No More Rhetoric: Science supports SURVIVAL

We the Civil Society Networks working on climate change in LDCs and MVCs are profoundly shocked by the low ambition expressed by the global leaders and their use of old rhetoric in order to avoid their responsibilities to save the world under a UNFCCC regime, which paved the way for a concerted global effort under the ‘Common but Differentiated Responsibilities and Respective Capabilities (CBDRRC)”. In Paris we would like to raise a few points in a bid to highlight certain ‘minimum common denominators’, without which the said Paris agreement/Protocol will not be useful towards safeguarding the wellbeing of the victims of climate change.
If there is an agreement, it MUST be legally binding

The outcome of COP17 in Durban clearly suggests that the Parties are supposed to work on to deliver a new and universal legal instrument or other outcome with legal force by 2015 for the period beyond 2020. All Parties, irrespective of their respective contribution to the problem, agreed to achieve a global goal. Accordingly, developing country Parties, including the most vulnerable countries, have come forward with their intentions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. We now observe with disgust that the most emitting developed countries including the USA and also the major emitters from the large developing countries are hiding behind rhetoric and trying to avoid a legally binding protocol. We denounce such a cowardice repetition of same old rhetoric. 
As agreed in Durban, if there is a Protocol or an Accord in Paris, it must be legally binding for all Parties. Anything less will not be accepted. 
1.50 C is just to Survive: Difficult is not impossible
The Technical Summary of the Structured Expert Dialogue (SED) (placed in the 42nd session of SBSTA and SBI), has expressed the view that technically the goal of 1.50 C above pre-industrial level by 2100 is still achievable. Science has expressed concerns that a 20C goal is ‘too dangerous’ for ecosystems and agricultural systems to adjust. Recognizing the fact that the UNFCCC has set the objective to ‘reduce GHG emissions to avoid dangerous climate change’, it appears only rationale to set the global ambition to keep warming within 1.50C. We acknowledge that achieving this goal will be somewhat difficult; however the SED report also tells us that if Parties start working on it, it is still possible to achieve the 1.50C goal. 
The inadequate ambition expressed by the top emitters through their INDCs only guarantees a warming limit well above 30C by 2100, which is a terrifying reality in many LDCs, Small Island States and Vulnerable African Countries. Such a poor ambition is unacceptable. The intended Paris agreement cannot provide for a global action which only ensures loss of lives and livelihoods across the planet. Stop ‘climate terrorism’.
We affirm our position in favor of 1.5 degree C warming limit, which science tells us as feasible and beneficial for human kind.

We recognize the enhanced action by few developed countries, also concerned not to see strong political commitment for enhanced mitigation action in accordance with CBDR RC. However, we want to see the commitment for a deeper emission cut with a peaking in 2020 by developed countries, 2025 by large developing countries with emerging economy, and 2030 by LDCs, Small Island States, and African Vulnerable Countries. Accordingly, we demand the Developed Country Parties and high emitting developing countries with emerging economies must reassess their contributions as commitments and will report it to COP.
“Global Goal”, what it means for Adaptation 

An adaptation “Global Goal” is not clear as to exactly what it entails. Adaptation is context specific. A global financing goal for adaptation can be set up. Additionally, the need for capacity building to adapt within a given time-frame can be framed.

Loss and Damage: Already damaged, on a verge to get lost

An internal mechanism on Loss and Damage must draw upon, further develop and elaborate on the work of the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage associated with climate change impacts. The development of modalities and procedures for the mechanism’s operation and support must be sorted out in this agreement. As previously decided, if Loss and Damage will be discussed and agreed throughout 2016 and 2017, a “Place Holder” for loss and damage must be designated in the new agreement so that the outcomes of the 2017 review may automatically be inserted as and when it is agreed.
We reaffirm the text of Article 14f in Cancun Adaptation Framework to consider coordination and cooperation with regard to climate   change   induced   displacement,   migration   and planned   relocation,   where appropriate, at national, regional and international levels. Loss and Damage must entail the issue with due emphasis that has been initiated since Cancun (Decision 1/CP16).
We reiterate that there MUST not be any form of resource transfer from community or from poor countries in the name of insurance (or reinsurance) or any market mechanism under Loss and Damage decision.
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