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1.  GENERAL ASSEMBLY BEGINS THEMATIC DEBATE
     ON CLIMATE CHANGE 
New York, 1 August (Martin Khor) -- Climate change has emerged as the major environment crisis but must be seen in the context of development if it is to be resolved.  
This message emerged at the first day of an informal plenary thematic debate of the United Nations General Assembly on “Climate Change as a Global Challenge” being held here on 31 July to 2 August.

“Although the warming of the global climate has many aspects, it is fundamentally a development issue,” said General Assembly President, Sheikha Haya Rashed Al Khalifa, opening the meeting. “Climate change should therefore be addressed in the context of our broader development agenda.  What is at stake is the fate and well-being of our planet.”

Several speakers in the subsequent debate supported and elaborated on the view that climate change had to be placed in the context of development.  

This is the first ever General Assembly plenary debate on climate change, signifying the ascendancy of this issue on the global and UN agenda.  It was planned as a start to a series of landmark meetings, especially a high-level event on climate change on 24 September at which many heads of governments are expected to attend, which will also link to the 62nd session of the General Assembly that will debate climate change, and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC) meeting of the conference of parties in Bali on 3-14 December.

The plenary meeting is also seen as an attempt by the UN to position itself to continue to be the central venue for international negotiations and agreements on climate change issues.  In recent months, the United States President has announced an initiative to convene a meeting of 15 top Greenhouse Gas emitting countries to establish a framework to combat climate change.  

When he introduced this initiative on the eve of the G8 Summit in Germany, it was taken by many as attempting to set up an alternative framework to the UN for a post-Kyoto Protocol agreement.  The US is a party to the UNFCC but not to its Kyoto Protocol.   

The opening session had speeches by the GA President and the UN Secretary General Ban Ki-Moon.  
The morning panel discussion covered “Climate Change: the Science, the Impact and the Adaptation Imperative”.   It was moderated by Kermal Dervis (Administrator, UNDP) and the panelists included John Holdren, Harvard University; Nicholas Stern, London School of Economics; Hervé Le Treut, Laboratoire de Météorologie Dynamique (France); Kenrick R. Leslie, Caribbean Community Climate Change Center; and Sunita Narain, Centre for Science and Environment (India).
The afternoon panel on “Mitigation Strategies in the Context of Sustainable Development” was moderated by Mohamed El-Ashry, United Nations Foundation, and included Robert Socolow, Princeton University; Anthony Olusegun Adegbulugbe, Obafemi Awolowo University, Nigeria; Hasan M. Qabazard, Director of Research Division, OPEC; Michael Liebreich, CEO, New Energy Finance; Björn Stigson, President, World Business Council for Sustainable Development; and Yvo de Boer, Executive Secretary of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.

On the second day government delegations debated “national strategies and international commitments to address climate change.”   As there was such a long list of speakers, the debate (scheduled for two days) was extended to a third day. 
At the opening, the General Assembly President Sheikha Haya Rashed Al Khalifa said the plenary debate was a testimony to the political and moral importance of addressing climate change.   Although the warming of the global climate had many aspects, it was fundamentally a development issue and should be addressed in the context of the Organization’s broader international development agenda. 

Recently, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change had concluded that warming of the climate system was an established fact and a growing concern.  Climate change needed to be addressed.  “The longer we wait, the more expensive this will be.”  The cruel irony of climate change was that the countries least responsible for it would be worst affected -- economic growth and poverty reduction would be undermined.

She said greater investment in climate-friendly energy production and energy efficiency must be made, and technology transfers must be actively pursued to help ensure that all the Millennium Development Goals were met.  However, measures designed to address climate change should not be at the cost of economic growth, but geared to achieve it.

She said that “globally we must move towards a post-Kyoto framework based on the understanding in the UNFCC, that we share common but differentiated responsibilities.”  We must agree on an overall strategy that ensures that growth takes environmental and social considerations fully into account and we must adapt our needs and mitigate he consequences of consumption.

She added:  “Fundamentally we require a global carbon cap, with a target for reducing emissions.  In order to be meaningful, this will have to be translated into national targets as well.”  She also said carbon trading has an important role to play.

UN Secretary General Ban Ki-Moon made it clear that climate change is to be one of his highest priorities. He told the plenary that to build on existing momentum, he was convening a high-level meeting on climate change in New York at the start of the sixty-second General Assembly.  This week’s debate would lay the groundwork for that event, and for the Bali convention meeting.  He would spare no effort to galvanize political will to catalyze joint action on the issue.

He added that the Assembly was meeting at a time when climate change was finally receiving the very highest attention that it merited.  The Intergovernmental Panel had unequivocally confirmed the warming of our climate system and linked it directly to human activity.  The effects of those changes were already grave, and they were growing.

Ban said the Arctic was warming twice as fast as the global average, and the resultant melting threatened the region’s people and ecosystems.  It also imperilled low-lying islands and coastal cities half a world away, while glaciers retreated and water supplies were put at risk.  
For one third of the world’s population living in dry lands, especially in Africa, changing weather patterns threatened to exacerbate desertification, drought and food insecurity, he said, warning: “We cannot go this way for long.  We cannot continue with business as usual.  The time has come for decisive action on a global scale.”

“I am convinced that this challenge, and what we do about it, will define us, our era and, ultimately, our global legacy,” he said, adding that it was time for new thinking and that everyone needed to shoulder the responsibility.  “Will succeeding generations have to ask why we failed to do the right thing, and left them to suffer the consequences?” he asked, stressing that his personal priority was to work with Member States to ensure that the United Nations played its role to the fullest.

He added that the international community must reach agreement under the Framework Convention process that tackled climate change on all fronts, including adaptation, migration, clean technologies, deforestation and resource mobilization.  All countries must do what they could to reach agreement by 2009, and to have it in force by the expiry of the current Kyoto Protocol commitment period in 2012.

On his recent initiatives, Ban said he had consulted with various political leaders throughout the year in an effort to build momentum ahead of the Bali conference and the broader Convention process.  He had also reached out to a wide range of local government representatives, including cities and regions around the world, civil society organizations and the private sector.  

Within the United Nations system, he said, he was determined that all parts of the Organization should contribute to that monumental effort and support action by Member States.

At the first panel discussion, on “The Science, the Impact and the Adaptation Imperative”, several scientists elaborated on the seriousness of the climate crisis and the need for and the parameters of action.   
Harvard University scientist John Holdren said the most important cause of climate change was carbon dioxide from burning fossil fuels and tropical deforestation.  Climate disruptions were already causing serious harm, including increased floods, droughts, heat waves, wildfires and severe tropical storms.  The WHO estimated that in 2000 climate change caused 150,000 premature deaths a year.

Continuing with business as usual in fossil fuel burning and deforestation will lead to much greater disruption and harm not decades from now, but soon.  This would include sea level rise and a drop in agricultural productivity in tropical countries (for example in rice and corn).
Sir Nicholas Stern of the London School of Economics, and author of the Stern Review on the Economics of climate change, said a lot of the economic and development consequences involved water, including melting glaciers, rising sea levels, droughts and heat waves.  A lot of these effects are already evident though the global temperature is 0.7 degree centigrade (above pre-industrial levels).  

Under the business as usual scenario, there could be a 50% chance of a 5 degree rise or more in temperatures next century.  If we do nothing, there could be a 5% loss of world national income or more.  Timely action could drastically reduce that risk, at a cost of 1% of GDP.  The cost of timely action is much less than the cost of inaction.  It is not a race between economic growth and measures to curb climate change. Inaction would be against growth and development.

Stern proposed the setting of targets to limit the content of CO2 equivalent in the atmosphere to 450-550 ppm, especially at the lower end of this range.  To get to this range, the target of 50% emission reduction by 2050 set at the G8 Summit is right.  Delay to act by 20 years would place us at a more difficult starting place.  

On adaptation, the challenge to the developing countries is greater, and those contributing least to climate change are hit the worst.  Adaptation and development must not be seen as separate agendas. Development itself is the best form of adaptation.   Good development helps adaptation, and development plans that ignore climate concerns are not well founded.

At this point, the session Chair, UNDP Administrator Kemal Dervis, said that adaptation costs in developing countries work out to tens of billions of dollars, more than what was required for the Millennium Development Goals.  Those costs are in addition to the costs of investing in mitigation schemes.

Kenrick Leslie of the Caribbean Community Climate Change Center gave data on how the climate is already changing in the Caribbean, for example hurricanes are developing at lower latitudes and becoming more intense in a shorter time.  Also, the impact of climate change differs among regions. For the Caribbean region, a 1°C temperature rise causes fish like the yellow tuna and the dolphin to disappear, and a 2°C increase would cause the output of agricultural basic crops (beans, rice, maize) to decline by 14-19%.  Thus, even a 1 degree rise is a serious threat to the Caribbean.

Sunita Narain of the Centre for Science and Environment said the poor who did not cause the problem suffer the most.  There is need to simultaneously invest in adaptation, in development programmes as they need to be done, in water management, soil conservation, etc;  and to invest in mitigation and avoid excessive emission growth.

She noted that no country has yet succeeded in de-linking growth and emissions or in reinventing its pathway to growth.  The issue of climate change is also about sharing – the rich must reduce so that the poor can grow.  It is also about cooperation. If the rich world has pumped CO2 in the past, the developing countries can do so today.  Fairness and justice are needed as prerequisites for an effective climate agreement.

Opening the debate, Neroni Slade (Samoa) said climate change had long been a concern of small island developing States, which were especially vulnerable to sea level rise and other phenomena.  Deterioration of coastal areas and eroding beaches was affecting not only their uniquely vulnerable ecosystems, but life support systems, livelihoods and industries, such as tourism and aquaculture -– the most climate sensitive of sectors -- which were critical for the economic development of most small islands.

Small island nations were not alone in their vulnerability, he said, stressing that climate change and related disasters were pressuring developing countries and peoples, especially those living in arid regions, river deltas, mountain ranges and the far reaches of the Arctic, struggling to achieve agreed development goals worldwide.  He added that leadership is needed, with developed countries having responsibility to take the first step in reduction commitments.  Deeper and broader engagement of all countries is needed in mitigation.  

The Third World Network said that critical time had been lost while the industrialized world “woke up” to the science of climate change.  At the same time, developing countries’ response had lagged because many of them were struggling with other immediate problems, such as low commodity prices, AIDS and poverty.  
They were also not sure if there was really a climate crisis and were worried about potentially unfair agreements that would threaten their right to development.

Now there is clear evidence that climate change is a genuine crisis, and that the South will be hit the most.  There is need for genuine cooperation based on fair principles.  The North would have to recognize that it had created most to the problem and had not yet done enough itself in the solutions.  

The key question is whether the North will change its own societies adequately and also recognize the South’s need for environmental space to grow and help it by providing finance and technology.  Or will the North decide to change only a little, essentially carry out business as usual, and get the South to bear the brunt by having to cap its growth.  

Who will bear the cost of structural adjustment to a climate friendly world?   Would the developed world meet its responsibility or place conditionalities on the developing world?  Could poor countries make their growth more climate friendly?  These two questions were interlinked. TWN said there was a sequencing issue, that there is need to have a fair solution, which in turn would help more developing countries to be more comfortable to recognize the science.

Tariq Banuri of the Stockholm Environment Institute said the reason for the present impasse is the placing of climate and development in two separate boxes.  The tacit deal was that the North is responsible for the climate problem and will do something in the Kyoto protocol, and the South is responsible for its own development problem and won’t commit on climate.  This is untenable and both issues have to be put in the same box.

Protecting development, which is the only way to address the MDGs, is a collective responsibility.  Climate is also a collective responsibility.  To enhance growth rates in developing countries, yet address climate change is the real challenge.  What is needed is how to invest in the South to protect growth and also address climate change.

The World Wildlife Fund said that the Bali meeting must widen responsibility.  Even if we cut all emissions from developed countries, we will not stop climate change.  The task is to promote clean development.  How can the markets and mechanisms serve adaptation?

Women’s Environment and Development Organisation said women suffer most from natural disasters (for example, 70-80% of deaths in the 2004 Asian tsunami were women).  Gender inequalities are a critical determinant in who is impaired by climate change and the UN should identify measures to achieve equitable approaches to adaptation.
Portugal (representing the EU) said the climate issue was linked to MDG goal 7 on the environment. Now that there is the science, there is need for global partnership for mechanisms and means, to mitigate, adapt and supply the technology.  The EU had three major points – a target of limiting temperature rise to 2degrees compared to the pre-industrial level;  the IPCC shows the average temperature will exceed 2 degrees if there is no action, and adaptation measures are crucial, especially for vulnerable developing countries.

Pakistan asked for clarification about the costing of the price the world has to pay for action.  Dervis replied that he meant that $50 billion would be required annually for adaptation measures alone, not including mitigation measures.

The Maldives said that climate change is an “existential” crisis for countries like itself.  It was glad that the IPCC had destroyed the myth that there is a division of opinion on the science, and that the Stern Review had shown it was a development problem too. Although there is some momentum in 2007, “we have been here before”, said the Maldives, expressing frustration that despite the rhetoric there was no action.

The Brazilian chief negotiator for climate change said past emissions were not done by developing countries.  Even if emissions are reduced to zero now, the temperature will increase 1.5 degree by the end of the century.  This huge environment crisis is caused by a small group of countries.  

The climate regime must equitably share the burden.  Next year begins the commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol and we need Annex 1 countries to meet their reduction commitments.  We also look forward to stronger measures in the second commitment period.  Brazil is ready to increase its participation in the global effort

In the concluding round, Stern said that his report quoted 1% of GDP per annum to be the cost of mitigation if the range of 450-550 ppm of CO2 equivalent is to be attained.  For the bottom end of the range, it will cost 2-3% of GDP.  But this costs less than the cost of inaction.

Stern proposed a 9-point global deal to address targets, mitigation and adaptation.  On targets, he (1) supported the G8 target of 50% global emission reduction by 2050;  (2) asked that rich countries take bigger cuts of their own or that they pay for, by 75% by 2050, taking account of their responsibility, resources and technology; and (2) suggested intermediate targets of 20-30% reduction for developed countries by 2020, as put forward by the EU.

On mitigation, Stern suggested  (1) to go beyond the Clean Development Mechanism (which cannot take the scale of actions needed and it must be simplified);  (2) there must be strong investment in energy technology and the technology must be shared with developing countries;  and (3) support to developing countries to address deforestation ($10-15 billion a year could cut deforestation by half).

On adaptation, Stern proposed (1) investing in climate science research;  (2) resources to deliver on the aid promises of Monterrey and Gleneagles; (3) technology development, e.g. in crops, how to build cities’ infrastructure to overcome storms and floods.

The equity element can come through more emission cuts by the developed countries and their provision of resources and technology, said Stern.  On the politics, Stern said if the problem is seen as a race between growth/development and climate responsibility, “then we have lost.”  While heads of governments have to get involved, the individual understanding of people and NGOs will drive this debate as they can make it an electoral issue.

Leslie remarked that the 2 degree target was not good enough as even a 1 degree change is already causing problems in the Caribbean and a rise by 2 degrees would make it worse.  The Caribbean countries want to develop indigenous renewable energy and also investments to address climate change.

Narain said the elements of a climate deal would firstly involve recognition that responsibility belongs to the rich and the developed countries.  They have to reduce so that the South can grow.  Secondly, emerging countries need to grow and develop.  Development is also about providing space for the poor to have equitable growth.  But there is a need for them to engage in mitigation, and this must come from strategies to reduce their emissions, not from binding targets.

She added the question is how to have a low carbon strategy that does not compromise on growth.  There can be inventions to leap frog, that build cities on public transport, and invest in energy efficient technology.  It is time to stop preaching.  The rich world became rich because it polluted, then invested in better technology.  What the South can do is invest in good growth.

Narain added that the Clean Development Mechanism is flawed in design, and it gives the cheapest emission option, so that it is a “cheap” and not “clean” mechanism.  There must be mechanisms that invest in high end technologies.  We must also reinvent what is meant by growth itself.

Holden said it is clear that in the past 30 years the changes in climate are beyond the normal variation, and thus much of it is man-made.  Adaptation is linked to mitigation, as adaptation is more costly if the emission problem is higher.  Mitigation is needed to reduce avoidable change.

It is clear the current level of interference is dangerous.  The question is to avoid catastrophic interference.  There will be a rise of 1.5 degrees even if the Greenhouse concentration can now be stabilized.  There is chance of reaching a “tipping point” if the rise is above 2 degrees.   To achieve a 50% chance not to cross 2 degrees, global CO2 emissions must peak by 2015 and fall after that.

The scale of the problem is large because 80% of energy is from burning fossil fuels.  In 2005 CO2 global emissions totaled 28 billion tons.  Tropical deforestation accounted for 4 to 12 tons of CO2 a year.  Neither the energy system or the drivers of the problem can be changed easily.

He suggested three measures:  (1) Deeper emission cuts must be made in developed countries.  Emissions must decline in developing countries too in 2025-2050 to avoid more than a 2 degree rise.  Far more serious mitigation is needed in the North and soon in the South.   (2) Large adaptation efforts are needed in North and South.   (3) Cooperation with an expanded UN role is important.

Slade said that mitigation in countries with high emissions determines the climate effects in small island states.  He warned against reliance on techno-fixes.  Small island states fear that their needs for funding will be subsumed by big developing countries that can draw from the Clean Development Mechanism.  The climate funding mechanisms (CDM, GEF, adaptation fund) have to give attention to this.

He added that the poorest countries observe that many developed countries who draw the most benefit now invest in adaptation for their own protection.  This may be understandable, but we should avoid a gap between those with and without resources, through aid.   
Summing up, Dervis said that the panel had agreed that there is climate change, it is accelerating and to a great extent it is caused by greenhouse gas emissions.  There is need for innovation and technology.  On economics, the cost-benefit ratio is such that action is better than inaction.  The costs are significant and the numbers are big.  
He said the level of ambition has to match the scale of the problem.  Citizens have to feel that there is justice in the proposed solutions, and these also have to be realistic and feasible.  Realism and ambition have to go together.  There is need for first steps now, and the debate should not prevent us from these first steps.           
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2.  CLIMATE DEAL NEED NOT COMMIT SOUTH TO TARGETS, 
     SAYS UNFCCC HEAD
New York 2 August (Martin Khor) -- The head of the UN Climate Change secretariat has suggested that the post-2012 climate change regime should be one that does not impose hard commitments on developing countries but provides them with incentives to limit the growth of their Greenhouse Gas emissions.

Speaking at the UN General Assembly’s thematic debate on Climate Change as a Global Challenge, Yvo de Boer was elaborating on measures that need to be taken to address climate change.

The executive secretary of the UN Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) said that what was needed was a post 2012 regime that “does not include hard emission reduction targets for developing countries but provides incentives to limit their emissions growth.”

He added that there is need to promote an international cooperative framework with meaningful actions such as investment opportunities for developing countries rather than imposes on them and limits their growth.

De Boer said the key mitigation action needed is to get Greenhouse Gas emissions down.  There is need for a global cut by 2050 and to stop growth of emissions by 2015.  The developed countries have to take the lead through deeper emission cuts through national action, and developing countries must limit the growth of their emissions.  How to “green” energy growth is key and there should be incentives through technology cooperation.

De Boer was a member of a panel on Tuesday afternoon on the first day of the three-day UN thematic debate.  The panel on “Mitigation Strategies in the Context of Sustainable Development” was moderated by Mohamed El-Ashry, United Nations Foundation, and other panelists included Robert Socolow, Princeton University; Anthony Olusegun Adegbulugbe, Obafemi Awolowo University, Nigeria; Hasan M. Qabazard, Director of Research Division, OPEC; Michael Liebreich, CEO, New Energy Finance; and Björn Stigson, President, World Business Council for Sustainable Development.

Offering suggestions on the way ahead, De Boer said it was clear that the Kyoto Protocol was not enough to deliver what scientists were saying was needed to significantly tackle the climate change issue.  The Protocol had been rejected by the United States and Australia, and countries that agreed to it had trouble meeting the targets.   

He posed the questions of what needs to happen for countries to agree in Bali to launch a new post Kyoto Round, what are the key concerns and elements of an agreement and what are the ground rules so that people feel safe to come to the table.

He added that all countries should recognize that climate change was a sustainable development issue that needed to be tackled through a global approach built around long-term comprehensive policies that addressed both mitigation and adaptation.

Developed countries want to minimize cost, avoid bad impact on their competitiveness, and enhance the engagement of developing countries in a future regime. For developing countries, growth and poverty reduction are the priorities, they lack technology, already face rising energy costs and want to explore local aspects of the climate problem.

According to de Boer, key challenges include: (1) getting additional resources for adaptation, which must come from the climate regime itself;  (2) incentives for climate friendly technology, with the need for a breakthrough in new technologies and in cooperation;  (3) defining the role of a market based approach.

Imperatives for a post 2012 agreement include North-North equity in commitments, North-South equity (including respect for differentiated responsibility, for need for developing countries to grow, and provision of incentives for them) and addressing the competitiveness concerns.

Towards Bali, there have been encouraging moves from the South (including China, Brazil and India) and from the North (the G8 agreement to cut global emissions by 50% by 2050, the emission reduction targets by EU and Norway and the Japanese Cool Earth project).

The challenge for leaders is to act urgently now, to launch negotiations in Bali so as to reach agreement in 2 years (by 2009) for a post-2012 regime.  

According to de Boer, principles for a post 2012 regime include:  the need for a long-term response to the scientific findings about climate change; the developed countries have to continue to lead; further engagement by developing countries is needed; incentives should be provided to developing countries to limit emissions and to adapt; flexibility in the carbon market should be allowed to mobilize resources needed to provide incentives for developing countries.

El-Ashry, responding to De Boer, said it was not enough to “green” capital markets as ODA is still crucial.  However there are broken promises on aid.  If we are serious about facing the climate and adaptation problems, we should increase public funds as capital markets will not develop the carbon market so fast. 

Earlier, at the start of the discussion, El-Ashry said that climate change, its causes and its adverse impacts were closely linked to economic development, poverty alleviation and energy security.  Without urgent concerted action, climate change would seriously affect the way of life in both developed and developing countries, damage fragile ecosystems and threaten global security through migratory pressures and conflicts over resources.

He said a comprehensive agreement, negotiated under the United Nations, was needed. It should include all countries and sectors, all carbon sinks and sources, and adaptation as well as mitigation.  While developed countries should take the lead, it is not enough. Engagement of developing countries, especially those that are rapidly growing, is essential.

He listed seven factors that need to be dealt with -- differentiated targets and time-tables and how can the North and South take part fairly; deforestation; the scale and role of the private sector in carbon trading; finance for adaptation; how to stimulate R&D; North-South technology cooperation; and finance and incentives for clean energy technology.

Socolow outlined ways nations could cut their use of fossil fuels and thus reduce carbon emissions, starting with the adoption of a policy and technology framework that addressed “ways of life” rather than “countries alone”.  A “free pass” should be given to 5 billion of the poorest among the world’s 8 billion people, and the richest 3 billion have to change, and of these 45% are from OECD countries.

Adegbulgbe, who is energy advisor to the Nigerian President, said that the reality on the ground is that growth takes precedence in developing countries and their per capita emission is low compared to the Annex 1 (developed) countries. But developing countries are the most vulnerable to climate change effects.  

There is a complex relationship between sustainable development and climate change mitigation.   Development paths were determined largely by a variety of factors, such activity in sectors such as energy, transportation, agriculture and forestry.  Activities in those areas also determine emission patterns.  “Greener” development paths actually create conditions in which developing countries could more effectively pursue mitigation.

Hasan Qabnzard from OPEC said the development of new and alternative fuels is welcome.  However their impact on food supplies and the environment had to be considered.  Developed countries should transfer technology to developing countries.  A search is needed for a new development paradigm, which is still elusive to find.  He stressed that developing countries have to compete in an unequal system and the poverty eradication is their overriding priority.

During the debate, Pakistan said that technology transfer seemed to be mentioned by panelists as the core to the solution.  But it questioned the extent to which this transfer can take place.  No technology transfer can seriously take place unless we review the global IPR regime, it added, asking, how should it be changed.

Portugal, speaking for the EU, said to limit temperature rise to 2 degrees, greenhouse gases must peak in 10 to 15 years.  Developed countries should reduce emissions by 30% by 2020 (compared to 1990 levels) and by 50-70% by 2050 (compared to 1990 levels).  This is feasible on the basis of current technology.  The post 2012 agreement must be consistent with the 2 degree target.

The elements of a solution, according to the EU, include developed counties cutting their emissions and providing aid; extension of the carbon market; R&D and technology transfer; addressing adaptation; and reducing emissions from deforestation.  The EU wants Bali to launch negotiations and for these to end in 2009.

Maldives posed a series of questions as a challenge to the meeting.  Why has public funding for R&D been reduced? Why are most carbon trading schemes structurally flawed?  Why are subsidies going to fossil fuels and not renewables? Why are market instruments going assisting deforestation and not afforestation? If we don’t understand “why”, we cannot find solutions in Bali.

The Third World Network said what was more pertinent than looking at total emissions of countries was to consider their per capita emissions. Those countries that have higher per capita emissions than the sustainable level should reduce, while those that are operating below that level should be able to increase.

Equity principles are key to a future agreement, including common but differentiated responsibility, contraction and convergence and fair shares in environmental space.  Elements of a future agreement should include:  (1) the need for the North to be serious in reduction commitments and in helping the South; (2) new and adequate financing for adaptation and mitigation; (3) technology transfer, which implies exempting developing countries from having to patent climate friendly technologies.

China said that obligations to cope with climate change and national governments’ contributions (to solving the problem) are separate issues.  It was referring to suggestions by some that in future, developing countries that grow faster must be brought into the process.  It said China was handling the problem in its own way and had its own national climate plan.  To say that China has not contributed to emission reduction simply because it has no obligation in Kyoto is misleading and wrong.

China said the challenges facing developing countries are unprecedented.  We have the challenge of reducing poverty plus to mitigate against climate change.  The developed countries have not done so (found a way to have growth in a climate friendly way), how can developing countries do so?

Responding to questions, De Boer said that the world will invest $20 trillion to meet energy demand in the next 20 years.  If we do it unwisely emissions will grow by 50% and not reduce by 50%.

On further engagement by developing countries, he said:  “You cannot equate reduction commitments in developing countries with poverty reduction”.  But there can be sectoral targets in developing counties, for example in steel, and have incentives linked to them. 

In concluding remarks, Jeffery Sachs of Colombia University and Special UN Adviser on MDGs, said the costs of addressing climate change challenges were within the realm of reach for most countries and targets could be reached well within 1 per cent of world income.

The bad news was that the international community had the capacity to fight tenaciously over percentages of income, he said.  But this fight is less important than once believed.  He called for concerted action in power and transport sectors, and to address deforestation.

On power he said the key was to show if carbon capture and sequestration can or cannot work. If it works, countries like China and India can use their coal, and there can be clean energy for transport and key industries. But if it does not work, we are in a different situation.

He proposed public funding of R&D and not to rely solely on the patent system.  There should be tiered pricing, so that poor countries get technologies that developed countries have patents on.

He said that carbon trading is a “pretty difficult way to go”, with the need to monitor millions of users.  A tax on carbon at source combined with standards, for example for emissions per passenger mile driven, is far more easy to implement Carbon trading with millions of enterprises around the world, is hard to monitor and too complicated. 
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3.  DEVELOPING COUNTRIES STATE VIEWS AT GENERAL 
     ASSEMBLY CLIMATE DEBATE
New York 3 August (Martin Khor) -- The three-day UN General Assembly thematic dialogue on climate change ended late on 2 August with the Assembly’s President calling for an “equitable, fair and ambitious global deal” under the United Nations to deal with the climate crisis.

“We now have the momentum, what we do with it is more important,” said Sheikha Haya Rashed Al Khalifa of Bahrain, in concluding remarks at the end of the General Assembly’s first ever plenary on climate change.  “We need to ensure that we agree on an equitable, fair and ambitious global deal to match the scale of the challenges ahead. With strong political leadership, when we meet in Bali, a clear and achievable solution to combat climate change will be within our grasp.”

She said the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was the appropriate forum from which to move forward, and other initiatives should compliment or reinforce those ongoing negotiations.  Key meetings of the UNFCC and its Kyoto Protocol will be held in Bali this December. 

She called on the entire international community, and especially rich nations, to support disadvantaged countries struggling to cope with the myriad social, environmental and economic impacts of global warming.

 “The science tells us that industrialized countries are most responsible for the problem, but the consequences of climate change will be felt by the poorest, who are least responsible for it,” she said, adding that inaction on climate change would only magnify the existing inequalities between developed and developing countries.

Describing climate change as “an issue of economic development, as much as one of global justice and equality”, Sheikha Haya emphasized that business as usual would not only deepen the inequities between rich and poor countries, but between men and women, as well.  Developed countries must do more by setting ambitious targets.

Developing countries faced difficult challenges, managing them effectively required institutional and human capacity-building, and they needed international support.  Urgent action is needed to strengthen the capacity of the least developed countries to address mitigation and adaptation.  

The General Assembly debate was held on 31 July to 2 August, starting on the first day with two expert panel discussions, and continuing with statements from governments on the theme “national strategies and international commitments to address climate change.”

The debate was aimed at raising awareness and momentum for action, ahead of the Secretary-General’s high-level event on climate change in New York on 24 September and the intergovernmental negotiations in Bali.

During the debate, more than a hundred countries (most of them represented by Ambassadors or senior officials from capitals) spoke.  Pakistan’s Environment Minister presented a statement on behalf of the G77 and China, listing obstacles to progress and eight requirements for the way forward (See separate article).

Many other developing countries made statements, some with more specific points and demands.  While all of them recognized the severity of the climate change problem, there were differences of views and emphases on what is required to be done.

Several developing countries made it clear that in a new post-2012 international climate regime, there should not be binding commitments on developing countries to cut their Greenhouse Gas emissions.  There should be adequate commitments from developed countries to cut their emissions, and provide adequate financial resources and technology transfer to developing countries.

However some developing countries, especially from small island states, made statements that implied that developing countries that are significant emitters should also make reduction commitments.  

There were also important differences in nuance and emphasis among developed countries that spoke, with European countries making specific commitments on emission reductions by 2020 and 2050, and firmly supporting the UN as the forum for negotiating a new post-2012 agreement.  (See separate article on developed countries’ views).

At the start of the second day’s debate, Mr. Sha Zukang, UN Under-Secretary-General for Economic and Social Affairs, said climate change is a sustainable development challenge, which can firmly reject a gloom-and-doom approach, as many tools are at hand for an integrated and balanced approach.  Climate change threatens developing countries’ fragile economic and social gains; growth is critical to reducing vulnerability; addressing these vulnerabilities is a good way to enhance resilience against future impacts, and this can be done in a development context.

He added that the development and deployment of new technologies must be accelerated on a vast scale, collaboration and cooperation among countries is crucial and financing of these technologies is a looming challenge.

Also at the start, a special Climate Change envoy of the Secretary General, former Chilean President, Ricardo Lagos, surprised the meeting by posing the question whether a new category of developing countries should be established in the context of negotiating a post-2012 climate regime.

Reporting on his discussions with leaders of various countries, he said:  “I asked is it possible to have a new agreement that is more sophisticated ten years on, with a new category of countries, not yet developed but with a degree of growth, is it possible to make a category based on per capita income, different from low income countries.”

Several delegates, speaking privately, said they wondered whether Lagos was reflecting his own personal views, and whether it was appropriate to put forward this controversial question, since he was acting as special envoy of the Secretary General. 

Many developing countries are opposed to a “new category” of developing countries being referred to, let alone being established, as they see this as linked to demands that some developing countries be required to undertake binding commitments, including for emissions reduction.  In the Kyoto Protocol, only developed countries (listed in Annex 1) are required to undertake reduction commitments.

 In a hard-hitting statement, India’s Ambassador Nirupam Sen said that action on climate change has to be based on science and not treating it as a post-modernist religion.  A precautionary approach can be taken in the absence of scientific certainty but environmental concerns should not become additional conditionalities on growth in developing countries.  As the Rio Declaration recognized, standards set in one society can have adverse impacts if applied in countries at different development levels.  

India then spoke on the issue of “large emitters”, a classification that it said does not exist in the UNFCCC or any other UN agreement yet appears surprisingly in several recent UN documents.  The developed countries have externalized the problem (effects of pollution) onto the developing world and also wish to externalize the cost of the solution.

The greenhouse gas concentration is due to developed countries’ emissions and Annex I countries will continue to contribute more to emissions in future also.  Strict equity would mean that till excessive amounts of gasses have been soaked up, the developed countries ought to be held down to less than a per capita equal share.  

Major polluters certainly do not include developing countries like India with small carbon footprints in per-capita terms, said Ambassador Sen.  India’s greenhouse gas emissions of 1 ton per annum  is a quarter of the global average of 4 tons, and 4% of the US, 12% of the EU and 15% of Japan.

India proposed principles for realistic next steps.  It said “the time is not ripe for developing countries to take quantitative targets as these could be counter-productive for their development processes.”  

The burden sharing must be fair, taking account where the primary responsibility rests; no strategy should foreclose development possibilities of developing countries, and stabilization goals and targets should be made at UNFCCC.

India said the developed countries should take on substantially larger emission reduction targets than the 5.2% in Kyoto I and complete the negotiations on this by 2008/9.

Adaptation needs to be resourced without diverting funds meant for development.  The resources for adaptation should be of a similar magnitude as for mitigation and it should realize resources from the entire carbon market.

Clean technology should be made affordable for developing countries, and the IPR regime should balance rewards for innovators with the common good of humankind.  There should be collaborative R&D between developed and developing countries.   The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) should be expanded to include programmatic approaches. 

China’s Ambassador Liu Zhenmin said China would be the biggest victim of climate change, given its large population and low per capita income.  The “luxury emissions” of rich countries should be restricted while the “emissions of subsistence” and “development emissions” of poor countries should be accommodated.

The principles of common but differentiated responsibilities (CDR) and of equity form the basis of international cooperation.  Efforts to address climate change should be conducive to sustainable development. 

Technology is decisive to mitigation and adaptation, and there should be cooperation in R&D for new technologies but also in disseminating and using existing technologies, making them affordable and accessible to developing countries.  “Developed countries need to adopt policies that rise above short-sighted and narrow business interest, support early implementation of UNFCCC technology transfer provisions and develop effective technology transfer and cooperation mechanisms. 

Ambassador Liu elaborated on China’s measures to tackle climate change, including reducing energy intensity by 47% between 1990 and 2005, accounting for an accumulated emission reduction of 1.8 billion tons of carbon dioxide.  China’s per capita CO2 emissions are still low, or less than one third the average level of developed countries.  

There are 42 million poor people in China and to improve living standards of its 1.3 billion people, China’s: “development emissions” may inevitably increase.  As a major manufacturer China’s products are enjoyed across the world but China itself bears a mounting pressure of “transferred emissions”.  These two factors must be taken into account when focusing on China’s emissions, said Ambassador Liu.

Brazil’s Director General for Environment in the Foreign Ministry, Luis Machado, said that contrary to what other speakers said, there is no expiry date for the Kyoto Protocol and Brazil considers the protocol as a cornerstone of the international climate change regime.  He called for equity and fairness in the regime and in distribution of responsibilities.

This distribution lies on two fundamental facts – the historical responsibilities of developed countries, and the greater vulnerability of developing countries.  These two elements are at the core of the CDR principle.  However this principle does not exempt any party of its responsibilities.

Said Brazil: “In this global effort, binding quantitative reduction commitments by Annex I countries should continue and should be deeper in the second commitment period.  Developing countries would not be expected to take on such commitments now, but there should be incentives for them to take measurable and reportable actions for reducing emissions, suited to their national needs and circumstances.”    

It added this was why Brazil in 2006 (at COP-12) presented a proposal to create financial incentives to support national efforts to reduce emissions caused by deforestation.  This idea can be expanded to other sectors, providing finance and technology to support actions by developing countries.   It hoped that Bali would set clear time-tables and processes to conclude negotiations by 2009.

Ambassador Francis Butagira of Uganda, on behalf of the Africa Group, elaborated on how Africa s most at risk from global warming, with threats to livelihoods, health and food security, including decline in crop productivity by 50% by 2020.  The Group called on developed countries to fulfill their mitigation commitments, and to transfer climate friendly technology to developing countries, and to provide finance and capacity building to Africa.  The CDR principle must be upheld.

On process, the Africa Group said the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol are the key instruments to address climate change, based on sustainable development principles..  “Attempts to encroach on this mandate through over-emphasised linkages with security, good governance, humanitarian or similarly politicized connotations are not the proper course of action,” warned the group.

Grenada’s Ambassador Angus Friday, on behalf of the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), said climate change is the single most important threat to development, security and the territorial existence of small island states, which have been the “unwitting food tasters in a royal court that is being slowly poisoned by climate change.”  A 1 degree rise alone in temperature presents critical dangers to small island states, for example it will lead to significant loss of tuna and dolphin stocks for many states.

Over the years AOSIS had said that the devastating impact of climate change is already being felt by small island states where environmental refugees are being moved from their homes because of sea level rise, and houses, coral reefs, fish stocks and tourism are all affected.  The expressions of goodwill at conferences on this topic have not been translated into programmes on the ground.

On mitigation, it was very disappointed by the decline in public funding for R&D into renewable energy and clean technologies and asked for a reversal. On adaptation, AOSIS called for immediate operationalising of the new adaptation fund under the Kyoto Protocol.     

Belize, speaking for the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), stressed the extreme vulnerability of the region to climate change.  The region’s priorities for a post-2012 regime are substantial and legally binding emission reductions in the shortest time frame possible, and significant increases in resources for adaptation for developing countries, especially small island and low lying coastal developing countries. 

It urged all Annex I countries and the major emerging industrialized developing countries to agree to an aggressive mitigation regime for post-2012 aimed at achieving a less than 2 degree temperature rise.

Saudi Arabia said that developing countries that are energy exporters are in a unique situation where they are negatively impacted by climate change and also by the response measures designed to address it.  It asked for caution to assure that mitigation actions do not create market distortions leading to unstable energy supplies that would in turn disrupt the development process.  

It was surprised by references by others to the “new climate change regime” and the meaning it implies, as there is already a 17 year-old regime.  It referred rather to building a new level on the existing framework convention and Kyoto protocol, which should continue with the same objective, principles and foundations.

It added that deeper emission cuts will have an adverse effect on fossil fuel energy exporting countries, and the adverse impact will spill over to all energy users.  There is thus an obligation to carefully design measures that minimize the impact.

Highlighting the climate change challenge for Africa, Namibia’s Ambassador Kaire Mbuende said that more than 70% of the continent’s people were dependent on subsistence agriculture.  Agriculture, however, was threatened by frequent droughts and floods.  Africa might lose $25 billion in crop failure due to rising temperatures, and another $4 billion from declining rainfall.  Thus, the basis of existence for a large number of people was threatened.

Senegal’s representative drew attention to his region’s weather disturbances, which had affected water systems and caused draughts and desertification.  They had impacted the groundwater level and the quality of the soil.  In the rainy season, floods had destabilized harvesting cycles.  
The most striking manifestation of climate change could be seen in the completely altered coastline, which affected the entire region and hampered economic development.  Parts of the land were below sea level and were only protected by sand dunes, and building infrastructure to protect coastal areas would require extra financing.

Cuba’s Ambassador, Ileana Mordoche, stressed the central role the General Assembly should play in the global debate on climate change, as the issue demanded both a comprehensive political outlook and a global assessment in a specialized body.  
The Security Council, which had debated the issue a few months ago, was an organ with a limited membership.  It was neither representative nor very transparent and did not have the mandate or the necessary expertise to properly address the matter.
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4. G77 AND CHINA OUTLINE CHALLENGES IN FACING 
      CLIMATE CRISIS  
New York 3 August (Martin Khor) -- The Group of 77 and China has cited the lack of fulfillment by developed countries of their commitments in the Kyoto Protocol as one of the “formidable challenges” in tackling climate change, and called on them to assist developing countries to cope with the climate crisis.
A statement of the G77 and China was presented on Wednesday by Pakistan’s  Environment Minister Mukhdoom Faisal Saleh Hayat at the start of the second day of the Informal Thematic Debate on “Climate Change as a Global Challenge” convened by the President of the UN General Assembly.

The G77 statement acknowledged the seriousness of the climate change crisis especially for developing countries.  It called for the climate issue to be dealt with in the context of development, and strong emphasized the principle of “common but differentiated responsibility”.  
The statement listed the “most formidable” challenges in addressing the climate crisis and laid out a list of 8 demands on developed countries.  

The G77 and China also stressed the central role of the UN on climate change and warned that any special events or initiatives (whether individual, national, regional or multilateral) should complement ongoing negotiations under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). 

It emphasized that such initiatives should support ongoing processes and contribute to the December 2007 meetings in Bali of the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol. 

Except for supporting the special event on climate change on 24 September linked to the start of this year’s UN General Assembly session, the statement did not mention any specific events or initiatives it was referring to.

There have however been meetings on climate change and other issues of the G8 with the so-called “five outreach developing countries”.   In June, the United States President, George Bush, also announced his intention to host a meeting of “15 top emitting countries” by the end of the year to discuss a new framework for dealing with climate change.

Many analysts see the Bush initiative as an attempt to offset blame on the US for not participating in the Kyoto Protocol.  There are also suspicions that Bush is attempting to divert international efforts from the UN climate change process and framework and substitute these with a new framework based on different principles, which would oblige “top emitting” developing countries to undertake binding commitments to reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions.

The G77 and China statement is seen as reiterating the group’s position that the only international legitimate forum for negotiating climate change is the UNFCC and its Kyoto Protocol.  

The G77 and China statement did not give specific figures on the reduction commitments of developed countries, nor did it state the nature of undertakings by developing countries in a post-2012 international regime.
Some developing country diplomats indicated privately that the members of the G77 and China are still discussing specifics of the group’s positions, which are expected to evolve in the coming weeks.
The G77 and China statement said that climate change poses serious risks and challenges particularly to developing countries and therefore demands urgent global action and response. 
“We are concerned about the fact that adverse effects of climate change and the associated phenomena including sea level rise and the increase in frequency and intensity of hurricanes, cyclones, floods and other weather patterns as well as deglaciation, drought and desertification threaten the sustainable development, livelihoods and the very existence of many developing countries and in particular countries in Africa, the LDCs, the LLDCs and disaster prone developing countries,” it said.
The group therefore views these discussions as an integral part of the wider sustainable development debate. 

The entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol provided renewed optimism for effectively tackling this problem at the multilateral level, said the G77, calling on all member states that have yet not done so to ratify and implement the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol.  
The group reaffirmed the Rio principles on environment and development, in particular Principle 7 on Common but Differentiated Responsibilities. 

It stressed that “without effective mitigation, all efforts to address climate change will remain fruitless,” and that developed countries have a specific responsibility in instituting deeper cuts in Greenhouse Gas emissions in accordance with the commitments made under the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol.
The statement said that the G-77 and China have consistently called for efforts to address climate change in a manner that enhances the sustainable development and sustained economic growth of the developing countries and the universal elimination of poverty hunger and disease.  All three pillars of sustainable development (economic development, social development and environmental protection) should be addressed in an integrated, coordinated and balanced manner.

This challenge can only be effectively addressed through a partnership with the developed countries premised on the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities. Decisions on Climate Change should fulfill the commitments, undertaken at the Rio and Johannesburg Conferences, specially taking into account the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities.

The G77 and China said that the world had outlined a comprehensive global development agenda through the agreements reached and commitments made in major UN Summits and Conferences. Unfortunately, these commitments have not been translated into action on the ground. Implementation remains the Achilles Heel of the global development agenda and the biggest challenge for sustainable development. So far, the implementation of the development agenda remains the biggest challenge for sustainable development. 

The G77 and China statement said that the most formidable challenges in addressing climate change and its adverse effects include: 

--   lack of fulfilment of commitments in the Kyoto protocol; 

--   inadequacy of financial resources for adaptation efforts; 

--   lack of progress to secure access to and transfer of adaptation technologies; 

--   degradation of natural resources leading to people’s vulnerability; 

--   lack of capacity to predict the timing, frequency, scale of adverse impacts of climate change; 

-- inadequate integration of climate change policy and adaptation measures in national development strategies; 

-- weak or sometimes absence of climate observation systems and networks; 

-- insufficient national institutional capacity for participation in CDMs; lack of adequate arrangements for joint activities at regional and sub regional levels, 

-- huge gaps in knowledge relating to climate change; 

-- inadequate insurance markets and arrangements to deal with extreme weather patterns associated with climate change; 

-- lack of action to address needs and concerns arising from the implementation of response measures. 
The group also emphasized the urgent need for building the resilience of communities and nations to natural disasters and early warning systems to prevent and reduce the adverse impact.

The G77 statement said that in order to enable the developing countries to pursue sustainable development and to address the challenges posed by climate change, the developed countries should: 

-- Provide adequate, new and additional financing for adaptation; 

-- Support and assist developing countries efforts to adapt to climate change and the response measures designed to address climate change;

-- Transfer of technology to the developing countries, including through improved financial instruments and mechanisms;

-- Ensure access to and transfer of technologies required for this purpose at affordable, preferential and concessional terms;

-- Support and assist the developing countries in their efforts to enhance capacity building to pursue their efforts of mitigation and adaptation within the framework of UNFCCC;

-- Implement their commitments made in the UN Summits and Conferences relating to economic and social development and environmental sustainability, specially the Millennium Development Goals and the Internationally Agreed Development Goals and the promotion of equitable structures of international trade and finance;

-- Strengthen North-South, South-South and triangular cooperation in research, development and demonstration (RD&D) Initiatives towards mitigation and adaptation to climate change and its adverse impacts.

The Pakistani Minister suggested two other measures in his national capacity.  Firstly, the Adaptation Fund and LDC Fund should be made operational at the earliest. 

He commented that the Clean Development Mechanism seems to be developing in favour of large commercial type of projects, which generate substantial amount of carbon credits and could have lesser impacts on sustainable development in the host country. Ways need to be explored to increase the number of small scale community based projects in order to increase the sustainable development benefits in developing countries. 

Secondly, there is need to integrate adaptation into future planning and investment and Poverty Reduction Strategies. The Global Environment Facility (GEF) resources may be availed for adaptation projects for supporting the interventions that increase resilience to the adverse impacts of climate change. 

The G77 and China statement also stressed that the UN has always been at the center of the sustainable development debate.  This must be maintained and Climate Change should be pursued within the UN framework.

It emphasized that any special events or initiatives, whether individual, national, regional or multilateral should complement ongoing negotiations under the UNFCCC, which serves as the multilateral agreed structure within which the international community agreed to address the challenges of Climate Change. 

Such initiatives should in fact provide impetus and political support to the ongoing processes by promoting global consensus on Climate Change and contribute to the December 2007 meetings in Bali of the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol. A successful conclusion is one that takes fully into account the needs and concerns of all developing countries.  
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5. DEVELOPED COUNTRIES’ VARYING VIEWS ON CLIMATE                  
PRESENTED AT THE UN
New York 3 August (Martin Khor) -- Developed countries presented differing positions and approaches towards addressing the climate change crisis during the UN General Assembly thematic debate on “Climate Change as a Global Challenge” held on 31 July to 2 August.

The European Union presented proposals on its own commitments to reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions, and a few EU member states also provided national targets, notably Germany.  Norway gave targets that went further than the EU.  

The EU refrained from taking an explicit position on whether some developing countries should join in making binding emission reduction commitments in the post-2012 regime.  However it referred to such a commitment by saying that it could commit to as much as 30% emission reduction by 2020 “if other developed countries made comparable reductions and economically advanced developing nations contributed adequately.” [It did not spell out what would constitute “contributes adequately” for it].

Japan gave information on its Cool Earth initiative, stated that some developing countries should join in making emission reduction commitments, and said bluntly that those developing countries that shared its position on climate change could have access to its financial resources.

The United States did not state whether it would join in a post 2012 agreement within the UNFCCC framework.  It instead gave an outline of national programmes and of President Bush’s plan to call a meeting of 15 top emitting countries to establish a framework for emission reduction.  The US representative used the term “major economies” rather than “top emitters” in his oral statement at the General Assembly.

Australia joined in the position that a new agreement had to include commitments by “major economies” and welcomed the US initiative to convene meetings of major economies.

The EU, represented by Ambassador Joao Salgueiro of Portugal, said a post 2012 agreement on emission reductions (while supporting sustainable development and poverty reduction) needs to be launched by the end of 2007 and completed in 2009 to prevent a gap between the first and second commitment periods under the Kyoto Protocol.

Such an international effort requires strong action to reduce emissions, adapt to impacts of climate change, foster the development, deployment, diffusion and transfer of low carbon technologies and address emissions from deforestation.

The EU said it was fully committed to delivering its share of the international effort with ambitious emission reductions.  It would work with global partners towards a low-carbon future by, among other ways, expanding its strategic partnerships and bilateral activities with third countries -- particularly in relation to energy efficiency and renewable energy -- and to emerging technologies, such as carbon capture and environmentally safe sequestration, and by engaging more closely with international financial institutions and the private sector.

The EU leaders had agreed in March on ambitious commitments with a view to kick-starting intergovernmental negotiations on a post-2012 agreement, he said.  Until such agreement was reached, the European Union was making a “firm independent commitment” to achieve a reduction of at least 20%  in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 compared to 1990 levels.  

It was also willing to commit to a reduction of as much as 30 per cent if other developed countries made comparable reductions and economically advanced developing nations contributed adequately.  The EU had also called for a 50 per cent worldwide reduction in emissions by 2050.   

It said developed countries should commit to collectively reducing their emissions by 30% by 2020 compared to 1990 with a view to collectively reduce their emissions by 60 to 80% by 2050 compared to 1990.  The EU also recognized that developing countries are already taking action to tackle climate change.   

For the EU, elements of an agreement include agreeing on deeper absolute emission reduction commitments by developed countries, facilitating further aid and effective contributions by other countries, extending the carbon market, increasing cooperation on technology research, technology development and transfer, enhancing efforts to address adaptation, addressing emissions from international aviation and martime transport and reducing emissions from deforestation.

The EU also said it was of the view that to avoid dangerous climate change impacts, the overall global mean surface temperature increase should not exceed 2 degrees centigrade above pre-industrial levels.  It cited the IPCC report that for doing so global emissions must peak within less than 15 years and then start decreasing.

It said it is technically feasible to meet the 2 degree objective through strategies to transform current unsustainable economies into low carbon economies on the basis of current and emerging technologies and at moderate overall cost (a few percent of global GDP), when timely action is taken.

Japanese Ambassador Koji Tsuruoka (of the Foreign Ministry) highlighted Prime Minister Shinzo Abe’s “Cool Earth 50” initiative, which aimed to reduce greenhouse gases to half their current level by 2050, and which called  for a global consensus on sharing that goal. The plan aimed to help change the level of people’s awareness, their attitudes and lifestyles, and recognized the need to involve individuals in the fight against climate change.  At the same time, it would not succeed without innovative technologies, such as zero-emission coal-fired power stations.

Japan said any new agreed framework must include all major emitting countries if it was to be effective.  Japan presented a three-point proposal:  (1) all major emitters must participate in the new framework for global reduction of emissions;  (2) the framework must be flexible and diverse, taking into account the circumstances of each country;  (3) It must ensure compatibility between environmental protection and economic growth by utilizing energy-saving devices and new technologies.  

To meet those objectives, Japan would – through the creation of a new financial mechanism – extend wide-ranging support to those developing countries “that support its position” and that make efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, in order to achieve environmentally sound economic growth.

The United States said the world’s understanding of climate science has advanced, citing the latest IPCC reports.  The US recognized that “climate is changing and human activity is a major factor.  This developing consensus is a great achievement.”

The US said it was committed to the UNFCCC and to an approach recognizing the connection between energy, climate change and sustainable economic growth.  It elaborated on its national measures to reduce emissions.

On its future plans, the US representative recalled that in May President Bush announced the US would establish a new framework to complement the UN process.  The US will convene representatives of the world’s major economies to reduce emissions.  This will bring together industry leaders to form working groups to share best practices. In Bali, the US will accelerate issues like sustainable forestry, and improved access tio clean technologies.

Russian Ambassador Vitaly Churkin reminded the meeting that it was Russia’s ratification of the Kyoto Protocol that allowed it to come into force. Russia’s 2004 Greenhouse gases had been been reduced to 29.9% below the 1990 level, and this allowed compensating significantly for the increased emissions in  developed countries in the same period.

Russia said future action should be based on scientific research and called for avoidance of dramatizing the issue and spr4eading the apocalyptic mood as these do not contribute to agreements. 

The United Kingdom said it was drafting a climate change bill would make legally binding carbon dioxide reduction targets, including the cutting of emissions by at least 60 per cent by 2050.  Plans were also under way to develop the UK’s first full-scale demonstration of carbon capture and storage with power generation.  The European Union’s emissions trading scheme had already driven substantial investment flows to developing countries through the Clean Development Mechanism, a market in which the United Kingdom had played a leading role.  A new $1.6 billion Environmental Transformation Fund would assist developing countries in tackling climate change and poverty reduction. 

Norway announced that it should be carbon neutral by 2050.  Whatever level its emissions will reach at that time, they shall be neutralised through the purchase of emission allowances or whatever other mechanisms will be available then.

Norway also committed to unilaterally “sharpen” its Kyoto protocol commitments by 10 percentage points, resulting in a first commitment period undertaking of minus 9% in relation to 1990, as opposed to plus 1 per cent now.  It will encourage other Annex I parties to do likewise.

Germany said it was prepared to go substantially beyond the EU’s target (of emission reduction of 20% by 2020) and intends to reduce its emissions by 40% by 2020. 

Australia said it supported negotiations of a global framework that includes “all major emitters”, takes into account differing national circumstances and allows countries to adopt a range of policies to reduce their emissions.  It also welcomed the US initiative to convene a series of meetings of major economies.  

Iceland’s representative shared his national strategy for using renewable energy sources to reduce net greenhouse gas emissions, as well as for helping developing countries harness geothermal energy for heating and electricity.  Iceland was already meeting more than 70 per cent of its total energy needs with renewable sources, such as geothermal and hydropower.   
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