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I S S U E  N O  5 V O L U M E  C X X I V F R E E  O F  C H A R G E

Fast Start Needed for 1.5o Review
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Earlier this week during a SBSTA contact 
group, a number of countries particularly 
vulnerable to climate change requested a 
workshop and technical report by Cancún  
on the costs and opportunities of mitiga-
tion to limit global temperature rise to 
below 1.5o C. 

The report could draw on recent sci-
entific studies in advance of forthcoming 
IPCC scenarios, and equip Parties with 
an early look at the options available well 
ahead of 2015 when they deliberate the 
long-term temperature goal under the 
LCA. 

Since many governments with a view 
to adopting 1.5o C as the long-term goal 
agreed the Copenhagen Accord in part 
because of the promised review of 1.5 by 
2015, there should be a lot of support for 
getting the ball rolling.

Perhaps not to our surprise, however, 
there are quite few a developed countries 
coming up with all sorts of excuses why 
such a report can or should not be done by 

Cancún – we don’t have enough time, the 
UNFCCC can’t do this, it’s in the wrong 
agenda item, etc.  

But ECO has to ask this: Why would 
parties raise excuses against assessing the 
most recent scientific research? Could 
such a report present some inconvenient 
truths?

The UNFCCC can’t seriously address 
a long-term goal unless it is informed 
about the underlying science and all the 
resulting options.  A study on actions as-
sociated with limiting temperature rise to 
1.5o C would be well in line with the pre-
cautionary principle under the Conven-
tion.  But therein lies the problem -- that 
would involve Parties agreeing to align 
ongoing deliberations more firmly with 
the principles of the Convention, which 
has been a bit of a challenge lately.  We 
eagerly await the draft conclusions from 
the SBSTA contact group on Agenda Item 
9, and for evidence that vulnerable coun-
tries’ pleas won’t fall on deaf ears again.

Planning Now for the  
Low Carbon Future
Amidst the many vital matters being 

discussed in the LCA, there are two key 
ideas already enshrined in the current text 
-- zero carbon action plans (ZCAPs) for 
all developed country parties, and low 
carbon action plans (LCAPs) for devel-
oping countries (except the most vulner-
able countries).

By agreeing to begin planning their 
pathways to complete decarbonization, 
developed countries can demonstrate 
that they have the policies and measures 
in place to meet their emission reduction 
commitments and the long term vision for 
decarbonizing their economies by 2050. 

LCAPs will provide developing coun-
tries the opportunity to plan for sustain-
able low-carbon development, showcas-
ing their efforts and providing clarity on 
which actions are counted as domestic, 
carbon market and CDM respectively, to 
avoid double counting.  

An elaboration of proposed actions 
requiring support would also help to 
match these actions with funding, ca-
pacity building and technology from 
developed countries.  And it should be 
strongly stated that without support from 
developed countries in the first place, low 
carbon planning will be impossible for 
developing countries.

ECO applauds the Chair for including 
low and zero carbon development in the 
discussion text, and encourages delegates 
to show their support.
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Ludwig hears that an Annex I country that 
hasn’t ratified the Kyoto Protocol has been com-
plaining that they can’t take part in a KP dis-
cussion on its target.  He reckons the solution to 
that is quite simple – the Protocol is still open 
for ratification.  All they have to do is sign on the 
dotted line.  Ludwig is quite sure that all parties 
would work with considerable efficiency to expe-
dite that process.

Ludwig

At their side event yesterday, the EU pre-
sented a preliminary report on meeting 
its Copenhagen fast start finance pledge.  
The European Commission and seven 
Member States announced, in response 
to a question, the following definitions of 
how their pledge is ‘new and additional’: 

European Commission:  Money that 
was part of the EU budget margin, so not 
originally programmed 2010-2012.

Finland:  A net increase in funding for 
climate change projects, part of increas-
ing ODA appropriations.

UK:  Part of a rising ODA budget.
Germany:  Money that comes from 

new and innovative sources (such as EU 
ETS auction revenues) and money that is 
additional to a 2009 baseline.

France:  Ongoing climate change ac-
tivities are not counted as fast start, only 
new activities are counted.

Sweden:  From the budget over and 
above 0.7% GNI provided as ODA.

Netherlands:  0.1% above 0.7% GNI 
provided as ODA.

Spain:  ‘Fresh’ money.
ECO wasn’t satisfied with the answers, 

since climate finance should be new and 
additional to the targets developed coun-
tries have set to increase ODA to at least 
0.7% GNI, so that the development gains 

of recent years are not reversed.  All the 
same, this is a welcome first step towards 
the transparency civil society and del-
egates need to hold Parties to account for 
their promises. 

ECO calls on the other 20 EU Mem-
ber States as well as all other developed 
country Parties to come clean about the 
baselines for additionality that they are 
using. Only then can the debate about 
defining a fair common baseline for addi-
tionality really begin. Nobody would trust 
pledged cuts in emissions without a stand-
ard baseline. It’s time for these Parties to 
recognise that the same is true of finance 
commitments.

With all the talk of finance gaps and gi-
gatonne gaps, there has been much more 
progress in closing the climate-educa-
tion-and-awareness gap.  Now there is 
an opportunity to go even further in the 
SBI. The New Delhi Work Programme 
adopted at COP 8 under Article 6 of the 
Convention comprises a promising set of 
commitments. 

The pillars of education, public par-
ticipation and awareness-raising help to 

combat an atmosphere of climate denial 
and skepticism. Without a critical mass 
of public understanding and support to 
address the threats of climate change and 
the opportunities of clean energy devel-
opment, the gap between the negotiations 
today and a fair, ambitious and binding 
global deal could become a chasm.

The current mid-term review of the 
New Delhi programme is a unique chance 
to build bridges between governments and 
citizens. That will only happen if civil so-
ciety has the opportunity to fully contrib-
ute to the review along with Parties. This 
can best be realized by amending the New 
Delhi Work Programme to extend beyond 
2012 and strengthen it to provide more lo-
cal and regional climate education. 

Elements required include creating fi-
nancial mechanisms specifically to fund 
Article 6 activities, recognizing and sup-
porting youth organizations as key pro-
viders of non-formal and peer education, 
and supporting the diversity of forms that 
public awareness building can take, in-
cluding arts, entertainment and both ‘on-
line’ and ‘real-life’ social networks.

The SBI should call for civil society 
as well as Party submissions on the re-
view of the New Delhi Work Programme. 
Similarly, the Secretariat should receive 
a broad mandate to conduct its review of 
the work programme with as much civil 
society participation as possible.

Parties should also provide the finan-
cial means to enable the Secretariat to 
organize regional workshops on the im-
plementation of Article 6 in the SIDS and 
Africa. Previous workshops have been in-
valuable in communicating the objectives 
of Article 6. These regions deserve those 
resources, too.

The GCCA LULUCheFs show how the proposed rules for land use, land use change and for-
estry (LULUCF) would be a recipe for disaster if they allow developed country emissions 
to increase with no penalty.  LULUCF currently lacks ambition and environmental integ-
rity.  Knowing the exact recipe is important, but in the end a good cake needs consistent 
and high quality ingredients.  

Advancing the New Delhi 
Work Programme

EU Fast Start Finance Update


