The COP Cop Out That Should Surprise No One

Baku conference has shown up the glaring madequacy of the international climate framework
and the deep mistrust among nations. Bad news for the fight against climate change
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Mahatma Gandhi’sfamous critique of
the Cripps Mission in1942-describing
its proposal as “a post-dated cheque on
a crashing bank” - perfectly captures
the essence of the climate finance deal
adopted at COP238in Baku, Azerbaijan.

However, there is one crucial difference: while
Cripps’s figurative cheque was rejected, the Baku
finance deal, despite criticism from several nations,
including India, was adopted. This highlights the
broader failures of the UN Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and global efforts to
addressthe climate crisis.

The Baku conference began with developing
countriesdemanding$1.3tn inannual fundingfrom
developed nations by 2030 to tackle the climate
emergency. Their proposal sought at least $500bn
in public funding, with the remainder provided as
concessional private finance.

Yet, after two weeks of -contentious negotia-
tions, developed countries committed to only $300bn
annually by 2035, with no binding pledge for public
funding. Instead, the deal vaguely promises to
source funds from “a wide variety of sources,
public and private, bilateral and multilateral,
including alternative sources.”

Worse still, the agreement. permits developed
couniries to include climate-related loans from
multilateral deveiopment banks, such as World Bank,
as part of the funding pool. This means developed
nations are under no obligation to increase funding
beyond the current $100bm anmazally untii 2035. Moreover,
they retain the freedom to count virtually any climate-
related financial flow todeveloping countriésas part of
theircontributions.

The political future of thisdeal is equally uncerwain.
as there is little chance that the incoming Trump
administration will honour the commitments made
bythe Biden administration.

In essence, the Baku deal offers little more than a
continuation of status guo, allowing developed nations

to sidestep meaningful financial obligations while
leavingdevelopingcountriestoshouldertheescalating
costs of the climate crisis.

However, this is not surprising. In 2009, developed
countries pledged $100bn annually in climate finance
by 2020. They metthistargetonlyin2022,and even then,
nearly 70% of the funds were previded as loans at
market rates, burdening developingnations with debt.

trillions from nations that struggled te
deliver bitlions was always unrealistic. So, how should
developing countriessecuremeaningfiil climate finance?

The path forward requires fundamental reforms in

the global finaneial systemn to empower developing
countries to deal with the climate crisis and revamping
ONFCCC w0 enable effective internarional collaboration.
The current global financial system is stacked
against vulnerablenations. Poor African countries, for
instance, pay interestratesonloansthatarefourtimes
higher than those paid by US and up to eight times
higher than by wealthy European countries. This
disparityis being exacerbated by theclimateerisis.

A report by the UN Environment Programme, Ciorate
Change and the Cost of Capital in Developing Countries,
found that climate vulnerability has already increased
the average cost of debt in 25 valnerahle developing

countries by 117 basis points This translatestoanaddifio-
nal $40bn in interest payments over 10 years on govt debt
in these countries alone. The report predicts that this
financial burden will double over the next decade. In
effect, the current finaneial system is profiting from
developing countries’ chmatevu]nerabmty

Toad s this injusti
thbée advanted during Ind sczbﬁgﬁtﬁhcx gﬁ
an-the:agenda for-years. These inelude measures-
debt érigiz management, maltiateraldevelopment
reforms, risk mitigation programmes, and blended
finance strategies. Implementing these reforms would
enable developing countries to invest more inmitiga-
tionand adaptation using their ownresources.

Reforms within UNFCCC are equally urgent.
At Baka, India accused the COP presidency and
UNFCCC secretariat of manipulation to secure
adoption of the finance deal, reflecting a deep trust
deficiti n the institution. Additionally; the growing
influence of the fossil fuel industry in UNFCCC
proceedings threatens its credibility and relevance.

The reality is that under the Paris Agreement,
all countries are now on their own to mitigate,
adapt and pay for costs of climate impacts.
UNFCCC is now simply a platform to collect,
synthesise and disseminate information. It deesn’t
have the tools to drive global eollective action
to combat climate change. So, persisting with
UNFCCC in its present form is counterproductive.

There are many ideas on the table, including
making UNFCCC a smaller solution-driven forum where
countries report their progressand are held aceountahle
to their pledges. Other suggestions include establishing
multiple sectoral and regional platforms, such as on
energy, ransportation, agriculture, industry etc rather
thanrelying on a single global framework.

TheBaku conferencehas]aid bare glaring weaknesses
in the international climate framework. It is now up to
Brazil COP30 host, to restore trust and drive meanirgfiil
progress. Without decisive reforms, the global fight aga-
inst elimate change risks being mired in inadequacy and
inaction, with all theattendant hazardsforlife on earth.

Thewriter isan environmentalist

-

',/LMMQ; India Ab: 27/::/%%



