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Shared Vision or Shared Fate?

A Martian Climate Scientist listening
to the discussion on a shared vision
would have drawn some surprising con-
clusions. For many countries, the main
concern arising from climate change he
would have heard was the threat posed by
climate policies to economic growth. Lit-
tle would have been heard by the Martian
from countries neither of the likely dam-
ages from climate change nor of the
grave risks faced for the most vulnerable
and poorest from unmitigated emissions.

A human anthropologist explaining
this to the Martian, would point out that
this was because these countries wanted
to ensure that greenhouse reductions did
not reduce economic well being. In re-
sponse the Martian Climate Scientist,
having studied not just the change infra-

red emission characteristics of Planet
Earth but also the IPCC Fourth As-
sessment Report and the Stern Report
on the economics of climate change,
would have argued that whilst this was
understandable the grave risks to all
countries would argue for a more ro-
bust and less defensive stance.

Having long studied the Martian
climate system the extraterrestrial cli-
mate scientist would have offered
some wisdom from afar. At this stage
of human induced climate change it is
still possible to have a positive shared
vision of a climatic future that can
avoid very bad and even dangerous
changes. Technically and economi-
cally feasible rates of emission reduc-
tion are still possible that would limit
many of the projected damages.

Within a few years however, if ur-
gent action to reduce emission is not
undertaken then such vision may no
longer be feasible. The possibility
of a shared vision of avoiding dan-
gerous climate change would be
transformed into a certain shared fate
of dangerous changes threatening the
survival of islands and large deltaic
regions and the well being and lives
of the poorest and most vulnerable.
The time has come now for all
Parties to lift their vision and in so
doing to transform the increasing
possibility of a shared fate of ad-
verse and dangerous climatic
changes into a realizable vision of a

world which has avoided dangerous
climate change.

Catching Up on Adaptation

The current food crisis in many vul-
nerable populations passed without men-
tion in submissions to the AWG-LCA,
crises that have strong climate links.
Failed harvests because of drought and
other extreme weather events and a high
demand for bio-fuels crops are but a few
examples, along with increased domestic
demand from emerging economies and
market distortions.

The poorest and most vulnerable are
the hardest hit.

Current adaptation-related negotia-
tions are woefully inadequate to deal
with the depth of the existing crisis. The
world is 15 years behind in addressing
adaptation — ECO believes there cannot
be justification to wait any more.

The negotiations must address three
issues urgently:
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1. We need a clearer picture of the
scale of adaptation costs in developing
countries. The “Economics of Adapta-
tion” assessment by the Netherlands, UK
and World Bank may give some answers,
but full transparency is needed to assess
the quality of this study.

2. The polluter pays principle must be
utilized to allocate historical responsibil-
ity to assign the source of financial re-
sources needed.

3. The most vulnerable people must be
put at the heart of adaptation implemen-
tation strategies at national and local
level.

To succeed on the third element we
will need active engagement of the line-
ministries, disaster managers, local
authorities, private sector, and commu-
nity-based organisations; the most capa-
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ble agents to
appropriate ways.
Eco believes all Parties must facilitate
the engagement of these actors through
effective climate adaptation policies and
measures.
We suggest workshops, preferably in-
tersessional, which address:
a) means to effectively support adapta-
tion of the most vulnerable people
b) mainstreaming climate adaptation into
national development plans
c) the expansion of existing and new
UNFCCC-supportive financing instru-
ments, (based on the polluter pays prin-
ciple with appropriate governance ar-
rangements)
d) risk management and insurance
e) the role and function of an adaptation
expert group.
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That Sinking Feeling Again

At a time when the IPCC’s Fourth As-
sessment Report has highlighted the po-
tential impacts of climate change on for-
est ecosystems, we need to strengthen,
not weaken the LULUCF rules. En-
hancements to LULUCF rules must sup-
port stringent climate protection goals,
ensure the protection of biodiversity and
indigenous rights, and must not create a
substitute for reductions in industrial
greenhouse gas emissions. Parties
should focus on correcting the problem
of asymmetric accounting of LULUCF
that leads to a bias in favour of sinks and
investigate if and how emissions result-
ing from forest and peat land degradation
could be better accounted for within the
Kyoto Protocol.

The use of the forestry provisions in
the Protocol provides the potential for
Parties to inflate their emissions budget
from fossil fuels with LULUCF credits.
Targets for fossil fuel reductions are

weakened because of possible defer-
rals to the future. Recent submis-
sions to the AWG, reviewed by ECO
showed that some Parties are return-
ing to old and perverse positions for
LULUCF accounting. If endorsed
we could be left with overly com-
plex rules that do not properly ac-
count for the true GHG emissions
from the sector.

For example, New Zealand sug-
gested that they should be allowed to
offset the carbon stock losses from
the logging of plantations planted
before 1990 by replanting elsewhere
without incurring emissions liabili-
ties. This sink swapping concept is
unacceptable and was rejected last
time round. Calls from several Par-
ties to account for carbon in har-
vested wood products could also
lead to increased sink accounting
and perverse impacts on biodiver-

sity.

The idea of banking LULUCF
credits for future commitment pe-
riods poses a major threat to the
effectiveness of the Kyoto Proto-
col. Parties should remember the
Marrakech Accords that state: “ac-
counting for LULUCF does not
imply a transfer of commitments
to a future commitment period.”

ECO welcomed the proposal to
discuss REDD under the Conven-
tion as it was being addressed un-
der a national approach. Calls for
deforestation to be included in the
CDM’s project based mechanism
are very worrying.

ECO hopes that Parties commit
themselves to improving the LU-
LUCEF rules rather than opening up
new loopholes so we can all get
beyond this sinking feeling.

The World Bank Does Climate Change

The World Bank continued a charm
offensive on its proposed Climate In-
vestment Funds in Bangkok last night.
Many key questions remain though; and
we don’t just mean why the World Bank
refused to comment on the moral impli-
cations of its proposals.

The adaptation-related component of
the funds is now called the “Pilot Pro-
gramme for Climate Resilience” (PPCR).
ECO agrees the urgency of ensuring fi-
nance is made available to integrate ad-
aptation needs within wider development
and poverty-reduction strategies. How-
ever one big question remains; ‘Why
propose a new fund?

After long and arduous negotiations,
the Adaptation Fund (AF) has finally
been set-up under the UN process, with a
carefully constructed governance struc-
ture and operating guidelines. While the
Board has yet to decide many important
details, there is no reason it could not
begin disbursing funds this year — with
donor commitment.

Setting-up a different funding institu-
tion just as the Adaptation Fund is be-
coming operational undermines the AF

because it suggests donors and the WB
are not confident in the ability of the
AF to meet urgent needs. The UK and
other donors should carefully consider
the implications of not demonstrating
their confidence in UNFCCC mecha-
nisms.

The AF agreed in Bali was a step
change in representation for develop-
ing countries on the Board. Many de-
veloping country delegations and ob-
servers, including ECO, celebrated this
progress. Governance arrangements
that favour donors, as is standard prac-
tice for WB Trust Funds, pushes adap-
tation backwards at a time when for-
ward can be the only direction of
travel.

Countries most affected and least
responsible for climate impacts must
not be asked to pay for the additional
costs that climate adaptation main-
streaming represents. Even if provided
under concessional terms, loans are
loans, and this throws away the pol-
luter pays principle.

Similar issues apply to the other
package components. Instead of set-
ting-up a new Clean Technology fund

(which is needed under the
UNFCCC!) why does the World
Bank not, we wonder, simply start
by cleaning up its own act regarding
its own energy portfolio?

Why does the WB plan to make
its funds ‘build on’ the US-led Fund,
thus implying support for the US-led
MEM process; one that fails to in-
clude those most vulnerable to the
impacts of climate change? Why can
the Bank not guarantee that money
put into the Climate Investment
Funds will not be counted as ODA
by donors?

We hope many of these concerns
are simply misunderstandings, ECO
will see later this week. In the mean-
time, dear delegates, you must go
ahead and establish the work pro-
gram that will deliver a massive
Clean Technology Deployment Fund
under the UNFCCC as well as help
ensure that the Adaptation Fund be-
comes an effective means of ad-
dressing the adaptation needs of the
poorest people most affected by cli-
mate change. Nothing less will do.
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