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Adaptation — No More Scraps

ECO is very pleased to see adaptation
issues finally taking a more central role
and being recognised as an essential
component in the post-2012 delibera-
tions. ECO welcomes the first estimate
of adaptation cost presented by the Se-
cretariat within the UNFCCC. How-
ever, this is only a start in a much big-
ger and longer term process — as two
expert panellists highlighted yesterday,
adaptation is fundamentally a cross-
cutting and complex issue.

The Dialogue financial paper is a useful
attempt at assessing investment and fi-
nancial flows needed in response to
climate change. But as its author recog-
nised in the session yesterday, it begs as
many questions as it tries to answer. Its
cost estimates are very conservative as
far as adaptation is concerned, with a
number of key considerations excluded
including the costs of climate-related
disasters (both preparedness to reduce
impacts, and post disaster reconstruc-
tion), the cost of impacts on ecosystems,
and the need for new institutions and
policy enabling frameworks.

Adaptation is also a social justice and
equity issue, a view ably expressed
within AOSIS’ Dialogue submission. It
is in this context that eyes are increas-
ingly focussed on developed countries —
the climate change culprits — both to
limit the extent of adaptation necessary
(through deeper cuts) and provide the
necessary support. For the post-2012
regime this will mean, that the princi-
ples of polluter pays (for all damages
caused, including historical responsibil-
ity) and that the precautionary princi-
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ples is applied, in the sense that disas-
ters are prevented and preparations
made for inevitable changes.

In CAN’s view, this requires the fol-

lowing:

1. Consistent and sufficient funding
linked to the costs of adaptation
and damages for the most vulner-
able countries.

All Parties will be clear, after reading
the financial paper that contributions of
2% of CDM projects to the Adaptation
Fund, plus all the GEF funds currently
available, do not begin to provide any-
where the scale of funding required:
$50bn per year as a minimum. So
how can this gap be met? There are
many options, the latest concrete pro-
posal contained in AOSIS’ Dialogue
submission, for contributions based on
level of a country’s GHG emissions,
(responsibility) and a GDP index (re-
flecting ability to pay). This after all
just implements the Convention’s Arti-
cle 4.4.

2. Ensuring that Adaptation fund-
ing is prioritised to most vulner-
able communities and those with
the least capacity to cope with
climate change impacts

This does not mean just directing ODA
and funds from the Adaptation Fund to
these communities and those people
who fall outside of existing and pro-
posed funding mechanisms. Most fund-
ing flows will be managed by national
governments and sectoral ministries,
whose track record of reaching the
poorest is not good - This therefore

— continued back page Column 3
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Size Really Does Matter

The world’s biggest emitters have
special responsibilities in the fight
against climate change. Some are
stepping up, while others are step-
ping away.

Most countries are working within
the Convention and the Kyoto Pro-
tocol towards agreement on le-
gally-binding emission limits for
industrialised countries and in-
creased action from a range of
emerging economies that cut glob-
al warming pollution and drive a
robust, expanded carbon market.
This is a vision with a chance of
staving off catastrophic warming
while supporting sustainable de-
velopment and adaptation for all
countries.

But the U.S. has another vision, if
you can call it that. The U.S. is
promoting a parallel process of ne-
gotiating purely aspirational targets
and voluntary action. President
Bush has called a meeting of Major
Emitters — oops, Major Economies
— in Washington next month, the
first in a series of meetings over
the next year and a half. The Ad-
ministration promises some sort of
contribution to a post-2012 frame-
work in this forum in 2009, but this
is a path to nowhere.

The Asia-Pacific Partnership illus-
trates just how (un)successful these
voluntary processes can be. In
three years, the APP has nothing to
- continued back page Column 2
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Germany heading for
40% reductions

As inspiration for the AWG discus-
sions on ranges for emission cuts,
ECO would like to remind delegates
of a specific example of Annex-I
leadership. At COP12 in Nairobi the
German Environment Minister Sig-
mar Gabriel announced that Germa-
ny will reduce its GHG emissions
with 40 % by 2020 compared to
1990 levels. Last week his govern-
ment agreed on the next steps in
achieving the target.

Rummaging through Gabriel’s new
toolbox, ECO was happy to find 29
different mitigation measures, deal-
ing with all relevant sectors without
touching the nuclear phase out. The
federal budget for mitigation was tri-
pled to a significant 2.6 billion euros.

At present, the plan is projected to
achieve up to 36% reduction; the gap
could be filled by the EU Emissions
Trading System, and as NGOs have
pointed out, better measures in the
transport sector.

The German government will moni-
tor progress every two years. There
you go Annex-I, it can be done!

- Size Matters, from page 1

show for itself. With no targets and
no market drivers, it makes no dif-
ference. Now President Bush is pro-
posing to do nothing on a larger
scale.

ECO hopes the countries invited to
the Big Emitters meeting(s) will rec-
ognize that “pledge and review” is
old news. George W. Bush’s goals
are a throwback to George H.W.
Bush’s goals before the last big
meeting in the U.S., at Chantilly in
1991.

No serious pollution problem has
ever been solved by voluntary action.
The trouble with voluntary action is
that there aren’t enough volunteers.

On Tuesday, the U.S. delegation
asked a question that pretty much re-
veals their desperation. The U.S.
asked “what, besides the obvious ex-
ample of expanding the carbon mar-
ket,” could be used to increase the
deployment of cleaner technology.
What indeed?

American businesses get the point.
That’s why more than two dozen of
the largest U.S. companies have
banded together with leading envi-
ronmental organizations in a U.S.
Climate Action Partnership to press

Reading ECO pays ...

If only the US delegation was reading
ECO. They inquired in the Dialogue yes-
terday what the financial implications
were if emissions in the energy sector
were reduced through the expansion of
renewable energy and energy efficiency
only (and without the use of nuclear or
CCS). Hmmm, as ECO said yesterday:
“Investing in a renewable electricity fi-
ture will save 10 times the fuel costs of a
'business as usual' fossil-fuelled sce-
nario, saving 8180 billion USD annually
and cut CO; emissions in half by 2030.”

Don'’t be like the US -- read up on the
details at:
http://www.energyblueprint.info/449.0.ht
ml

for domestic cap and trade legislation
to start cutting American emissions
now, and to ramp them down 60-80
percent by 2050. And legislation on
this model is now moving forward
with bipartisan backing in the U.S.
Congress.

President Bush’s real goal for the Big
Emitters meeting is to look busy —
hoping to diffuse mounting pressure
for real action from across the politi-
cal spectrum at home.

Bush may be betting that the world’s
largest developing countries will join
him in this do-nothing strategy.
ECO hopes that they will see that
their interests are better served in a
world with effective carbon limits
and a robust carbon market that
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promises real money in climate-
friendly investments in their coun-
tries.

The Big Emitters process — at least as
presently conceived by its US propo-
nents — is just another desperate at-
tempt by the outgoing Administra-
tion to avoid taking on its fair share
of the responsibility to avoid a cli-
mate catastrophe. It must not distract
from the valuable and constructive
work going on this week on the road
to Bali. A new US administration
will thank other countries for not
having fallen for this trick.

- Adaptation, from page 1
leads to our third point:

3. To support scientific, technical
and capacity building for
adaptation planning and im-
plementation.

Adaptation is complex: it is not just

about infrastructure investment, but

about new enabling institutions and
policy frameworks for a range of sec-
tors eg. agriculture, water, forestry
and health. Adaptation means ensur-
ing adequate information is avail-
able, and building the capacity of
small-scale farmers and local institu-
tions to manage their environment
and strengthen ecosystems resilience
to support livelihoods and biodiver-
sity. The Nairobi Work Programme
starts this process, but has major
limitations in reach and capacity.

Adaptation must be integrated within

the development process, but not

marginalised and funded merely as
part of ODA.

4 Recognition of the direct link
between mitigation and adap-
tation.

The level of control over global
emissions in a post-2012 agreement
will determine the scale of impacts
and the costs of funding adaptation.
Less mitigation means more adapta-
tion — but for many people and coun-
tries, there are costs, barriers and
limits to adaptation. As AOSIS has
made very clear, those limits are per-
ilously close and 2 degrees is too
much for most SIDS.
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