
SINGAPORE (paragraphs 1-12) 

 

Proposal to amend OP 5: 

 

“Affirms the determination to achieve equivalent treatment of political parity between 

mitigation and adaptation in the protocol, another legal instrument or agreed outcome with 

legal force referred to in paragraph 2 above;” 

 

Rationale: We understood from the interventions made that there were concerns regarding 
the vagueness of the term “political parity”. What we understand to be the considerations 
behind the demand for adaptation is for it to be given a priority commensurate with the 
treatment of mitigation, as both were perceived as equal under the Convention. We have 
thus proposed replacing the term “political parity” with “equivalent treatment”.  

 

Proposal for a new OP 10: 

 

10 Encourages each Party to communicate an unconditional, quantifiable, verifiable 

intended nationally determined contribution that represents the highest level of mitigation 

ambition for it, while emphasising that such contribution should go beyond previous and 

current actions undertaken by that Party under the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol.  

 

(a) In communicating an intended nationally determined contribution, each Party 

shall take into account its degree of historical responsibility and the principle of 

common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities.  

 

(b) Developing country Parties, in particular those most vulnerable to the adverse 

effects of climate change, can communicate a higher level of mitigation ambition in 

their intended nationally determined mitigation contribution with the provision of 

increased levels of financial, technological and capacity building support. 

 

Rationale: There were various proposals concerning paragraph 10, including sub-paragraphs 
(a) and (b), which, in our view, altered the emphasis of the original intent. However, there 
were useful ideas in those proposals which were supported by other Parties because they 
were mutually reinforcing and convergent between different parties. We have thus drawn 
ideas and elements from the various proposals, including those from Switzerland, the EU, 
Pakistan and Chile, as well as the original text in an attempt to address the various concerns 
and interests expressed.   

 

Proposal to retain OP 11:  

 

Our preference is to retain OP 11 in its original form as it appears in the Co-chairs draft of 11 

Nov.  

 

Rationale: OP 11, in its original form, captures the spirit of Article 4.8 for the SIDS and LDCs 
in a way which encourages those with capacity limitations, vulnerabilities and who are most 
impacted, to also put forward intended nationally determined contributions. This promotes 
universal participation. Many SIDS have said they will put forward intended nationally 
determined contributions, using their own resources, no matter how small, as a 
demonstration of their commitment to the outcome in Paris. We should encourage this. The 
language in OP 11 should be seen as a form of acknowledgement for the efforts of the SIDS 
and LDCs, rather than seen as placing emphasis on their limitations or vulnerabilities. 

 


