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Intervention by Amit Narang, Counsellor,  on „Preamble and Declaration‟ of the Final 

Draft for adoption 
 
Thank you Mr. Co-Facilitator, 
 
You will excuse me for thinking that we are not on the eve of July 28th but January 28th 
2015. Not because that is my birthday but because to any observer it might seem that we 
are trying not to conclude, but start our negotiations. 
 
We have no statement to make and our substantive points have been well covered by the 
statement by G77. The rest of our positions are well known and need no repetition. 
 
We have so far been very conservative in presenting our preferred issues into the text. 
But if at this late stage, delegations feel compelled to bring all issues back into the text, 
then we would retain the right to do so too.  
 
We hope we do not go down this path. 
 
We wanted to merely respond to some of the comments we have heard in a spirit of 
interaction. 
 
Agreed Language 
We found it a bit contradictory that delegations asked for using agreed language and 
then proceeded to ask for deletion of agreed language from the text.  
 
We would like to reiterate that as the Introduction to the set of SDGs, which are the 
heart of this agenda, the Declaration should first and foremost be faithful and consistent 
with the language of the SDGs. Anything contrary – if we have two sets of language for 
the same issue in the same document - will send a most negative signal of policy 
incoherence when it comes to implementation. 
  
To give but one example, the notion of „developed countries taking the lead‟ in 
promoting sustainable consumption and production was challenged, even as it is 
consistent with target 12.1. 
 
We also heard similar concern with language on tech transfer. I should point out that 
the language of „on preferential and concessional terms, as mutually agreed‟ is also in 
the SDGs and Rio+20. We would strongly insist that it be retained. 
 
Addis Ababa 
We have no problem with using language from the Addis Ababa Action Agenda, but only 
when it is not inconsistent with the SDGs. We do not accept the proposition that 
language for the MOI/GP in the text should only be taken from the Addis Agenda. To 



repeat for the umpteenth time, the Addis outcome is complementary to and not a 
substitute for MOI/GP language in the SDGs.  
 
If at all, there is to be a language indicating that Addis outcome constitutes an integral 
part of the global partnership, it must say that it is supportive and complementary to the 
SDGs MOI. We believe in fact that this is already referred to in the current draft. 
 
Poverty Eradication 
We do not support the changes proposed by the EU on paras 3, 8 and 10. In fact, we 
would strongly suggest that we maintain existing language on poverty eradication. I 
would not go into the details of our views on this issue, but maintenance of this language 
on eradication of poverty is fundamental for us.  
 
We also do not support the suggestion by EU to change the title. In fact, in order to 
avoid a debate on concepts, we feel that the title could be shortened to “The 2030 
Agenda for Transforming our World”. 
 
CBDR 
On CBDR, we remain perplexed that delegations are opposed to using agreed language, 
even that agreed to at the highest levels in the context of this agenda. On our part, we 
made a special effort to make a logical case for our position. We explained how this 
principle is not about inaction but common action, how it incentivizes the greatest 
participation of all countries and how it cannot apply to the silo of environment, simply 
because environment has ceased to be a silo. Moreover, there is no differentiation in 
responsibilities when it comes to the protection of human rights and gender equality. 
My delegation is fully and strongly committed to these high priorities and our 
commitment to sustainable development is second to none. 
 
The only textual suggestion we‟ll make is to request that the words „as set out in 
principle 7 thereof‟ in para 13 be deleted. 
 
Preamble 
It should be clear to everyone, if it was not so far, that the Preamble is highly 
problematic. It is also clear that it is no more a communication tool but has now become 
a substantive negotiation playground in its own right. It is also over 1 and half pages, 
and I note that your font size is way smaller than what our leaders will be comfortable 
with. This is a matter of great concern to us as the ever expanding Preamble is becoming 
almost an alternate Declaration and will lead not to communication, but to 
miscommunication. 
 
Climate Change 
Like others, we feel that the para on climate change has evolved for the better. We would 
encourage that this closely mirror the para from Rio+20 which is also contained in the 
Chapeau to the SDGs. This language is not just agreed language, it is ambitious and 
comprehensive. 
 



Any reference to climate change, must as always be accompanied by a reaffirmation of 
the Convention principles and provisions. I would like to point out that the Lima 
formulation did not, I repeat, did not reinterpret or undermine the Convention or the 
Convention principles. The formulation in Lima talks specifically to the Paris 
Conference and not generally to the implementation of the Convention. A reference to 
the principles and provisions of the Convention is therefore not incompatible with the 
Lima agreement. We would suggest therefore that the square brackets around the last 
sentence of para 31 be removed. 
 
Lastly, listening to the comments we have heard today, we are even more convinced that 
the Chapeau to the SDGs must be integrated in full as part of the outcome document. 
 
Thank you. 
 

***** 



8th session of Intergovernmental Negotiations on Post-2015 Development Agenda 
Intervention by Amit Narang, Counsellor on „Means of Implementation/Global 

Partnership‟  on July 29, 2015 
 

Thank you Mr. Co-Facilitator, 
 
We wish to share some comments on the MOI/GP portion of the text in a spirit of 
interaction.  
 
We of course strongly support the comments made by G77 on this issue. 
 
We welcome the comments we have heard yesterday on this issue, several of whom were 
made in the interest of streamlining our text and were therefore constructive. 
 
Three things upfront. 
 
First, we fully endorse and strongly echo the view that the MOI goal and targets 
contained in the SDGs should not be left behind. This is a non-option for us and we 
would suggest we do not keep on this table anymore. 
 
Second, we are happy that the outcome document of the Addis Ababa has been 
annexed to this draft.  
 
Yes, that‟s right. The Addis Ababa outcome has indeed been annexed to this document 
through para  61. In our view, in UN parlance, documents of separate conferences are 
annexed precisely by formally referring them in the text, thus linking them together, 
joining them at the hip. Annexing does not mean using a paper clip or staple to 
physically join the documents together. We would request that this manner of annexing 
the Addis document, i.e. referring to it in the section 3 of the Summit outcome be 
maintained and that there is no need to physically tie them together.  
 
We cannot accept reducing the FfD outcome to an appendage. 
 
Third, since you have decided that the MOI targets will only remain at one place, we 
would insist that they remain in section 2 along with the other SDGs and not moved to 
section 3. 
 
Mr. Co-Facilitator, 
 
Like others, we do not see any need for reopening or renegotiating the substance of the 
global partnership. 
 
We were perplexed therefore to hear the EU calling for language relating to a „new‟ 
global partnership for which some new principles were also suggested. Do we take it that 
it is the intention of some delegations to renegotiate the Addis outcome? 
 



I say this because we thought this issue has long been settled, both in the SDGs and in 
the Addis outcome. We would appreciate a clarification. 
 
Mr. Co-Facilitator, 
 
Allow me to now once again address the issue of relationship of the Addis Ababa 
outcome with this document. At the risk of repetition, we welcome the Addis outcome as 
a part of the overall revitalized global partnership. It does indeed constitute a supportive 
part of the global partnership. It is meant to support the implementation of the goals 
and targets.  
 
However, and this is important, it is and it was always meant to complement and 
support the MOI goal and targets of the SDGs. The two, i.e. the SDG MOIs and the FfD 
outcome cannot be placed at the same level as they are of different nature. 
 
We do not support several language suggestions which imply that the FfD outcome 
together with the SDG MOIs together constitute the global partnership.  
 
In any case, in our view, and as mentioned by G77 today and by Australia and Japan last 
evening, para 19 of the Addis outcome sufficiently addresses the relationship. We should 
not belabor this issue anymore and move on. Reopening this debate would amount to 
renegotiating the Addis outcome which we will caution against. 
 
Mr. Co-Facilitator, 
 
We also heard several of our friends carefully. While we are generally satisfied with the 
manner the MOI section is crafted at present, I think the point made by Japan, and 
echoed by several others including EU that the MOI section of the Declaration could be 
shortened, is valid and useful.  
 
We could concur with them that there is scope for some streamlining of this section. 
 
We feel that shortening this section and avoiding a selective iteration of substantive 
elements could actually be useful in making this section more direct, action oriented and 
purposeful. 
 
While we may have problems with some of the exact suggestions that were made, we 
would support Japan‟s suggestion for example that we only retain 3 straightforward 
paragraphs in the MOI sub-section of the Declaration. Not necessarily the first 3 paras 
though. We will give our language suggestions to you.  
 
Concretely, we would suggest that para 40 which welcomes the Addis outcome be 
deleted. 
 
Let me hasten to add that we are only suggesting that we welcome Addis outcome once, 
and that for consistency sake, we do so in para 61 in section 3.  
 



I am aware that there is a lot of new found love for Financing for Development in the 
room and we don‟t intend to hurt any feelings!  
 
I must add that for a Conference that most in this room never wanted in the first place, 
the sudden outpouring of affection for it is quite touching!  
 
In case a para on welcoming is retained in Declaration, this should be preceded by para 
60 which should be moved to the front. 
 
In section III, we likewise retain only about 4 paragraphs, without tampering too much 
with the way the paras are written, which in our view are quite balanced. We would 
request that para 60 and para 61 be maintained as such. 
 
Finally, Mr. Co-Facilitator, 
 
We want to acknowledge the statement made by Japan yesterday in which they 
confirmed the gentlemen‟s agreement on Technology Facilitation Mechanism and that 
they stand by it.  
 
We deeply appreciate this gesture of solidarity and we would likewise appeal to the 
sense of fair play of other delegations and count on them to honor what was agreed.  
 
With their cooperation, we therefore once again request that the entire para 123 of the 
Addis outcome be reproduced in this document. 
 
I thank you. 
 
 

***** 
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Intervention by Amit Narang, Counsellor on July 30 Draft of Outcome Document 
on July 31, 2015 

 
 
Thank you Mr. Co-Facilitator, 
 
When I heard the EU listing the issue of CBDR in its list of „improvements‟ and not 
„problems‟, I knew we are close!  
 
We do believe we are in sniffing distance and would not want our desire for endless re-
drafting to unravel our progress. We of course thank the EU for their constructive 
engagement. 
 
While we have made progress, my delegation has several areas of concern in your 
current version. We counted about 19 areas in which we must have changes. 
 
We however, realize that this is not about any one delegation, but about all of us. 
 
We have reached a time in our negotiations where we need to look beyond our 
individual problems and try to help you in finding solutions. 
 
In the spirit of moving forward therefore, my delegation will make some concrete 
proposals on issues that are of core interest to us. 
 
We prefer the shorter version of the Preamble. 
 
In the longer version, which we do not support anyway, there is a reference to economic 
growth that is decoupled with environmental degradation. We do not support this 
concept which we believe is an incomplete and partial interpretation of sustainable 
development. We do not support a similar reference to this in para 32. 
 
In para 12, we would once again request you to unshackle common but differentiated 
responsibilities from the restrictive embrace of principle 7. It is an unfair restriction 
which harkens back to the age where environment was a silo in development. We hope 
we have transitioned away from that thinking. 
 
We would also request the deletion of para 13. We fully support what was agreed to in 
the Millennium Declaration, but some of the principles and values referred to in it speak 
to a partial vision of development that we are seeking to graduate out of. 
 
We are happy with the strong and forward looking formulations on poverty eradication, 
in the Preamble, in para 2. These must be retained.  
 
However, we would once again urge you and also the other member states to reconsider 
the inclusion of the phrase „including extreme poverty‟. We feel it is morally indefensible 



to say there are two kinds of poverty, and that one of them is more acceptable than the 
other.  
 
Our leaders should endorse an unequivocal high political vision for ending poverty. We 
should leave the specifics of this endeavor to the SDGs, where targets 1.1 and 1.2 are 
clear on this. 
 
We can go along with the MOI sub-section of the Declaration. But the paras in this sub-
section which have been deleted, must be restored either here or in Chapter 3. 
 
We feel that the relationship of Addis outcome with this document is now adequately 
covered in paras  40, 56, and 57. We will not support any modification and any new 
language in this regard. 
 
We can support some streamlining of the substantive portion of Section 3 without of 
course losing its core meaning. 
 
We would request that para 123 of Addis be included in its entirety. This is not a matter 
of negotiation, but keeping promises. 
 
Finally, we remain opposed to including Addis outcome as an Annex. 
 
I thank you. 

***** 
 
 


