAPAN identified the need 
for “a truly effective international agreement” and stated that the 
AWG-KP can only discuss a part of it. 

The RUSSIAN FEDERATION stressed the importance of 
discussing the criteria for establishing individual commitments. 
CANADA noted that the structure of Annex B, base year 
selection, ways of expressing commitments, emission pathway 
and the length of the commitment period could enable more 
productive discussions on individual numbers. JAPAN, opposed 
by the EU and NORWAY, suggested expressing individual 
commitments in terms of absolute emission amounts, as 
opposed to percentage reductions. Co-Chair Wollansky proposed 
beginning with a discussion of aggregate numbers, bearing in 
mind associated issues, and proceeding in an iterative manner to 
discuss individual commitments. She said she would refine this 
plan for continued discussions on Wednesday.

OTHER ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY AWG-KP 6: AWG-
KP Vice-Chair Dovland reminded parties of the contact group’s 
focus on issues identified in paragraph 49(c) of the AWG-KP’s 
work programme, namely: the flexibility mechanisms; LULUCF; 
GHGs, sectors and source categories; common metrics; possible 
approaches to targeting sectoral emissions; bunker fuels; and 
analysis of efforts and achievements to date. 

Discussions focused on how to organize the contact group’s 
work, with parties identifying their priorities. AWG-KP Vice-
Chair Dovland noted the need for prioritization and proposed 
a spin-off group to consider LULUCF issues, with substantial 
time dedicated to these discussions. Parties agreed to this 
proposal. Some, including the EU, CANADA, COLOMBIA 
and PANAMA, stressed the need to discuss the flexibility 
mechanisms and AWG-KP Vice-Chair Dovland said they would 
also be considered.

IN THE CORRIDORS
While the SBSTA and SBI continued their opening plenaries, 

the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA kicked into a higher gear with 
the commencement of contact groups and an informal plenary. 
Under the AWG-KP, some participants characterized the day’s 
deliberations as “useful but not too exciting.” Delegates spent 
the afternoon contact groups in largely procedural discussions 
on how to structure their work for the remainder of the meeting. 
While the “other issues” group agreed to prioritize LULUCF 
discussions in Bonn, the “numbers group” planned to proceed 
iteratively between aggregate and individual commitments. “It 
was a good start,” said one AWG-KP delegate, “though I’m still 
not sure how the ‘numbers group’ is going to move forward - 
we’re still looking at some pretty fundamental disagreements.”

Meanwhile, informal consultations on how to proceed with 
the agenda and the financial mechanism under the SBI continued 
throughout the day, “almost reaching agreement but just coming 
up short,” according to one delegate. 

After its initial informal plenary session, AWG-LCA delegates 
were left with some food for thought regarding how to address 
issues and proceed after the first reading of the negotiating 
text. Some concerned-looking observers were heard wondering 
whether they would be sitting inside or outside the negotiating 
room when the second reading of the negotiating text begins. 
However, no one appeared particularly perturbed over the 
confirmation that the November meeting would be held in 
Barcelona. “I’m packing my shorts,” joked one far-northern 
delegate.
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WEDNESDAY, 3 JUNE 2009

In the morning, the SBI plenary convened and the AWG-
LCA met in an informal plenary. The SBSTA held a dialogue on 
research activities relevant to the Convention. Throughout the 
day, contact groups and informal consultations took place under 
the AWG-KP, SBI and SBSTA. 

 SBI PLENARY
FINANCIAL ISSUES: SBI Chair Bratasida thanked 

delegates for reaching consensus on the agenda and the item on 
financial issues. 

Fourth Review of the Financial Mechanism: The 
Secretariat updated delegates on progress of financial needs 
assessments by countries. The GEF said strengthening its 
relationship with the UNFCCC was a priority, and explained that 
the GEF was: looking at new indicators for any new allocation 
system; examining a possible vulnerability index to more fairly 
distribute GEF resources; and proposing expansion of the 
number of agencies with which countries can work to access 
funds. 

MAURITANIA lamented the lack of resources available 
through the GEF to fund national communications. Noting the 
current economic crisis, ALGERIA said the GEF replenishment 
should focus on helping countries to develop economies that 
take better account of the environment and climate change. The 
US supported efforts to improve the GEF’s effectiveness.

Assessment of the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF): 
Zahir Fakir (South Africa) and Jukka Uosukainen (Finland) will 
co-chair a contact group on the fourth review of the financial 
mechanism and the SCCF. 

Adaptation Fund under the Protocol: The Secretariat 
introduced this sub-item. The SBI Chair will prepare draft 
conclusions in consultation with interested parties. 

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: Parties adopted the 
agenda (FCCC/SBI/2009/1), with the addition of two sub-items 
on the SCCF and the Adaptation Fund under financial issues. 

New Zealand, for the UMBRELLA GROUP, expressed 
disappointment that their proposed agenda sub-item on activities 
related to greenhouse gas inventories under non-Annex I 
national communications was not accepted, and said they would 
propose its addition at the next SBI session. BRAZIL and 
Sudan, for the G-77/CHINA, highlighted that a proposal for an 
additional agenda item does not prejudge its acceptance.

OTHER MATTERS: ARGENTINA objected to the UK’s 
inclusion of Islas Malvinas in its national communication, citing 
sovereignty disputes. The UK responded that emissions from the 
Falkland Islands were included since the issue of sovereignty 
was not in doubt. 

AWG-LCA INFORMAL PLENARY 
GENERAL COMMENTS: Parties continued to make 

general comments on the Chair’s draft negotiating text (FCCC/
AWGLCA/2009/8). Several non-Annex I parties, including 
ALGERIA, CHINA, BOLIVIA, INDIA, BRAZIL and others, 
stressed the need to focus on enhancing the implementation of 
the Convention and expressed concern over the inclusion of 
concepts and ideas that are not consistent with the Convention 
and the Bali Action Plan (BAP). BOLIVIA urged separating 
out such proposals that are inconsistent with the Convention 
before the text can be considered as a basis for the negotiations. 
BRAZIL said success in Copenhagen would not be possible if 
proposals not in accordance with the Convention were included.

INDIA opposed attempts to “rewrite” the Convention and 
impose legally binding commitments on developing countries, 
and, with ALGERIA and others, warned against watering down 
developed country commitments and shifting the burden to 
developing countries. CHINA and SAUDI ARABIA opposed 
proposals calling on developing countries to contribute 
financially. 

INDIA, CHINA, SAUDI ARABIA, SINGAPORE and others 
opposed proposals to blur distinctions between developed and 
developing countries. SINGAPORE stressed the need to use 
language that is consistent with the Convention and opposed 
expressions such as “poor developing countries.” 

The US explained that his country’s proposals are linked 
to the Convention’s provisions and reflect its structure. He 
identified the need for commitments that apply to all parties, 
while recognizing their differences, and specified that each 
section should include actions common to all parties. He called 
for a longer-term planning horizon up to 2050, including low-
emissions strategies by all parties. He also stressed the need for 
a dynamic agreement that takes into account global changes 
since 1990, and said proposals for annexes and appendices 
should be reflected in the text.

ALGERIA highlighted a link between the global goal, Annex 
I countries’ mitigation commitments and support by Annex 
II countries for NAMAs. PARAGUAY opposed attempts to 
redefine responsibilities, and said Annex I countries must reduce 
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emissions by 45-95% between 2020 and 2050 to realistically 
tackle historical responsibility. She stressed the need to consider 
the rights of the most vulnerable populations.

GHANA underscored the need to adequately reflect Africa’s 
vulnerability and place more emphasis on adaptation. He 
highlighted capacity building as a cross-cutting issue, and 
welcomed paragraphs that would allow work on the details 
beyond Copenhagen. TOGO called for guarantees concerning 
the implementation of adaptation measures, including financing 
sources available to developing countries. TANZANIA urged 
compensation for loss of lives, opportunities and land due to the 
impacts of climate change, as well as compensation for services 
provided to the global community. 

VENEZUELA called for a special emphasis on obligations 
that have not been honored, including those related to adaptation, 
finance and technology transfer. COLOMBIA, on behalf a 
number of Latin American countries, supported strengthening 
the financing section, particularly regarding sources of funding. 
SWITZERLAND highlighted finance as an important horizontal 
topic and welcomed the inclusion of his country’s proposal for a 
global CO2 tax. He identified the need to ensure an appropriate 
platform for discussing REDD-plus. 

NORWAY stressed the importance of MRV and identified the 
need for solid mechanisms for forests and carbon capture and 
storage (CCS). She called attention to their proposals on REDD-
plus, an innovative financial mechanism and bunker fuels. 

SAUDI ARABIA supported reference to difficulties faced 
by fossil fuel-dependent countries and potential consequences 
of response measures. He also urged proper treatment of CCS, 
including dissemination of CCS technology to developing 
countries, and preferred use of the term “low-emissions” to 
“low-carbon” economy. BELARUS, supported by the RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION, said the needs of countries with economies in 
transition, including access to technology, must be considered in 
the final text. 

The RUSSIAN FEDERATION stressed the need for a 
functional relationship between the AWGs. He drew attention to 
“a huge number of proposals” on new institutional mechanisms, 
identifying the need to discuss their governance implications. 
He highlighted the need to strengthen the role of forests, and 
stressed the importance of NAMAs, including their legal format. 
OMAN opposed proposals to link the two AWGs and stressed 
that the AWG-LCA’s work must be based on the Convention and 
the BAP. 

NEW ZEALAND noted the bureaucratic nature of the text, 
with a proliferation of funds and bodies, and urged stepping back 
from institutional arrangements and looking at function before 
form. He called for a concise shared vision, organizing financial 
issues more efficiently, strengthening inventory reporting, 
including a reporting template for NAMAs, and including the 
proposal on NAMA trading. 

Expressing reservations about the proposed NAMA registry, 
PAKISTAN noted that a financial mechanism for such a registry 
would be required and suggested placing reference to a registry 
in the financing section. He also proposed a glossary of terms for 
new terms, such as “climate-resilient development”.

AWG-LCA Chair Zammit Cutajar summarized emerging 
themes related to: the text’s accuracy in presenting proposals; 
the need for balance; structure and placement; consistency of 
proposals with the Convention and the BAP; and the relationship 
with AWG-KP discussions. He said informal consultations would 
be held on the legal form of the outcome.

ADAPTATION: Parties then commented on the text on 
adaptation. 

The Philippines, for the G-77/CHINA, regretted that the text 
placed the burden of implementing adaptation on developing 
countries and was overly focused on planning and assessment. 
The Cook Islands, for AOSIS, said the urgent needs of SIDS 
had not been addressed and that implementation of concrete 
adaptation activities should be the primary objective. South 
Africa, for the AFRICAN GROUP, emphasized the urgent 
need for action, and called for a comprehensive international 
programme on adaptation with scaled-up finance and a target 
of US$ 70 billion per year by 2020. ARGENTINA said the 
Convention has already created a framework for adaptation 
and the text should be oriented towards concrete action, and 
highlighted that adaptation actions would not be legally binding, 
in contrast to binding developed country support for them. He 
called for direct access to sustainable and clearly identified 
financing sources.

JAPAN emphasized the need to determine who does what 
and when, and to focus on what can be done immediately. He 
enquired whether reference to the polluter pays principle includes 
developing country emitters, and expressed concern with several 
proposals, including those on: a legally binding adaptation 
framework; new, predictable, adequate financial resources 
additional to ODA; and a committee or subsidiary body on 
adaptation. CANADA expressed concern with references to 
insurance, addressing loss and damages, and providing finance 
in the aftermath of extreme climate events. AUSTRALIA 
highlighted issues requiring agreement such as whether the 
adaptation framework would be binding, the definition of 
adaptation action, categories of countries that the framework 
should address and whether the framework should be under the 
authority of the COP. 

MEXICO highlighted the need for integrating adaptation into 
national and sectoral development plans. The US supported, 
inter alia, integrating adaptation into development strategies 
and planning, and including common adaptation obligations for 
all parties. He suggested incorporating the proposed adaptation 
annex into the text, streamlining financing proposals and 
integrating discussion of risk and risk reduction mechanisms with 
discussion on adaptation action and institutional arrangements, 
respectively. He said he could not support the proposals on 
insurance funds, as they do not reflect the nature of insurance as 
a risk transfer mechanism. 

SAUDI ARABIA called for reference to adaptation to the 
impact of response measures. NORWAY and JAPAN said 
response measures should be discussed under mitigation. 
NORWAY underscored adaptation as a country-led process, and 
the need to reflect national ownership and responsibility in the 
text. ICELAND emphasized gender considerations as one of 
the guiding principles of the adaptation framework. ECUADOR 
drew attention to gender considerations and social inequality 
globally and within countries, welcoming the recognition of 
particularly vulnerable groups. She highlighted an ecosystem 
focused approach, community-level adaptation, financing and 
REDD-plus.

SBSTA 
SBSTA Chair Plume opened the research dialogue, noting the 

decision (FCCC/SBSTA/2007/4) inviting research programmes 
to inform the SBSTA of scientific developments relevant to the 
Convention.

Rik Leemans, Earth System Science Partnership, highlighted 
that emissions patterns are changing and that most emissions 
now originate from developing countries. He said, however that 
the US and the EU still emit a disproportionate share of GHGs. 
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Leemans noted recent research reducing uncertainty surrounding 
ocean acidification and temperature increase processes, which 
may result in declining biodiversity and reduced productivity of 
fish stocks by 30–40%. He also emphasized: new research on the 
impact of black carbon on reflectivity and ice-melting; changes 
in species behavior indicating rapid evolution; and the impacts of 
the drying of the Amazon region on extinction levels.

Katherine Richardson, International Alliance of Research 
Universities, presented a new comprehensive scientific 
assessment, stressing that it constitutes an update since the IPCC 
AR4. She highlighted key messages, including: GHG emission 
levels and many aspects of climate are near the upper boundary 
of the IPCC ranges; sea level rise is faster than expected and 
could reach one meter by 2100; societies and ecosystems are 
more vulnerable to temperature changes than previously thought; 
and inaction is inexcusable because the necessary scientific basis 
and policy tools are available.

Jean-Pascal van Ypersele, IPCC, presented on the work of the 
IPCC toward AR5. He highlighted areas where new evidence 
strengthens and confirms previous findings. Van Ypersele 
emphasized the importance of improving the policy relevance 
of the IPCC reports without becoming policy prescriptive, as 
well as addressing new and difficult questions and increasing 
developing country participation. 

Jon Padgham, International START Secretariat, reported 
on relevant activities, including policy development, training, 
research capacity building, support for doctoral and post-doctoral 
research, and collaboration with the WMO, IPCC and UNEP.

Elisabeth Lipiatou, European Commission, presented on the 
seventh research and development framework programme, which 
involves a 50 billion Euro budget and contributions from 39 
states, and supports monitoring and predicting climate change 
and climate impacts, analysis of policy options, and deployment 
of climate-friendly technologies. 

Holm Tiessen, Inter-American Institute for Global Change 
Research, discussed agricultural crop residues, which are 
frequently removed from fields and used for fuel. He said crop 
residues are not “free” energy because their removal has negative 
effects such as undermining soil productivity and reducing 
agricultural yields. 

Andrew Matthews, Asia Pacific Network for Global Change 
Research, said understanding regional impacts is a challenging 
task for which current research capability is limited. He 
described a regional programme that trained over 300 scientists, 
and discussed the challenges of facilitating dialogue between 
scientists and policymakers in languages other than English. 

In the ensuing discussion, participants commented on the 
need for, inter alia, capacity building; technical expertise to 
apply scientific knowledge in policymaking; and better scientific 
understanding of quantification of climate impacts, adaptation, 
climate feedbacks and tipping points. Several panelists lamented 
that social science has not been integrated into climate research.

CONTACT GROUPS AND INFORMAL CONSULTATIONS
ANNEX I EMISSION REDUCTIONS (AWG-KP): In 

the morning contact group, Co-Chair Leon Charles (Grenada) 
suggested discussing the aggregate range of Annex I emission 
reductions. 

The EU said that the proposed 30% aggregate reduction 
by 2020 is based on modeling showing a 50% probability 
of limiting global temperature to below 2°C, explaining that 
although there would be an overshoot beyond 500ppm, later 
in the century concentrations would come down to 450ppm. 
He also said: the economic scenario shows this would be 

affordable; developed countries should make comparable efforts; 
and developing countries would contribute according to their 
respective capabilities and responsibilities. 

Responding to questions, the EU explained that the target 
assumes the continuation of the CDM, but does not consider 
LULUCF, as the rules are still uncertain. He also said the 30% 
target does not include developing countries. NEW ZEALAND 
noted that the target is for a reduction by 2020, and that most 
proposals for the second commitment period are for 2013-2017, 
and asked how the target would be approximated for the second 
commitment period. The EU responded that a linear reduction 
would be applied to calculate the number for 2017. 

Informal consultations in the afternoon took a question and 
answer format, with countries that had made proposals for 
Annex I aggregate emissions targets fielding questions from 
other parties about the assumptions, principles and considerations 
that informed these proposed targets. Parties raised questions 
about, inter alia, scientific underpinnings, equity, LULUCF rules, 
mechanisms, bunker fuels, costs of compliance, distribution of 
capacity, and repercussions for developing countries.

OTHER ISSUES (AWG-KP): The spin-off group met 
informally to consider LULUCF, with parties discussing how the 
group would conduct its work. They agreed that the co-chairs 
would prepare a new document for Thursday’s discussions, 
including both the proposals in the Chair’s text (FCCC/KP/
AWG/2009/8) and other concrete legal text proposals submitted 
by parties. 

Discussions on the definition of wetlands followed, 
identifying the need to consider: potential symmetric language 
for sources and sinks; whether to define wetlands broadly 
or focus on peatlands; and methodological issues related to 
identifying anthropogenic signals. 

POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES (AWG-KP): In the 
contact group, Co-Chair Paul Watkinson (France) recommended 
proceeding on the basis of the text in Annex VI (FCCC/
AWG/2009/5), restructured into eight clusters: issues building 
on past work and the issue of coherence; scope of consequences 
and complexity of addressing them; relevant articles in the 
Protocol; guidelines; most vulnerable states; factors to consider; 
understanding the consequences; and cooperation on technology.

After discussion, parties agreed to the proposal. South Africa, 
for the G-77/CHINA, recommended ensuring that the eight 
clusters follow a logical pattern: deepening of understanding; 
guidelines and best practice; design and selection issues; and 
implementation. The co-chairs will prepare the new text by 
Friday. 

Parties also discussed whether to work towards a COP/MOP 
decision or AWG-KP conclusions. The EU, NEW ZEALAND, 
JAPAN, and AUSTRALIA stated a preference to focus on 
substance before determining the nature of the outcome. 

BUDGET (SBI): In the contact group, the Secretariat 
explained the proposed budget for the biennium 2010-2011 
(FCCC/SBI/2009/2 and Adds.1 and 3). On areas in need of 
strengthening, he mentioned: reporting and review of the 
information submitted by Convention parties; facilitating the 
mobilization of financial resources particularly for developing 
countries; fostering the role of the carbon market; legal advice; 
and conference services and information. He also outlined areas 
where savings were envisaged. 

AUSTRALIA and NEW ZEALAND prioritized reporting 
and review. Nigeria, for the G-77/CHINA, noted that additional 
activities based on decisions and outcomes from Copenhagen 
justified the modest budget increase. MEXICO reiterated 
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constraints, which would make it difficult to meet contributions, 
and requested the Secretariat to explore areas where further 
savings could be made. 

In the afternoon, separate discussions took place on the 
International Transaction Log (ITL), facilitated by Douglas 
Forsythe (Canada) and the Secretariat gave an overview of 
multiple measures applied to optimize the proposed 2010-2011 
ITL budget and challenges.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER (SBI/SBSTA): In the contact 
group, discussions centered on how to structure the contact 
group’s work. Co-Chair Holger Liptow (Germany) explained that 
there were eight documents to consider and proposed that the 
group take note of the reports and refer them to the AWG-LCA, 
rather than considering them in-depth.

Some parties expressed preference for discussing some of the 
documents. The G-77/CHINA proposed requesting the AWG-
LCA to take up and consider the recommendations contained in 
the documents. 

The Co-Chairs will prepare draft conclusions.
REDD (SBSTA): In the contact group, many parties 

noted that conservation, sustainable forest management and 
enhancement of forest stocks require further discussion of 
methodologies. PANAMA drew attention to the technical paper 
on the “cost of implementation” (FCCC/TP/2009/1), noting that 
more than half of developing countries do not yet have complete 
national GHG inventories, that financial support is needed to 
complete this work, and that historical data is lacking in many 
countries. BRAZIL indicated that methodological issues differ 
for gross or net accounting.

Switzerland, for the ENVIRONMENTAL INTEGRITY 
GROUP, called for a COP agenda item on REDD to ensure 
parallel discussions under the different bodies. The US suggested 
that decision might be reached on: estimation and monitoring; 
use of IPCC guidelines; and the need for robust and transparent 
monitoring systems with independent review. AUSTRALIA 
suggested that agreement exists on the need for a phased 
approach, and that different countries have different capacities 
and circumstances. Co-Chair Rosland proposed that discussions 
on Thursday focus on monitoring.

CAPACITY BUILDING UNDER THE CONVENTION 
(SBI): Co-Chair Helmut Hojesky (Austria) said the contact 
group should finalize the outcome of the review of the capacity 
building framework at this meeting, and prepare a draft COP 
decision. He said the group should take stock of progress thus 
far on the review and identify capacity building gaps and lessons 
learned. He stressed the need to pay attention to related AWG-
LCA discussions to avoid duplication. 

The Secretariat reviewed highlights from the synthesis report 
of experiences and lessons learned in the use of performance 
indicators for monitoring and evaluating capacity building 
(FCCC/SBI/2009/5). Regarding the synthesis report, the US 
requested clarity on who the survey was sent to, and said she was 
impressed by the number of developing country responses to the 
survey. She said bilateral efforts and South-South cooperation 
should have been expanded upon. Tanzania, for the G-77/
CHINA, said developing countries’ capacity building needs have 
not been met, and asked how to measure success and failure. 
He underscored more capacity development needs would be 
identified and put forward in light of the new regime, such as 
for the proposed NAMA registry. The EU urged better donor 
coordination, work among UN agencies, and more stakeholder 

and local actor involvement in capacity building. AUSTRALIA 
said monitoring and evaluation and development of performance 
indicators must be nationally driven.

CAPACITY BUILDING UNDER THE PROTOCOL 
(SBI): Co-Chair Hojesky asked delegates to review priority areas 
for capacity building related to participation in CDM projects 
as elaborated in decision 29/CMP.1 for discussion at the next 
informal meeting.

PRIVILIGES AND IMMUNITIES (SBI): Chair Tamara 
Curll (Australia) recalled the mandate to consider appropriate 
arrangements relating to privileges and immunities for 
individuals serving on constituted bodies under the Protocol. 
She suggested the contact group focus on forwarding draft treaty 
arrangements to COP/MOP 5, noting that text relating to treaty 
arrangements as part of the post-2012 outcome would need to be 
communicated to parties by 17 June 2009.

A legal officer from UN headquarters highlighted Article VI 
of the 1946 UN Convention on Privileges and Immunities of the 
United Nations, and proposed that delegates mirror the language 
in Article VI in a new treaty arrangement or amendment to the 
Protocol. 

The EU and AUSTRALIA said treaty arrangements should be 
part of the post-2012 package. TUVALU favored the adoption 
of a “stand-alone agreement,” explaining that the outcome in 
Copenhagen is still unclear. CHINA cautioned against prejudging 
the Copenhagen outcome and favored an amendment to the 
Protocol. The EU proposed that the group concentrate on 
substance and consider issues relating to form at a later stage. 

Chair Curll proposed, and delegates agreed to further discuss 
which constituted bodies should be conferred privileges and 
immunities, as well as to consider the nature of immunities and 
waiver provisions. 

IN THE CORRIDORS
On Wednesday, the corridors were filled with busy delegates 

who spilled out quickly after meetings, rushing to coordination 
groups spread throughout the Maritim Hotel. Parties had plenty 
to coordinate on as contact groups and informals proliferated. 
One delegate emerging from the “question and answer” informal 
in the AWG-KP emission reductions group stopped long enough 
to say that the informals were “elucidating.” He explained, “I 
don’t know if we agree any more, but at least we understand 
each other better.”

A number of delegates seemed to be feeling the pressure, and 
some voiced frustration about duplicating discussions across 
bodies. “Why are we still talking about adaptation in SBI when 
we talked about it all morning in the AWG-LCA,” sighed one 
delegate. “It’s time to put some of these agenda items to bed if 
we’re going to have the time we need in Copenhagen.”

Many delegates appeared a bit hesitant to offer opinions about 
progress made or lack thereof, saying that it was still too early 
in the game. Some were looking forward with anticipation to the 
AWG-LCA informals on legal form scheduled for Thursday.

The “forest club” made its first appearance today as the 
REDD and LULUCF discussions got underway. “What are 
they talking about” one bewildered observer was overheard 
whispering in the back of the REDD contact group. “These 
people speak their own language,” his colleague whispered back. 
Perhaps one African delegate was right in Tuesday’s AWG-KP 
plenary when he welcomed a specialized spin-off group on 
LULUCF, saying “generally speaking, those negotiators are a 
different breed.”
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In the morning, the AWG-LCA met in an informal plenary. 
Throughout the day, various contact groups and informal 
consultations took place under the AWG-KP, AWG-LCA, SBI 
and SBSTA. 

 AWG-LCA INFORMAL PLENARY 
ADAPTATION: Parties continued commenting on the 

adaptation chapter in the Chair’s draft negotiating text (FCCC/
AWGLCA/2009/8). 

The Philippines, for the G-77/CHINA, sought clarification 
and expressed reservations about many aspects of the text, and 
said her group would be proposing alternative formulations. 
She called for stronger text on a country-driven process, and 
identified the need to determine what is necessary in terms 
of national and international actions. She expressed concern 
about language that could impose conditionalities or burdens 
on developing countries, such as integrating adaptation into 
development, and the preparation, monitoring and review 
of national adaptation plans and actions. On means of 
implementation, she stressed that this should include ensuring 
compliance by Annex II parties with their financial commitments 
under the Convention to provide finance for adaptation. 

The Cook Islands, for AOSIS, said some of the overarching 
objectives for the adaptation section should be placed in the 
chapter on a shared vision. She supported highlighting urgent 
needs of the most vulnerable countries, especially the LDCs and 
SIDS. She said the adaptation chapter should, inter alia: address 
the needs of developing country parties, not all parties; include 
flexible institutional arrangements; not include reference to 
response measures; include binding commitments for funding for 
implementation; and not place additional burdens on developing 
countries or be too prescriptive. She said the proposed review 
of adaptation plans was not appropriate, urged a clearer link 
between activities and means of implementation, and expressed 
concern about linking action to MRV concepts. 

TUVALU emphasized the need for regional adaptation centers 
and climate proofing development, and supported elaboration 
of implementation actions, including project- and sector-based 
adaptation drawing on indigenous knowledge. He called for: 

an adaptation committee to enhance implementation; a separate 
section on risk management, with the inclusion of an insurance 
arrangement; and innovative means of financing, including 
levies on international maritime and aviation transport. 

PANAMA, for several Latin American countries, said 
the means of implementation should be strengthened and 
that an adaptation framework should be flexible enough to 
cover current and future impacts. With BANGLADESH, 
CAMBODIA and others, he also said that the provision of 
financial support by Annex I parties should be legally binding. 
SENEGAL underscored the need for a legally binding adaptation 
framework. 

NEW ZEALAND and the RUSSIAN FEDERATION 
highlighted adaptation as an issue that affects all parties. 
NEW ZEALAND supported inserting common commitments 
at the beginning of the text. SWITZERLAND supported 
integrating adaptation into development plans. Supported by 
NEW ZEALAND and others, the EU proposed clarifying 
the roles of the international community and parties, as 
well as developed and developing countries. The EU also 
suggested strengthening the text concerning the concept 
of the framework and highlighted the catalytic role of the 
Convention. He said response measures should be addressed 
under mitigation. SWITZERLAND said adaptation actions 
should be nationally appropriate and emphasized monitoring and 
review. He highlighted the roles of insurance and public-private 
partnerships. 

In response to criticism by some parties that the text focuses 
too much on planning instead of action, NEW ZEALAND 
identified the need to know what will be funded. He supported 
Japan’s request to clarify the meaning of the polluter pays 
principle. CHINA suggested replacing the reference to 
the polluter pays principle with the Convention’s guiding 
principles. The RUSSIAN FEDERATION said climate change 
impacts could also be positive. He expressed reservations with 
reference to climate refugees, and said parties should decide the 
appropriate level for the implementation of adaptation actions at 
the national level. 

INDIA stressed the need to clarify the respective roles of 
developed and developing countries, indicating that financial 
resources should only be provided by developed countries. 
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With CHINA, he opposed text on additional financial support 
for adaptation through levies on international aviation and 
maritime transportation. CHINA proposed also removing 
reference to levies on international transactions. THAILAND 
opposed language on financial support provided as concessional 
loans. SINGAPORE called for language consistent with 
the Convention on implementing the adaptation framework 
and classification of countries. INDIA and CHINA opposed 
reference to review of national adaptation plans. 

CHINA expressed concern over a proposal to establish 
national coordinating bodies and, with PAKISTAN, over 
reference to “poor developing countries.” PAKISTAN also 
expressed concern with language, such as “evidence-based 
vulnerability” and “access” to support. TURKEY suggested 
using language on “vulnerable countries” instead of developed 
and developing countries. 

CAMBODIA highlighted the need for special treatment 
of LDCs. TANZANIA called for addressing the needs of 
LDCs in the context of technology transfer and financing, 
and emphasized the importance of text on rehabilitation and 
compensation. BANGLADESH stressed the importance of 
the institutional framework. BOLIVIA noted a lack of balance 
between the treatment of adaptation in the BAP and in the 
negotiating text, and said adaptation activities must take account 
of traditional knowledge of indigenous peoples. VENEZUELA 
highlighted the need to recognize the vulnerability of indigenous 
communities. COLOMBIA, for Chile, Costa Rica and Peru, 
stressed the importance of adaptation strategies for ecosystems, 
and said vulnerability should include internal asymetries. PERU 
stressed the need to consider impacts on countries with high 
biodiversity, and called for strengthening synergies between the 
Convention on Biological Diversity and the UNFCCC. EGYPT 
said the text should reflect the need for regional coordination 
when appropriate, especially when countries share natural 
resources or ecosystems. He said the role of the private sector 
should be supplemental to, but not a substitute for, public 
support. 

ALGERIA said adaptation to adverse effects and response 
measures are related and should not be separated. SAUDI 
ARABIA said impacts of the adverse effects of climate change 
and impacts of response measures should be treated equally, and 
expressed concern over possible protectionism from regulatory 
policies, such as the proposed CO2 tax, which would penalize 
energy intensive commodities. KUWAIT called for reference 
to fossil fuel-dependant countries in the section specifying 
vulnerable groups of countries. ALGERIA advocated: regular 
reporting on the implementation of Convention Article 4.4 
(Annex II assistance to developing countries vulnerable to the 
adverse effects of climate change); lifting the “roadblock” from 
the financial mechanism that prevents meaningful adaptation 
funding; halting requirements that GEF funding requires global 
benefits; and replacing the share of proceeds from the CDM 
with Annex II party funding for adaptation. 

Highlighting time constraints, AWG-LCA Chair Zammit 
Cutajar asked parties to consider whether to continue reading the 
text in at least two parallel settings, in what order to continue 
the first reading, and whether to conduct the second reading in 
the same order as in the BAP.

CONTACT GROUPS AND INFORMAL CONSULTATIONS
ANNEX I EMISSION REDUCTIONS (AWG-KP): The 

contact group met twice, in the morning and in the afternoon. 
Parties discussed the proposal by South Africa and the 
Philippines for an aggregate scale of Annex I reductions of 40% 
below 1990 levels. SOUTH AFRICA clarified that this target 
does not include offsetting, only domestic actions. He stressed 
that the use of the flexibility mechanisms must be supplementary 
to domestic actions and said offsetting by Annex I parties 
constitutes an additional burden on non-Annex I countries by 
enabling Annex I parties to take advantage of the best mitigation 
opportunities. The EU and NORWAY responded that “low-
hanging fruit” reductions should be left to developing countries 
to achieve deviation from business-as-usual emissions, with the 
EU adding that the reduction credits used by Annex I parties are 
fully paid for by these parties. 

AUSTRALIA, supported by NORWAY, NEW ZEALAND 
and MEXICO, and opposed by SOUTH AFRICA, BRAZIL and 
CHINA, proposed referring to the AWG-KP contact group on 
legal matters the question of the legal structures required to link 
the Protocol flexibility mechanisms to any new mechanisms 
developed under the AWG-LCA, for the benefit of Annex I 
parties who are not Protocol parties. SOUTH AFRICA pointed 
out that the rules provide only Protocol parties access to the 
flexibility mechanisms and that one of the motivations was to 
encourage non-parties to ratify the Protocol. 

BRAZIL, opposed by JAPAN, distinguished between two 
parts in Protocol Article 3.1 (commitments), saying that the first 
part on Annex I parties’ individual or joint emission reduction 
commitments allows Annex I parties to meet their targets using 
the flexibility mechanisms, but the second part requires them 
to reduce their overall emissions by at least 5% below 1990 
levels, and that this only refers to domestic actions. JAPAN and 
NORWAY, opposed by SOUTH AFRICA, suggested that this 
issue also be referred to the legal matters group. 

NORWAY said their proposed reduction target of 30% 
by 2020 accounts for offsetting mechanisms, highlighting, 
however, that two-thirds of the target would be met by domestic 
actions. CHINA said developed countries, through their historic 
emissions and current high per capita emissions, occupy more 
than their fair share of the “atmospheric space” and they should 
therefore take on targets high enough to remedy this “injustice.”

NEW ZEALAND recalled a presentation by the IPCC on “box 
13.7” on emissions scenarios (Working Group III contribution 
to the AR4), saying that the ranges do not only refer to domestic 
actions, but include recourse to the flexibility mechanisms. 
Micronesia, for AOSIS, disagreed saying the figures do not 
include the mechanisms or LULUCF. 

INDIA opposed basing the discussions on "box 13.7," saying 
that the ranges are not scientific but result from modeling studies 
carried out by the authors. He stressed that limiting temperature 
increase to 2ºC and stabilizing concentrations at 450ppm is not 
an IPCC recommendation, but one of several alternatives. He 
said Annex I parties’ commitments should be calculated based 
on “discharge of historical responsibility,” which would point 
to Annex I aggregate reductions of 79.2% below 1990 levels by 
2020. The EU questioned the concept of historical responsibility 
stating that it is not based on the Convention. 
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SWITZERLAND pointed out that parties already agreed at 
AWG-KP 5 that the flexibility mechanisms would continue 
to be available to Annex I parties to meet their reduction 
commitments.

The PHILIPPINES asked whether there had been any attempt 
to aggregate the individual targets proposed by Annex I parties 
in their joint submission (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/MISC.8). 
AUSTRALIA responded that they had aggregated the targets, 
that the result was “encouraging” but declined to present the 
numbers, stressing that they could not presume to speak for other 
parties by calculating a joint target. AOSIS responded that they 
had aggregated the numbers, and that they amount approximately 
to a 7-13% reduction below 1990 levels by 2020, without 
LULUCF, and 8-15% with LULUCF. She explained that these 
figures include the US and are based on certain assumptions, 
including no action by parties who have not yet announced 
targets. AOSIS, supported by the MARSHALL ISLANDS, the 
EU and the PHILIPPINES, proposed requesting the Secretariat 
to aggregate the individual numbers proposed by Annex I parties. 
Parties agreed and the Secretariat will provide a paper with the 
aggregate numbers on Saturday. 

OTHER ISSUES (AWG-KP): The spin-off group met 
informally in the morning to discuss LULUCF. Parties expressed 
general satisfaction with the Co-Chairs’ new non-paper and 
discussed natural disturbances and “bar-plus” accounting options. 
On natural disturbances, parties identified a need to discuss, inter 
alia, definitions, triggering events, and links to non-permanence. 
They briefly exchanged views on the effectiveness of discounting 
for addressing natural disturbances. One party asked whether 
emissions resulting from choosing not to intervene in the face of 
a disturbance should be considered anthropogenic. 

On “bar-plus” accounting, a group of countries noted that a 
“bar-band” approach can help smooth accounting for inter-annual 
variability. A developing country raised concerns that bar-setting 
would be time consuming, and that unlimited accounting for 
sinks above the band could be problematic. 

In the afternoon, parties met informally to discuss the 
flexibility mechanisms. Parties considered the relevant sections 
of the Chair’s text (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/8) to ensure that 
parties’ proposals are adequately reflected. Parties also posed 
questions to clarify various proposals. The group worked through 
the sections relating to the flexibility mechanisms in Annex V on 
proposals to amend the Kyoto Protocol and Annex I on possible 
decision text.

LEGAL FORM OF OUTCOME (AWG-LCA): In the 
afternoon, the AWG-LCA Chair held informal consultations 
focusing on the legal form of the outcome. Various options and 
related issues were discussed, including: COP decisions and 
their legal nature; proposals for protocols; and the legal nature of 
implementing agreements.

Several parties proposed deciding the legal form on the basis 
of the substantive outcome in Copenhagen. Some proposed that 
the outcome should be a COP decision or several COP decisions, 
and a discussion on the legal nature of COP decisions ensued. 
Others called for a legally binding instrument in Copenhagen, 
with three parties having already requested the Secretariat to 
formally communicate the text of their protocols proposed for 
adoption in Copenhagen in accordance with Convention Article 
17 (protocols). One party expressed their intention to also 

make such a request. Another party clarified that their proposed 
protocol was meant to complement rather than replace the Kyoto 
Protocol. Informal consultations will continue. 

PROTOCOL ARTICLES 2.3 AND 3.14 (SBI/SBSTA): 
Co-Chairs Eduardo Calvo Buendia (Peru) and Kristin Tilley 
(Australia) opened the contact group. Continuing discussions 
from Poznań on how the group would conduct its work, 
delegates agreed to proceed to substantive issues by addressing 
Protocol Articles 2.3 (impacts of policies and measures) and 3.14 
(adverse effects) separately.

On Protocol Article 2.3, parties discussed the possibility of 
convening a workshop on the process of exchanging information. 
The EU and AUSTRALIA stressed the importance of making 
sure that all negotiating streams reach a coherent conclusion.

On Protocol Article 3.14 discussion focused on interpretation 
of decision 31/CMP.1 (matters related to Article 3.14). Saudi 
Arabia, for the G-77/CHINA, emphasized the need to establish 
a process for implementation and a unified reporting format for 
Annex I countries on adverse impacts, while NEW ZEALAND 
and the EU noted that a process already exists through national 
communications and that the contact group should focus on how 
to implement current instruments rather than creating new ones. 
The G-77/CHINA emphasized that reporting is just the first 
step toward minimizing adverse impacts in order to achieve the 
ultimate objective of Protocol Article 3.14. 

NON-ANNEX I NATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS (SBI): 
During the contact group, parties discussed how to proceed, 
noting the need to reconstitute the CGE. Brazil, for the G-77/
CHINA, and opposed by the US, the EU, and CANADA, 
called for using the previous negotiating text as the basis for 
discussions rather than starting with a “clean slate.” Parties 
agreed to proceed with an exchange of views in an informal 
session, which would guide the decision to use either the old 
negotiating text or move forward with a new text. 

FINANCIAL ISSUES (SBI): In the contact group, Co-Chair 
Jukka Uosukainen (Finland) said the group’s objectives included 
developing a draft decision on review of the financial mechanism 
for COP 15.

On the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), the Philippines, 
for the G-77/CHINA, expressed concern over treatment of 
the SCCF within the GEF, noting that very little is spent on 
adaptation. COLOMBIA asked for clarification on: the amount 
of resources promised to the SCCF; the actual amount received; 
and on what activities resources are being used. Noting 
difficulties in accessing funds under the GEF, BANGLADESH 
stressed that the SCCF should have a separate channel for 
access. SOUTH AFRICA highlighted the need for adequate 
and predictable funding, and called for addressing governance 
and complementarity with other funds. CANADA supported 
strengthening the GEF and said some issues would be best 
addressed under the AWG-LCA. 

On reviewing the financial mechanism, the G-77/CHINA 
said her group has been trying unsuccessfully to get the GEF 
to respond to developing countries’ needs for many years. 
She noted the GEF was in a state of flux, welcomed ongoing 
reforms, and stressed the need to scale up financing based on 
recent scientific findings on climate change. Participants also 
raised issues related to: the lack of financial resources in the 
GEF; and the need for a thorough review, including of the 
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governance structure. The EU welcomed looking at ways to 
improve the GEF, noting “nothing under the sun is perfect,” as 
well as the aim of identifying areas in which GEF support should 
be prioritized. He said the current financial mechanism and the 
agreement on finance under the AWG-LCA should be mutually 
supportive. The US supported the suggestion to undertake the 
review with supplemental guidance, and take into account the 
broader context of financial flows. 

BUDGET (SBI): Parties consulted informally on the budget, 
with the Secretariat responding to parties’ questions on specific 
expenses. Some parties called for specific budget cuts, while 
others expressed concern that such cuts would reduce the ability 
of developing countries to meet their obligations under the 
Convention. Suggestions included moving certain expenses into 
the voluntary rather than core budget or postponing decisions 
related to possible AWG outcomes until after Copenhagen and 
addressing these expenses through the contingency budget. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL MEETINGS (SBI): In the 
contact group, parties discussed three scenarios for completing 
the work of the AWGs: completion before the opening of COP 
15 and COP/MOP 5 and reporting the results to the opening 
plenaries; continuing the AWGs' work in Copenhagen and 
reporting to the COP or COP/MOP before the high-level segment 
or the final plenaries; or, in addition to reporting before the high-
level segment, the AWGs could also provide a progress report at 
the beginning of the COP or COP/MOP. AUSTRALIA, JAPAN, 
CANADA, the EU, NEW ZEALAND, ICELAND, NORWAY 
and the US expressed preference for the first option, while 
SOUTH AFRICA, BRAZIL, INDONESIA and MEXICO favored 
the second or third options, or some combination of the two. 

Regarding the scheduling of the SBs, parties considered 
the following options: holding meetings before December in 
conjunction with the AWGs in Bangkok or Barcelona; holding 
SB 31 in Copenhagen but deferring some items to SB 32; 
holding SB 31 in Copenhagen in the sessional period but limiting 
the meeting to 3-4 days; or deferring the entire SB 31 to 2010. 
AUSTRALIA, CANADA and BELARUS, opposed by SAUDI 
ARABIA, SOUTH AFRICA and MEXICO, favored deferring 
the SB sessions to 2010, although CANADA said the SB could 
be held prior to COP 15. Preferences for a combination of 
the second and third options were also expressed by SAUDI 
ARABIA, MEXICO, the EU, CHINA, BRAZIL, JAPAN and 
BOLIVIA. Parties also discussed the duration of the high-level 
segment. Several countries favored a proposed extension from 
three to four days, which SAUDI ARABIA and BELARUS 
opposed. 

CAPACITY BUILDING UNDER THE CONVENTION 
(SBI): During informal consultations, parties continued 
discussions on the review of the capacity building framework, 
exchanging ideas and making proposals regarding next steps. 
One party suggested that the framework should be open to new 
elements, such as the provision of capacity building on REDD 
issues. Disagreement persisted among parties on the development 
and use of performance indicators to monitor and evaluate 
capacity building. The Co-Chair requested parties to give the 
issue further “creative” consideration and will prepare draft text 
for consideration at the next meeting.

REDD (SBSTA): In informal consultations, discussions 
focused on monitoring and the role of indigenous peoples in 
methodological issues. On monitoring, discussions addressed 
whether different methodologies would be required for 
REDD versus REDD-plus. Highlighting that remote sensing 
alone cannot detect degradation, many parties noted that 
different combinations of remote sensing and ground truthing 
may be appropriate for parties with different capacities and 
circumstances, though some countries noted that remote sensing 
on its own would not be acceptable in a market-based REDD 
system. 

Pointing to the shortcomings of historical baselines, one party 
suggested that bringing in, inter alia, economic expertise to 
explore potential drivers of deforestation could help determine 
the limits and benefits of forward-looking reference levels. 

On indigenous peoples, many parties stressed the role of 
indigenous peoples and traditional knowledge in monitoring 
carbon stocks and building historical baselines, though one 
developing country stated that international accounting rules 
need to be applied, noting that indigenous peoples’ science will 
not create a robust enough mechanism. 

IN THE CORRIDORS
The atmosphere at the Maritim Hotel was lively and busy 

as ever on Thursday. The meeting room hosting the lunchtime 
technical briefing organized by the AWG-LCA Chair was 
standing room only. During the event, delegates from Brazil, 
Bolivia, China and India made presentations on historical 
responsibility as a guide to future action on climate change. 
Lively discussions followed, continuing later in the corridors 
and even in some negotiations, including the AWG-KP contact 
group on Annex I emission reductions. One observer commented 
that notions of historical responsibility reflect “deeply held 
beliefs” for some developing countries who are unlikely to “be 
pushed around” on the issue. Some developed country delegates, 
however, were heard wondering when current responsibilities 
would be discussed.

Some conceded that they could use a refresher course on 
the Convention as so many of the discussions are now centered 
on what is written in it - whether historical responsibility is 
included, and whether and how the various proposals under the 
AWG-LCA relate to the Convention’s provisions. “I’m glad that 
someone announced in yesterday’s plenary that they have some 
extra copies of the Convention text - the Secretariat may soon be 
running out of the coveted booklets.”

Later in the day, a number of delegates met in an informal 
group under the AWG-LCA to discuss the legal form of the 
outcome. Some emerging from the room afterwards seemed 
perplexed: “For non-lawyers, it was certainty a crash course in 
international law.” Others, however, were excited: “This was 
it! We have been postponing these discussions, but now the 
options are finally on the table, countries are speaking frankly 
about the options they prefer, and we’re starting to address 
some real issues,” commented one seasoned negotiator. “I wish 
I was following some of those issues,” commented one envious 
delegate, languishing in largely routine discussions under the 
SBs all day.
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JAPAN stressed: ownership by developing countries; and 
recognizing the urgency of addressing the needs of the most 
vulnerable countries, including LDCs and SIDS. He requested 
rearranging the text to ensure the financial mechanism is 
discussed before principles. 

UGANDA stressed that climate change is a “weapon of mass 
destruction” threatening the survival of LDCs and SIDS, and 
emphasized that “singing the same old song” and demanding 
new, additional and predictable resources is reasonable and 
valid. He stressed that private sector funding is not predictable 
and, with TANZANIA and others, recalled that developed 
countries have promptly addressed the current economic crisis 
with public resources. TANZANIA highlighted that LDCs are 
not able to solicit funding from the private sector. The GAMBIA 
described failed attempts to involve the private sector in her 
country, saying none of her country’s NAPA projects have been 
implemented. She urged capacity building and MRVed funding. 

NORWAY identified auctioning of allowances as a means of 
generating funds for different needs, including adaptation and 
technology transfer, and suggested determining the quantity of 
allowances to be auctioned based on identified needs. TUVALU 
called for a multilateral climate change fund with five windows 
on: mitigation; REDD; adaptation; insurance; and technology. 
He suggested that each of the windows have an advisory panel. 
He stressed the need for a variety of sources and for innovative 
funding, such as levies on international transport and a share of 
proceeds on market mechanisms that may be developed under 
the AWG-LCA. INDIA opposed discussing the share of proceeds 
under the Convention, and CHINA said the proposal to increase 
the share of proceeds to 3-5% was too high. CHINA also 
opposed levies on international transport, and proposed deleting 
the option on a green fund or a world climate change fund. 

ARGENTINA supported the establishment of separate funds 
for adaptation and mitigation under executive groups reporting 
to the COP, and called for sufficient, stable and predictable 
resources assessed as a percentage of the aggregate Gross 
Domestic Product of developed countries. He said the fund 
for mitigation could be complemented by market mechanisms, 
provided developing countries could choose to use either source 
of funding. CANADA noted that the institutional arrangements 
should be derived from the functions and principles emerging 
from discussions and emphasized the need to focus on meeting 
the needs of the poorest and most vulnerable populations. 
BELARUS called for including language on countries with 
economies in transition in the text and TURKEY supported 
clarifying the role of parties.

PAKISTAN highlighted the technical briefing on historical 
responsibility. The RUSSIAN FEDERATION called on parties 
to use a functional approach, noted the absence of “historical 
responsibility” in the Convention and the BAP, and expressed 
reticence to introduce a new principle into the climate regime. 
CHINA suggested deleting reference to the polluter pays 
principle, while supporting adding the principle of common 
but differentiated responsibilities under the guiding principles. 
She also highlighted areas where the text weakened financial 
commitments of developed countries. SAUDI ARABIA and 
SINGAPORE called for language that is consistent with the 
Convention, BOLIVIA stressed the need not to weaken the 
Convention and the BAP, and COLOMBIA said the integrity of 
the Convention must be maintained.

INDIA requested that the text reflect the commitments of 
Annex II parties under the Convention and stressed that the 
financial mechanism should be composed of public funds 
rather than a mix of funding sources. With COLOMBIA, he 
underscored language on meeting the full- and full incremental-
costs. 

BANGLADESH urged insertion of clearly defined criteria for 
financing adaptation needs. INDONESIA stressed the importance 
of basing the funding mechanism on predictability, efficiency, 
effectiveness and adequacy, as well as fairness and balance in 
the distribution of funds. He reminded Annex I parties of their 
commitment under the Convention to meet the full- and full 
incremental-costs of developing countries. 

MEXICO supported the proposal for a “green fund.” He said 
the scale of contributions should be based on population, volume 
of emissions and capacity to pay, and governments must make 
the greatest contribution as opposed to the private sector. He also 
urged considering the needs of the most vulnerable. 

COLOMBIA preferred the 2% of GNP assessed contribution 
option. She called for specifying a figure for adaptation costs, 
and expressed concern that parties’ commitments would be 
transferred to the private sector. 

GHANA called for a single new financing mechanism with 
multiple funding windows. He urged particular attention be given 
to Africa, the LDCs and SIDS, and said the EGTT report (FCCC/
SB/2009/2) provides options on financing for technology. INDIA 
supported a board or executive body accountable to the COP.

UGANDA called for a “minimal but effective mechanism” 
with transparent and democratic governance, including 
representatives from regional and interest groups. The 
UNITED ARAB EMIRATES called for a system of transparent 
governance under the COP, based on equitable and balanced 
representation by all parties. ECUADOR noted the need for 
criteria to ensure transparent implementation of finance and 
technology transfer, and supported establishment of a multilateral 
fund under the COP. 

The G-77/CHINA and AOSIS said they would provide 
proposals to strengthen the text on compliance. JAPAN said 
compliance should be discussed in a wider context, not only 
under finance, and after agreement on the content and form of 
the final outcome.

CONTACT GROUPS AND INFORMAL CONSULTATIONS
ANNEX I EMISSION REDUCTIONS (AWG-KP): In the 

contact group, parties discussed the 45% aggregate reduction 
by Annex I countries from 1990 levels by 2020, proposed by 
Micronesia, for AOSIS, and by others. AOSIS clarified that 
their proposal includes a substantial deviation from business-
as-usual by non-Annex I parties, and a significant reduction 
in deforestation levels. She said the proposal is motivated by 
the goal of limiting global temperature increase to below 2°C, 
and ultimately to below 1.5°C, and involves a less than 25% 
probability of exceeding 2°C. 

Responding to questions, AOSIS declined to provide numbers 
for non-Annex I parties’ contribution, stressing that it is beyond 
the group’s mandate. She explained that the range of 25-40% 
in the IPCC AR4, from which the proposal is derived, does 
not include offsetting, but that the cost analysis envisages the 
existence of a global carbon market. IRAN expressed concern 
with discussions on issues under the Convention, stressing the 
AWG-KP’s mandate is to agree on Annex I parties’ targets. 


