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Climate Alert 

Negotiations set this 
December in Copenha-
gen have a tall order to 
fill. Mounting evidence 
shows that emissions 

from human activity are producing me-
tastatic climate change and altering Arc-
tic reflectivity, thereby accelerating 
warming and permafrost thawing that 
speeds methane release, in turn increas-
ing greenhouse gas concentrations in a 
positive feedback loop. Still, there are 
glimmerings of hope.  

The US, which has produced nearly a 
third of humanity’s emissions over the 
past century, may soon act decisively. 
Although the Waxman-Markey legisla-
tion narrowly emerged from the House, 
laden with trade sanction provisions and 
pork to persuade wavering industrial 
state Democrats, there is a chance that 
much more effective legislation could 
materialize from the Senate despite or 
perhaps because of its de facto 60 vote 
threshold. Ideally the Senate will retain 
the ambitious goals of the Waxman-
Markey cap and trade bill – a 42% reduc-
tion below 2005 levels by 2030 and an 
83% reduction by 2050 - but will achieve 
much of this by removing costly barriers 
to energy recycling and local generation. 

Breaking the impasse in international 
negotiations will require a creative use of 
win-win strategies by countries in the 
Global North and South alike. Though 
China’s growing emissions have been 
used in Congress to argue against US 
action, rapid change is underway in 
China’s energy sector. In just over a year, 
the breakneck pace of new coal plant 
installation has slowed from two a week 
to under one a week.  This year China, 
whose wind capacity has doubled in each 
of the past four years, seems likely to 
exceed the US in new wind plants. 

China’s top scientists have long recog-
nized that climate change could imperil 
coastal areas, increase typhoon risk and 
threaten food production - a fact under-
scored in the Beijing International Sym-
posium on Climate Change Impacts or-
ganized by the Chinese Academy of Sci-

ences and the Climate Institute in the 
summer of 1991.  Since this Symposium 
China has emerged as an economic su-
perpower with greatly improved living 
standards. Yet this remarkable develop-
ment has caused urban air pollution to 
worsen, giving China the dubious distinc-
tion of having 16 of the world’s 20 most 
air polluted cities. Adding to the health 
burden are lethal and pervasive indoor 
air pollution levels in many rural homes 
and urban dwellings, where coal and 
biomass stoves are inflicting a heavy toll. 

Barring a dramatic shift in air pollution 
and smoking habits, one health projec-
tion shows China experiencing 83 million 
deaths from lung cancer over the next 25 
years. With a fifth of the world’s people 
and only about 5% of the world’s fresh 
water China is already severely water 
stressed. Construction of coal-fired 
plants to meet soaring electricity de-
mand increases these pressures. Mao 
Yushi notes that washing one ton of coal 
requires 4 to 5 cubic feet of water and 
that of the 96 major state-owned coal 
mines, 70 % face water shortages. These 
considerations and a desire to establish 
global leadership in wind, solar and car-
bon capture and storage at new fossil 
using facilities may be producing a sea 
change in Chinese policy. 

The Lifetime Leveraging approach ad-
vanced by Michael MacCracken and 
Frances Moore advocates slashing black 
carbon, which could yield large, afford-
able near-term reductions in radiative 
forcing, allow China, India and Pakistan 
to reduce human health risks of indoor 
and outdoor air pollution, and slow the 
melting of glaciers crucial to the region’s 
water supplies.  Lifetime Leveraging with 
a focus on black carbon might provide 
inducements for China and other rapidly 
industrializing nations to agree to reduce 
their environmental impact, enhance the 
health of their citizens and safeguard 
future water supplies. 

Meanwhile, encouraging advances in 
ecosystem valuing could catalyze pro-
gressive global action. President Correa’s 
proposal to forego extensive oil extrac-

tion in Ecuador’s Yasuní region through 
debt-for-nature financing could create a 
new model for achieving climate and 
biodiversity protection. It might light the 
way for ecosystem service value allow-
ances in the US - perhaps enabling the 
Navajo Nation to derive revenues from 
foregoing coal mining and combustion at 
the Desert Rock site. Such a system 
would provide credit for the value of 
natural ecosystem services, such as un-
disturbed coal in the ground aiding re-
charge of aquifers in the water-parched 
American Southwest. 

Breakthroughs like the successful 
adoption of a Lifetime Leveraging plan or 
ecosystem valuing will facilitate the 
adoption of strong climate protection 
measures in the US. As the past two is-
sues of Climate Alert have indicated, the 
US could save tens of billions of dollars 
annually by removing anticompetitive 
restrictions at the state level to harvest 
power from waste heat and use local 
generation. Moves in the Senate to fos-
ter model interconnection standards and 
facilitate net metering could slash the 
costs of large-scale greenhouse gas re-
ductions and attract the necessary votes 
of both moderate Republicans and De-
mocrats to enact legislation. 

Climate change is already wreaking 
havoc in the US Pacific Northwest, de-
stroying fisheries that have underpinned 
Native American culture and economies 
for generations, and in Coastal Alaska, 
where villages now need to relocate.  
Large disruptions are likely soon in afflu-
ent retirement havens such as the Flor-
ida Coast and water starved Southwest. 
A retooling in the Senate toward least-
cost reductions might enable the US to 
enact climate legislation, perhaps even 
before the Copenhagen conference. Ac-
tion there by key developing countries 
(Mexico has already stepped up boldly) 
might in turn make it possible ultimately 
to achieve Senate ratification of a strong 
international accord and safeguard vul-
nerable individuals and species across 
the planet. 
 

Commentary by John C. Topping, Jr. 

A MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT: BREAKING THE IMPASSE 
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Heading into the final stage of interna-
tional negotiations on a post-Kyoto 
agreement, it is not yet clear that con-
sensus can be reached. Because global 
emissions must be reduced sharply to 
ultimately stabilize the climate, devel-
oped countries are calling for the devel-
oping countries to join in the commit-
ment to sharply reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. Developing countries, on the 
other hand, presently have much lower 
per capita emissions and have been re-
jecting the idea of a cap on their CO2 
emissions. Last year, Dr. Michael Mac-
Cracken, the Climate Institute’s Chief 
Scientist for Climate Change Programs, 
published a paper in the Journal of the 
Air and Waste Management Association 
(MacCracken, 2008) suggesting that the 
deadlock between developed and devel-
oping nations might be broken by having 
the developed nations push hard on 
emissions reductions of all species in 
order to demonstrate that a modern 
society can prosper without having high 
greenhouse gas emissions, while the 
developing nations initially focus on im-
proving energy efficiency and making 
sharp reductions in short-lived species, 
especially methane, soot, and the pollut-
ants that contribute to build-up of tropo-
spheric ozone, and only later join in actu-
ally reducing their CO2 emissions. 

In Dr. MacCracken’s 2008 publication, 
the notion was conceptual. Earlier this 
year, Ms. Frances Moore (formerly an 
intern with the Climate Institute and now 
a graduate student at the Yale School of 
Forestry and Environmental Studies) and 
Dr. MacCracken published an article in 
the International Journal of Climate 
Change Strategies and Management that 
sought to make the original proposal 
more quantitative. Their article (Moore 
and MacCracken, 2009), entitled 
“Lifetime-leveraging: An approach to 
achieving international agreement and 
effective climate protection using mitiga-
tion of short-lived greenhouse gases,” 
suggested a joint approach with differen-
tiated responsibilities, as called for in the 

original United National Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change. 

Human activities have already in-
creased the concentrations of green-
house gases in the atmosphere enough 
to, in the absence of the cooling influ-
ence of sulfate aerosols, ultimately raise 
the global average temperature to 
roughly 2°C over its preindustrial value. 
Many natural systems such as the Arctic 
Sea, Antarctic ice shelves, and the 
Greenland ice sheet have already begun 
to deteriorate, with the global average 
temperature increase to date being only 
about 0.8°C, suggesting that the impacts 
to critical resource systems from a 2°C 
warming could well be unacceptable (or 
‘dangerous’) to society. 

Moore and MacCracken (2009) indi-
cate that to stay below the 2°C warming 
will require concerted action by both 
developed and developing nations, 
which they instead subdivide into high, 
middle, and low-income nations. For high
-income nations, roughly an 80% reduc-
tion in all greenhouse gas emissions is 
required by 2050, followed by further 
cutbacks over the rest of the century. 
But, this will not be enough, because, 
even if the high-income nations can ac-
complish this, even modest emissions 
growth scenarios in the middle (nations 
with GDP between $3000 and $10000 
per capita) and low (GDP <$3000 per 
capita) income nations will cause global 
emissions, and thus the increase in at-
mospheric concentrations of greenhouse 
gases and in global average temperature, 
to exceed unacceptable levels. 

To limit global warming to below 
about 2°C, the Lifetime Leveraging ap-
proach proposes that, in addition to in-
creasing the efficiency of their use of 
fossil fuels, the middle and low income 
nations also focus their initial efforts on 
reducing emissions of the short-lived 
pollutants (i.e., methane and soot) be-
cause of both their importance and the 
fact that emissions reductions can 
quickly reduce the atmospheric concen-
trations of these gases to below current 

levels. Specifically, middle-income na-
tions would, instead of agreeing to a cap 
on their CO2 emissions, set sectoral in-
tensity targets for fossil fuel use for mul-
tiple energy-intense industrial sectors. In 
addition, to help offset their increasing in 
CO2 emissions, they would commit to 
sharply reducing their emissions of meth-
ane (CH4), soot, and the pollutants that 
contribute to the formation of tropo-
spheric ozone. Requirements for low-
income nations would be the least re-
strictive, requiring them only to pursue 
targets consistent with their UN-agreed 
upon Millennium Development Goals, to 
which they have already agreed and 
which would promote the health and 
well-being of their citizens (SEG, 2007). 
For both middle- and low-income na-
tions, as their per capita GDP rose to the 
next higher category, they would 
‘graduate’ into stricter emission-
reduction regimes, so eventually the 
system would move toward equal obliga-
tions and equal per capita emissions. 

The Lifetime Leveraging approach as-
sumes that the emissions reductions will 
be encouraged using either a compre-
hensive cap and trade system or carbon 
tax. As is the case under the Kyoto Proto-
col, it is envisioned that there could be 
trading of emissions reduction require-
ments by using the CO2-equivalent emis-
sion for each species. To promote even 
greater attention to reducing emissions 
of CH4, which exerts a very strong near-
term warming influence, Moore and 
MacCracken (2009) propose that the 
CO2-equivalence for methane be based 
on its significantly higher 20-year Global 
Warming Potential (GWP) rather than its 
100-year value.  

Because CO2 emission caps are not 
initially applicable to middle and low-
income nations, mechanisms to support 
clean development will be a useful in-
vestment to help these nations improve 
their energy efficiency. Based on a credit
-system, reductions below an agreed-
upon baseline would be allowed to be 
sold to other countries to satisfy their 

(Continued on page 13) 

Lifetime Leveraging: An approach to reconciling the responsibilities  

of the developed and developing nations for reducing their emissions 

Climate Institute | info@climate.org 
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A s precursors to the upcoming Copen-
hagen conference in December, the 

United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) has scheduled four 
climate change talks. The first two talks were 
held in March and June in Bonn, Germany 
and the remaining two will be held in Bangkok 
in September and Barcelona in November.  

The first Bonn round in late March 
launched the negotiations, and during the 
most recent round, draft papers were re-
viewed and debated.  The papers were pre-
sented by the Chairs of the Ad Hoc Working 
Group on Long-term Cooperative Action 
(AWG-LCA) and the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties 
under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) as well as 
by member parties to the meeting.  Little pro-
gress was made on the draft texts, which may 
or may not form the basis of a future Copen-
hagen Protocol, a highly contested possibility.  
The two draft ‘non-papers’ presented by the 
chair of the AWG-KP focused on individual 

and aggregate commitments of Annex I par-
ties beyond the Kyoto Protocol, but the main 
conclusion was that a document should be 
redrafted based on the Bonn discussions for 
the next AWG-KP meeting.  In other words, 
the drafts were effectively rejected. 

The AWG-LCA 
chair’s draft legal 
document was di-
vided into three 
parts.  It addressed 
amendments to the 
Kyoto protocol, re-
lated climate issues, 
and the implemen-
tation of the Bali 
Action Plan: a 2007 
UN agreement that 
calls for long-term 
cooperative action 
on climate change 
mitigation, adapta-
tion, finance, and 

technology, and established the two-year ne-
gotiation path that will climax in Copenhagen 
this December. 

Yvo de Boer, executive secretary of the 
UNFCCC secretariat, highlighted four 
negotiating points critical to the progress 
and success of AWG-LCA talks: 

extent of greenhouse gases emissions 
reductions industrialized countries are 
willing to commit  
actions of major developing countries 
to limit emissions growth 
financing methods for developing 
countries’ adaptation and mitigation 
efforts 
management of finances  
The few targets that industrialized countries 

have announced relative to the first point fall 
far below the necessary 25-40% reductions 
under 1990-levels by 2020 that the IPCC 
deems necessary to prevent “potentially disas-
trous effects of climate change.” 

Japan announced a commitment to a 15% 
reduction below 2005 levels.  In real terms, this 
equates to an 8-9% reduction under 1990-
levels by 2020.  Since Japan has already 
pledged to reduce emissions 6% by 2012 un-
der Kyoto, this additional promise only 
amounts to a 2% cut between 2012 and 2020.  
At the beginning of the negotiations, Japan 
was expected to set an example with its emis-
sions cuts considering its role as host of the 
1997 Kyoto negotiations. Instead, Japan 
emerged as the prime example of weak 

(Continued on page 15) 

TALKS AT BONN Kyoto in Retrospect   John-Michael Cross 
Thirty-seven countries, representing 

nearly 40% of 1990 greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions (excluding LULUCF), 
committed to emission reductions under 
the 1997 Kyoto Protocol. Members of 
this group included the developed world 
(with the exception of the U.S.) and for-
mer Soviet nations. By 2005, these na-
tions reduced their emissions by 11% 
below 1990 levels. However, this is pri-
marily due to the Soviet countries' eco-
nomic collapse of the early 1990s, not 
because of climate change policies.  By 
contrast, the remaining countries to-
gether increased their emissions by 7.5%, 
with few individual countries expected to 
meet their Kyoto commitments. 

The Kyoto Protocol succeeded in im-
plementing international-scale binding 
GHG emission caps and market-based 
flexibility mechanisms. It was limited in 
that it set no long range goals for emis-
sion reductions, did not adequately in-
volve developing countries, and did not 
provide enough incentives to motivate 
countries to join the agreement or to 
comply with their commitments. Global 
emissions increased by 25% from 1990 to 
2005, highlighting these limitations. 

A more effective international climate 
agreement is essential to slow the effects 
of climate change. Average atmospheric 
CO2 concentrations have reached 387 
ppm and will continue to climb. This is 
projected to increase the global average 
temperature during this century by 2.5-
4.5°C over pre-industrial levels. Anthro-
pogenically-induced temperature in-
creases have already led to ice melt, ris-
ing sea levels, and changes in precipita-
tion (including more intense storms and 
more droughts). These global changes 
threaten food and water security, dis-
place populations, stress ecosystems, 
and threaten lives and livelihoods. 

These threats to ecosystems and hu-
man populations are the stakes of the 
Copenhagen negotiations. This fact must 
remain clear and prominent in the midst 
of discussions over emissions targets and 
economic considerations. We cannot 
afford for Copenhagen to become an-
other lost opportunity. 

The IPCC deems necessary 25-40% 
reductions under 1990 levels by 

2020 to prevent “potentially 
disastrous effects of climate change.” 

Historical per capita CO2 emissions 
(metric tons of CO2), 1980-2006 

Data source: Energy Information Administration 

* EU 27 States          ** Russia includes former Soviet states, 1980-1991 

 

Lynn Kirshbaum 
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Corinne Kisner 

E cuador’s Yasuní region contains a 
vast, lush rainforest, teeming with 

flora and fauna, which prompted the 
Ecuadorian government to declare it a 
982,000 hectare National Park in 1979. 
Jaguars, monkeys, and at least 630 bird 
species live in Yasuní, and a single hec-
tare of this Amazonian land hosts as 
many tree species as exist in all of North 
America – reason enough for the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul-
tural Organization (UNESCO) to declare 
Yasuní a biosphere reserve in 1989.  This 
biodiversity hotspot is also home to in-
digenous Waoraní, Quichua and Shuar 
peoples and their traditional cultures, 
which is why in 1999, part of Yasuní was 
designated an ‘Untouchable Zone,’ to 
provide refuge from oil drilling for indige-
nous people choosing to live in isolation. 

Yet despite these overwhelming rea-
sons to conserve and sustain this land, 
the billion barrels of crude oil in the Ish-
pingo-Tambococha-Tiputini (ITT) reserve 
beneath Yasuní provide strong tempta-
tions to ignore the existing protections 
and exploit the land by drilling for this 
valuable commodity. 

However, against the norms of mod-
ern development that push nations to 
consume natural resources to escape 
poverty, Ecuador has taken a wildly dif-
ferent approach. In February 2007, Presi-
dent Rafael Correa called on the interna-
tional community to pay Ecuador not to 
exploit the oil. 

Under a business-as-usual develop-
ment model, Ecuador would earn $720 
million per year that oil is extracted.  This 
number is substantial in a country where 
60% of the population is poor and half of 
export revenues come from oil.  The oil 
under Yasuní is 25% of all known re-
serves in Ecuador, so for Correa to sug-
gest that Ecuador, which for a quarter 
century has based its entire economy on 
oil exports, leave this potential profit 
untouched, is a revolutionary proposal. 

Correa understands, though, that oil 
has brought his country “more bad than 
good.”  Drilling for the oil under Yasuní 
wouldn’t bring revenue to Ecuador for 
five years after the project began, and 

profits would cease five years later when 
the oil ran out. Historically, the 
“resource curse” of oil exploitation has 
failed to relieve Ecuadorians of poverty, 
instead causing watershed degradation, 
deforestation, and toxic pollution with 
grave health impacts to indigenous peo-
ple.  According to Pablo Fajardo, a law-
yer for the Ecuadorian network Frente 
de Defensa de la Amazonia, “the popula-
tion is being exposed to serious health 
hazards and illnesses related to oil spills 
and deliberate waste dumping while 
they often live in fear of companies, 
whose power is expressed through 
threats and violence. By using private 
armed forces, the companies try to con-
trol and stifle local resistance at any 
price.” The short burst of revenue from 
oil does not justify the long-term envi-
ronmental damage, devastating health 
effects, or human rights violations.  
Natural resource consumption has never 
been a sustainable method of poverty 
alleviation or development; Correa un-
derstands this, and would prefer the 
ground undrilled and the oil untouched. 

There is a steep opportunity cost to 
protecting Yasuní, though, which is why 
Correa has asked the international com-
munity to pay Ecuador 50% of the fore-
gone oil revenues, about $350 million 
annually for ten years.  For years, indus-
trialized nations have been asking poor 
countries to adopt low-carbon develop-
ment plans as part of the global effort 
against climate change; Correa has 
promised to walk the walk – if rich na-
tions will help. 

According to Carlos Larrea, a professor 
at Quito’s Andina Simón Bolívar Univer-
sity and one of Ecuador’s leading econo-
mists, international environmental or-
ganizations would administer a compen-
sation fund for Ecuador, and the interest 
would be used for national conservation 
and social development projects.  Such a 
fund would “allow the state to obtain an 
indefinite resource flow for sustainable 
human development,” whereas oil ex-
traction would provide only a short burst 
of profit.  The quantifiable value of Ecua-
dor’s contribution to the reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions is much larger 
than the foregone profits from oil exploi-
tation.  The 436 million tons of avoided 
carbon dioxide emissions, when con-
verted to carbon credits on the interna-
tional market, financially justify the con-
servation of Yasuní.  Additionally, the 
value of ecological services such as water 
purification and oxygen production per-
formed by the rainforest make Correa’s 
request for compensation look modest.  
Protecting Yasuní, says Larrea, is “the 
only reasonable option for the future of 
a global society that aims to live in har-
monious coexistence with nature.” 

But will the international community 
step up and provide the funds?  If they 
do, will Ecuador protect Yasuní forever?  
Many are skeptical, citing Ecuador’s his-
tory of political turmoil (Correa is the 
eighth president in a decade).  However, 
many are optimistic, calling Correa’s pro-
posal truly sustainable, and the first of its 
kind.  The governments of Spain, Italy, 
Belgium and Norway have expressed 
interest in the ITT proposal, and organi-
zations like the Wallace Global Fund have 
committed sums to the initiative.  And 
on June 26, 2009, Germany’s Ministry for 
Economic Cooperation stated that they 
would pay $50 annually into a fund un-
der the IADB or UN. 

This move by Germany is essential in 
creating momentum among the rich 
countries who have called on developing 
nations to curb deforestation, but who 
have not tangibly helped this goal. If 
more countries pledge funds, Ecuador’s 
ITT proposal may succeed in revolutioniz-
ing the way society values its natural and 
social resources. Protecting Yasuní would 
not only avoid carbon dioxide emissions 
and water pollution, but would allow 
Ecuador to invest in human capital and 
uphold human rights for indigenous peo-
ples.  Battling climate change would be 
economically linked with promoting a 
sustainable society. Ecuador’s bold pro-
posal, and Germany’s strong response, 
are steps in the right direction towards 
integrating the preservation of forests 
into a new climate protection framework 
in Copenhagen. 

ECUADOR: A SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT MODEL 

Volume 19, No. 3 
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INDIA: POVERTY ERADICATION FOR CLIMATE ADAPTATION 

As the second most populous country in 
the world, the fourth largest total green-
house gas (GHG) emitter (not counting the 
EU as one entity) and a long-time influential 
trendsetter for developing countries, India’s 
position will be an important indicator for 
the success of Copenhagen and subsequent 
climate change negotiations.  Dr. R. K. 
Pachauri, an Indian, chairs the IPCC, and 
Indian intellectuals have played a major role 
in assessing climate science and proposing 
adaptation and mitigation measures. 

In 2005, total GHG emissions for India 
were 1,853 million metric tons equivalent 
of carbon dioxide (Mt CO2), only 4.9% of 
the world total of 37,767 MtCO2.  However, 
India is representative of many developing 
countries in that its present per capita level 
of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, at 1.54 
metric tons, is far below per capita levels in 
the U.S. (22.8) and China (5.35). 

However, the percentage composition 
of GHG emissions for India are quite dif-
ferent than the composition for China, 
the U.S. and the world as a whole (see 
graph). Though the percentages of the 
total that are carbon dioxide (CO2) or 

nitrous oxide (N2O) emissions for India 
are below those for the U.S., China, and 
the world, the percentage attributable to 
methane (CH4) is much higher due to the 
predominance of rice and dairy, and the 
sacred status of cattle.  As noted in the 
Moore and MacCracken Lifetime Leverag-
ing paper (2009), the composition of GHG 
emissions is an important part of any 
climate negotiation.  

India also represents the tension be-
tween the resource needs for development 
and the vulnerability to the likely effects of 

climate change.  This tension is outlined in 
the National Action Plan on Climate 
Change prepared by the Prime Minister’s 
Council on Climate Change and publicly 
announced in a speech by Prime Minister 
Manmohan Singh on June 30, 2008.  

On the one hand, India is in the midst of 
a long-term program focusing on rapid 
economic growth as an essential precondi-
tion to poverty eradication and improved 
standards of living.  The economic reforms 
implemented since 1991 have led to GDP 
growth rates of roughly 8% annually over 
the period 2004-2008.  Substantial eco-
nomic growth is expected to continue: the 
Economist projects a growth rate of 5.5% 
for 2009 and 6.4% for 2010, a rate ex-
ceeded only by China, projected to grow 
at 6.5% for 2009 and 7.3% for 2010.  The 
U.S. and the rest of the developed world is 
expected to have negative growth rates 
for 2009 and growth rates under 1% for 
2010.  However, as noted in the National 
Action Plan, this progress for India is rela-
tive.  In 2004/2005, 27.5% of the popula-
tion still lived below the poverty line and 
44% of the population lacked access to 

electricity.  Since the 
poor (especially 
women) are most sus-
ceptible to climate 
change, economic de-
velopment and poverty 
eradication will be the 
best forms of adapta-
tion to climate change.  
On the other hand, 

India has great vul-
nerability to the 

likely results of climate change.  Melting 
Himalayan glaciers may flood the North 
Indian Plain, the breadbasket and center 
of Hindu culture.  Changes in the summer 
monsoon’s pattern and intensity could 
cause widespread drought.  Rising sea 
levels will threaten India’s 6,500 km. of 
coastline, home to nearly half of India’s 
population.  Deforestation in one of the 
largest remaining forests of the world will 
hinder people traditionally dependent on 
forest resources for their livelihood. 

Further, the speech by Prime Minister 

Singh and the National Action Plan note 
that India’s culture emphasizes quality of 
life and not material things.  Singh stated 
that India has a civilizational legacy which 
treats nature as a source of nurture and 
not as a dark force to be conquered and 
harnessed to human endeavor.  The 
speech concludes with Mahatma Gandhi’s 
message that the earth has enough re-
sources to meet people’s needs, but will 
never have enough to serve their greed.  

This spirit must underlie any strategy for 
sustainable development in India.   

The National Action Plan reflects these 
messages.  It prescribes eight National 
Missions to combat climate change: solar 
energy, enhanced energy efficiency, sus-
tainable habitat, water, preserving the 
Himalayan Ecosystem, Green India 
(forestry), sustainable agriculture, and a 
final mission on strategic climate knowl-
edge.  In each of these areas, India has 
already developed policies, modern legis-
lation, and mitigation strategies to reduce 
GHG emissions. 

India officially outlined an international 
negotiation strategy in The Road to Co-
penhagen: India’s Position on Climate 
Change Issues, dated February 27, 2009.  
India, in line with its G-77+China partners, 
awaits actions by the developed world 
and especially the U.S., to which it will 
react.  The Indian government advocates 
a fair and equitable outcome based upon 
the principle of common but differenti-
ated responsibilities and respective capa-
bilities as set forth in the 1992 U.N. 
Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC).  It needs an outcome 
that allows for accelerated social and eco-
nomic development in order to eradicate 
widespread poverty, but which also cre-
ates a global regime supportive of ecologi-
cally sustainable development. 

India wishes to continue with the Bali Ac-
tion Plan from the 13th Meeting held in De-

(Continued on page 14) 

Action on climate change must 
enhance, not diminish, prospects 

for development. 

Source: WRI, 2005 

David Sterman 
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Effie George AFRICA AND AMCEN: A UNITED FRONT 
The African continent presents a com-

plex and multivariable conundrum: it is 
the continent with the fewest greenhouse 
gas emissions, yet it will inevi-
tably suffer the most from the 
impacts of climate change en-
vironmentally, economically, 
and socially. As the Copenha-
gen Conference quickly ap-
proaches, the 53 nations of 
Africa, following the strong 
example set recently by South 
African leadership, have come 
together to develop a unified 
approach to climate change 
and international agreements 
through the African Ministerial 
Conference on the Environ-
ment (AMCEN). With this 
group, the African continent 
may have the leverage it needs 
to mobilize change at Copenhagen. 

The magnitude of the stressors that 
currently impact Africa have the potential 
to converge with climate change in an 
unprecedented and, to a large extent, 
unpredictable way. Climate change will 
enhance the continent’s problems, includ-
ing the spread of viruses, armed conflict, 
economic globalization and depletion of 

resources, making it financially impossible 
to do more than fund the immediate cor-
rection of crises, stymieing development. 
According to the United Nations Environ-
mental Program, the current cost of man-
aging the effects of climate change and its 
impact on preexisting crises on the African 
continent exceeds $1 billion per year. 

One of the greatest threats that climate 
change poses unilaterally to the nations of 
Africa is its potentially detrimental effect 
on agriculture. According to the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC), agriculture represents 40% of the 
gross national product, and 55% of the 
total value of exports. 70% of African 
workers are employed in some form of 

agriculture; however, very few use any 
sort of irrigation, making them exceed-
ingly reliant on rainfall for production. 

Climate change has the potential to 
increase water-related suffering in the 19 
countries officially classified as water 
stressed (many of which are in Africa). The 
IPCC reports 75-250 million people will be 
exposed to water stress in the next dec-
ade, a result of a dramatic decrease in 
precipitation. It is predicted that as a re-
sult of this water stress, agricultural yields 
may drop by 50% around the continent by 
2020, affecting livelihoods, increasing the 
inevitability of famine, and yielding un-
precedented numbers of environmental 
refugees. 

Rising sea levels threaten to submerge 
the low-lying coastal regions of west and 
central Africa. This change will also create 
environmental refugees from the rapidly 
growing coastal cities, who out of dire 
constraints and necessity will flee to bet-
ter equipped nations. 

In the face of these threats, environ-
mental officials from the African nations 
have come together as AMCEN with the 
hope that as a united front, the interna-
tional community will be forced to con-
sider the burgeoning needs of the African 
continent when conducting global climate 
change negotiations.  

AMCEN, established in 1985, now pro-
vides a permanent forum in which repre-

sentatives from all 53 African nations can 
come together to discuss and advocate 
environmental policy, with a specific focus 

on sustainable development 
and agriculture. At the most 
recent scheduled conference 
session in June 2008, the Afri-
can ministers formally recog-
nized the need to establish 
and publicize a shared vision 
for future climate change 
agreements that incorpo-
rated both scientific evidence 
and sweeping political con-
sensus. It was the May 2009 
special session, however, that 
resulted in the Nairobi Decla-
ration based on the 2008 
agreements that offers the 
most insight into what Africa 
hopes to gain from the Co-

penhagen talks and demonstrates the 
African continent’s commitment to adapt-
ing to climate change. 

The African ministers, in forming the 
Declaration, agreed that a future interna-
tional climate change agreement must 
accommodate and finance African priori-
ties of sustainable development, poverty 
reduction, capacity building and techno-
logical progress. These elements of Af-
rica’s united climate change policy dem-
onstrate a continental commitment to 
adaptation and mitigation, and suggest 
that Africa is eager to change and grow 
through sustainable means, with support 
from the international community. 

The Nairobi Declaration’s call for im-
provement of clean development mecha-
nisms and its insistence on equal global 
distribution of sustainable development 
projects demonstrates the need to con-
sider the link between climate change 
and economics, specifically in the context 
of the developing nations of the African 

(Continued on page 9) 

“Africa needs help to leapfrog 
the emissions-intensive stage of 

economic development, to 
ensure that the mistake of the 

West is not repeated.” 

Water stresses may lead to a 50% 
drop in agricultural yields in 

Africa by 2020. 

Effie George 
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South Africa, the most developed of the 
African nations and the continent’s largest 
polluter, has demonstrated initiative in cli-
mate change programs and policies under 
Marthinus van Schalkwyk, Minister of Envi-
ronmental Affairs and Tourism. These meas-
ures can potentially serve as a model frame-
work for other African nations’ climate 
change adaptation and mitigation policies. 
South Africa relies heavily on coal for energy 
(90% of the nation’s electricity comes from 
coal sources), and as such the nation yields 
over 9 tons of CO2 per capita per year. EK-
SOM, the company which supplies 95% of 
the nation’s electricity, produces over half 
of the country’s greenhouse gas emissions, 
and the energy sector emits over 70% of the 
nation’s greenhouse gas emissions. In the 
face of the worst energy crisis in decades, 
little emphasis has been placed on mitigat-
ing the use of coal. Through the work of van 
Schalkwyk and the cabinet, however, South 
Africa is emerging as a leader in these is-
sues, demonstrating forward thinking 
through realistic policies. 

Though South Africa is not legally required 
through Kyoto to take dramatic reduction steps 
because of its status as a developing nation, van 
Schalkwyk, facing data that suggest that a lack 
of action could lead South African emissions to 
quadruple by 2050, has pushed for a progres-
sive pollution policy that emphasizes sustain-
able development through clean energy tech-
nology and international cooperation. 

In July 2008, South African officials an-

nounced cabinet level commitments to a 
pollution policy of “peak, plateau and de-
cline.” Through this framework, pollution 
will peak at 550 megatons (100 megatons 
above 2003 levels) by 2020-2025, remain 
steady and then gradu-
ally decline. In a keynote 
address in Washington, DC 
in a conference on emerg-
ing strategies for interna-
tional climate and invest-
ment policy, van Schalkwyk 
called the proposal “highly 
ambitious for a developing 
country,” stating that “this 
framework is motivated by 
climate change concerns, 
but very importantly also by 
our energy access, energy 
security, sustainable development and poverty 
eradication imperatives.” 

By maintaining this stance and the belief 
that climate change is equally an “energy 
and development question,” van Schalkwyk 
is reaffirming the AMCEN commitment to 
sustainable development through low car-
bon energy technology. Similarly, van 
Schalkwyk has ambitious plans to generate 
15% of the nation’s electricity from renew-
able sources by 2020, as the nation 
“continues to diversify the energy mix away 
from coal whilst shifting to cleaner coal.” 
Van Schalkwyk has openly discussed the 
possibility of nuclear energy as a vital com-
ponent of future energy use, as South Africa 

SOUTH AFRICA: A LEADER ON THE CONTINENT 
expands its sustainable energy sector. 

South African rhetoric and actions have 
demonstrated an understanding of the ne-
cessity for international cooperation in en-
suring the success of climate change adap-

tation and mitigation projects. In April of 
this year, van Schalkwyk met with environ-
mental leaders from the 17 biggest emitters 
of greenhouse gases in Washington to dis-
cuss policy and arrangements pre-
Copenhagen. Though this conference 
yielded merely suggestions and ideas for 
the future, it built a platform for South Af-
rica and van Schalkwyk to become a force in 
negotiations. 

Looking forward, van Schalkwyk said, “we 
are putting our best efforts into making a 
fair contribution to this global challenge – 
but the extent to which South Africa will be 
able to realize its ambitious vision will de-
pend on the support that the international 
community gives through finance, technol-
ogy transfer and the building of human and 
institutional capacity.” In 2009, the National 
Climate Change Summit was held, reaffirm-
ing the statements and commitments made 
in 2008, with the hopes that a comprehen-
sive National Climate Change Policy can be 
drafted and ratified after the Copenhagen 
negotiations. 

South Africa has demonstrated that it can 
be a leader in Africa on issues of climate 
change. What remains to be seen is whether 
the nation will receive adequate attention 
and support from the international commu-
nity. Though the work to be done to protect 
South Africa and the African continent is 
massive in scale, van Schalkwyk’s message 
remains: “together, we can.” 

Effie George 

An Ethiopian Perspective   
  For Ethiopian Prime Minister Meles Zenawi, climate change in Africa is a matter of accountabil-
ity. Rich nations of the world, he argues, must be required to compensate African nations for the 
disastrous effects of climate change from the industrialized nations’ history of high emissions. 

   Citing theories that suggest that northern pollution was a factor in the Ethiopian famines in the 
1980s, Zenawi stated, "Africa is going to be very significantly affected *by climate change+…some parts 
of the continent may become uninhabitable. Therefore, those that did the damage have to pay.” 

   Looking to future negotiations, Zenawi said, "Any agreement in Copenhagen which does not 
include substantial compensation for Africa would be illegitimate,” further adding, "I hope that it 
won't come to lawsuits." Zenawi asked rich nations to consider the sovereignty of African nations, 
demanding an end to foreign aid to Africa with economic policy mandates attached. African na-
tions need to be given space to develop their own economic policies while still receiving foreign 
aid, he argued, in order that they may prepare for continental crisis caused by climate change. 

   "I think the international community could and should provide adequate policy space, live up to 
its commitments of development assistance, limit global warming and pay compensation for the 
unavoidable damage caused by it," Zenawi said. 

                           Climate Institute | www.climate.org 

A solar panel powers the adjoining school. South Africa 
Effie George 
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continent. In a region highly dependent 
on climate for a thriving economy, there 
are strong links between development 
and climate change adaptation. The minis-
ters have expressly stated that climate-
proofing investments and an emphasis on 
renewable energy and energy efficient 
technologies to aid in sustainable devel-
opment are absolutely necessary to equip 
Africa with the tools to survive potentially 
catastrophic climate change. 

Yvo de Boer, Head of the UN Climate 
Change Secretariat, in a November 2008 
address emphasized this connection be-
tween development and climate change 
adaptation by stating that, “Africa needs 
help to leapfrog the emissions-intensive 
stage of economic development, to en-
sure that the mistake of the West is not 
repeated.” 

Further, the Declaration discusses the 
notion of carbon credits as a means of 
positioning Africa as a competitor in the 
international low-carbon economy. The 
Declaration suggests that expanding the 
use eligibility for carbon credits to include 
sustainable land use, agriculture and for-
est management will allow Africa to gain 
an advantage in international economics 
while simultaneously boosting low-carbon 
development. 

The African ministers require of a future 
international agreement only that which 
will prove necessary for the continent’s 
continued development and eventual 
survival: aid with sustainable develop-
ment, poverty reduction, technological 
advancements, capacity building and lead-
ership from developed nations. Africa has 
the potential to continue to develop 
through carbon-sustainable means; how-
ever, it is only with the aid of developed 
nations and the international community 
that Africa will be able to thrive with the 
security of adaptation and mitigation 
measures. 

The united African front developed 
through AMCEN and explicitly outlined in 
the Nairobi Declaration demonstrates the 
African continent’s dedication to protect-
ing its citizens from the detrimental ef-
fects of climate change and a commit-
ment to building a sustainable future. 

(Africa and AMCEN, continued from page 7) 

In rural Apac, Uganda, maize is withering 
and groundnuts are wilting. The primary rainy 
season, which officially ended in June, yielded 
less rain than normal, leaving many families 
hungry, and many crops, which should have 
been harvested by now, thirsty for water in 
order to reach maturation. What is the cause? 
One year’s fluctuation is certainly not enough 
to declare that climate change is real and 
present. However, speak with local farmers 
and NGOs and they will tell you that recent 
years have brought longer dry spells and 
lower crop yields.  

Projected climate change effects in Uganda 
include more erratic rainy seasons, with in-
creased intensity of less frequent rainstorms, 
interspersed by 
longer dry spells. 
While this is a 
common trend 
around much of 
the world, roughly 
80% of Uganda’s 
residents rely 
directly on natural 
resources to sus-
tain their liveli-
hoods, leaving the 
population highly 
vulnerable to an unpredictable climate.  

Quantitatively, climatic change in Uganda is 
hard to prove. Historically, economic con-
straints and more immediate humanitarian 
crises have resulted in significant gaps, both 
spatially and temporally, in Uganda’s climate 
monitoring network. Qualitatively however, 
many locals would argue that seasonal 
changes are already being observed. Through-
out Uganda traditional indicators of the 
proper time to plant are no longer reliable, 
forcing farmers to take greater risks - plant 
crops more often in hopes that rains will last, 
and subsequently lose more when the rains 
fail to persist.  

Many of the negative effects that climate 
change will have in Uganda are complexly 
interwoven into a variety of larger social and 
economic challenges creating a dearth in 
adaptive capacity. As traditional crops become 
less suitable for growth due to prolonged dry 

spells and damage from more intense rains, 
lower yields will force vulnerable, subsistence 
families to expand their planting areas or devise 
alternative sources of income in order to sustain 
their livelihoods. With limited land available and 
over 97% of Ugandans reliant on biomass to 
meet their basic needs for hot water and cook-
ing, it is likely that many subsistence families will 
turn to charcoal production as an additional 
source of income. 

Deforestation is already a major concern in 
Uganda. A report released this month states that 
Uganda lost 30% of its forest cover between 
1990 and 2005 and could lose all of its forest 
cover within the next 41 years, unless deforesta-
tion stops. In conjunction with increased intense 

rainfalls, deforesta-
tion will result in 
increased rates of 
soil erosion and 
incidences of flood-
ing. In many cases 
this will also lead to 
higher rates of diar-
rheal disease due to 
poorly contained 
fecal waste contami-
nating drinking wa-
ter supplies. Climate 

change also threatens Uganda’s vulnerable cof-
fee industry, with the potential of eliminating 
40% (256.8 million USD) of Uganda’s export 
revenue. Warmer temperatures will also lead to 
increased incidences of Dengue fever and ma-
laria. 

In countless cases throughout Uganda, and 
much of the developing world, climate change 
adaptation challenges have been identified, cul-
turally sensitive solutions have been devised and 
people are eager to begin implementation. At 
the international level, the newly formed Climate 
Change Unit in the Ministry of Water and Envi-
ronment is hard at work preparing Uganda, with 
the help of the Danish government, to have a 
stronger voice in the Copenhagen negotiations.  
The economic realities of implementing wide-
scale solutions in developing countries poses a 
formidable challenge which requires the assis-
tance of the international community – this is 
why Copenhagen can’t afford to fail. 

Julie Arrighi, Uganda Red Cross Society 

REFLECTIONS FROM UGANDA 

Effie George 



Corinne Kisner 
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Red Alert: The Impact of Climate Change on Northwest Coast Tribal Fisheries 

On April 22-24, the Northwest Indian 
College in Bellingham, Washington hosted 
a conference to discuss the impact of cli-
mate change on Northwest coast Tribal 
fisheries. Those attending and presenting 
included Tribal elders, government scien-
tists, academics, and students of the 
Northwest Indian College (NWIC). The 
conference, which was supported by 
NASA, the Bullitt Foundation, and the Cli-
mate Institute, served as a forum for shar-
ing wisdom about the environment and 
for discussing solutions to the fisheries 
crisis. In his opening remarks, Steve Pavlik, 
conference coordinator and professor of 
Northwest Indian studies 
and science at NWIC, 
discussed the impor-
tance of mutual under-
standing between scien-
tists, policymakers, academics and Indians 
in urgent discussions of climate change.  It 
is essential to bring native people to the 
table alongside Western scientists, he said, 
because native “memory and knowledge 
of the land is long and deep,”  while West-
ern science’s “technology is staggering” 
and critical in adapting to changing ecosys-
tems. According to Pavlik, these groups 
must collaborate and not talk past each 
other because “if we lose the health of the 
planet, nothing else really matters.” 

Tom Sampson, an elder of Tsartlit First 
Nation, set the tone for the conference 
with eloquent words about the spirituality 
of salmon.  “Humans are the babies of 
creation,” he told the participants, “so we 
learn from our older family members how 
to live. We learn from the salmon, from 
the wolf, the elk; each of these is older 
than us and they know how to live.”  
Sampson discussed that though recent 
generations have not learned how to be 
spiritually connected to the land or how to 
protect the environment, previous genera-
tions participated in a ceremony in which 
the elders gave children four pieces of 
salmon, saying “this is very little, but it is 
all you will ever need and you will never be 
hungry again.”  In the course of a few 
quick decades, humans lost the ability to 
“fix their appetites.”  The resulting greed is 

a power we can’t control, Sampson said, 
and rather than be the salmon’s protec-
tors, we have become “the instruments of 
our own self-destruction.” 

Nate Mantua, a member of the Climate 
Impact Group at the University of Wash-
ington, outlined the evidence that we are 
in fact destroying the resources upon 
which we rely.  Retreating glaciers, de-
clines in low-elevation snowpack, higher 
air and water temperatures, and lower 
river flows are all caused by anthropogenic 
greenhouse gas emissions.  What does this 
mean for salmon?  With less snow melt, 

the summer low-
flow season is 
shorter, spelling 
trouble for egg incu-
bation. Ocean acidifi-

cation and destruction to coastal habitat 
and food chains are also problematic, as 
90% of a salmon’s growth occurs in the 
ocean.  Perhaps worst of all, river tem-
peratures are approaching 21˚C (69.8˚F), 
the thermal stress threshold for salmon 
that halts upstream migration and in-
creases vulnerability to disease. According 
to Bob Bilby of the Weyerhauser Com-
pany, 20% of salmon habitat in Washing-
ton and 40% in both Idaho and Oregon will 
be completely uninhabitable by 2090. 

Already, adverse conditions are hinder-
ing salmon survival. In 2002, the effects of 
climate change combined in a perfect 
storm scenario on the Klamath River.  Wa-
ter-use conflicts, two endemic fish dis-
eases, low water flows and higher tem-
peratures due to drought collectively 
caused the loss of 30,000-60,000 adult 
Chinook salmon. 

Shellfish are affected by climate change 
as well, as ocean acidification due to 
higher carbon dioxide concentrations in 
the atmosphere hinders shell develop-
ment. Lizzie Oberlander of Lummi Shellfish 

Operations discussed the implications for 
entire food-chains: as oysters, clams and 
mussels are unable to absorb enough cal-
cium carbonate to grow shells and survive, 
the birds and aquatic mammals that eat 

shellfish also suffer. This dramatic loss of 
salmon, shellfish, birds and mammals de-
stroys ecosystems and hurts the Indian 
nations who rely on them.  Whereas in the 
past, Indians were forced onto reserva-
tions, the modern form of marginalization 
is through environmental destruction, 
which Preston Hardison of Tulalip Tribe 
calls “ecological dispossession – when the 
green rug is pulled out from under you.” 

With signs of a changing climate outside 
our front doors, many at the conference 
wondered why people aren’t more con-
cerned, as environmental changes are 
occurring at a faster rate than expected. 
Terry Williams of Tulalip Natural Resources 
noted that while “the impacts are star-
tling, even more startling are the people 
who still reject the idea of climate 
change.” Williams attributed this discon-
nect to the fact that the landscape that 
seems natural to us is the one we see 
when we’re born. For example, Sampson’s 
grandson is amazed to see 100 ducks, but 
Sampson can remember 30 years ago 
when there were 5,000 or 10,000 ducks at 
the pond. “We’ve altered everything so 
radically,” says Williams, “that when 
someone in the state legislature says 
there’s no climate change, we can’t show 
them the lack of ducks, the fish, the wet-
lands, because they never saw them.” 

The accelerating rate of change to 
salmon habitat has scientists and tribal 
elders alike worried about the future of 
the species. Pete Bisson of the U.S. Forest 
Service is concerned that the rate of tem-
perature change and stream flow may 
outpace the salmon’s ability to adapt.  
Mary Ruckelshaus of NOAA’s Northwest 

River temperatures are 
approaching 21˚C, the thermal 

stress threshold for salmon that 
halts upstream migration and 

increases vulnerability to disease. 

“If we lose the health of the planet, 
nothing else really matters.”      

- Steve Pavlik 

“Ecosystems have thresholds; 
once they break down it will be 
very difficult and expensive to 

bring them back.”  
 - Preston Hardison 



tion and adaptation strategies, the findings 
of which will be brought to Copenhagen in 
December. 

Efforts such as Sharpe’s are necessary to 
alert policymakers at Copenhagen of what 
is at stake should the negotiations fail, or 
produce emissions reductions standards 
that are weaker than scientists’ recom-
mended levels. Unless CO2 concentrations 
are controlled, native populations risk los-
ing not only the environment around them 
but also their economic livelihoods and 
cultures.  

Oscar Kawagley of the Yupik tribe in 
Alaska stressed the threat greenhouse 
gases pose to his lifestyle. “The cold made 
me. The cold made my language and its 37 
words for snow conditions. The cold made 
my culture and my technology. So what 
am I going to do without the cold?”  The 
fossil fuel-based development of rich na-
tions has harmed native peoples’ ability to 

practice their culture and maintain the 
lifestyle of their elders. 

“It’s not just about salmon and shell-
fish,” said Hardison. “It’s about the 
whole range of things that sustain a cul-
ture.  For indigenous people, it’s vital for 
the survival of culture and identity to 
work on ecosystem restoration.” In the 
words of one conference participant, 
“we want to do what we can in our little 
corner of the world, but the problem is 
bigger than that.  I don’t know if we can 
live off the land anymore.” Despite gen-
erations of knowledge about environ-
mental protection, many Tribal elders 
wonder if they will ever see ecosystems 
as healthy as when the elders were 
young. Bold action at Copenhagen will 
allow tribes in the Pacific Northwest to 
look to a time when salmon populations 
will recover, rather than if. 
 

Fisheries Science Center, however, is 
more optimistic.  She suggests a focus on 
improving habitat conditions at each 
stage of the salmon life cycle (including 
spawning, migration, etc) will result in 
salmon exhibiting positive biological re-
sponses. Implementing a restoration 
strategy can buy time for salmon to re-
cover while waiting 
for policymakers to 
address the root cause 
of climate change: 
greenhouse gas emis-
sions. 

According to Ruckelshaus, effective res-
toration efforts will include maintaining 
shade cover to minimize increases in wa-
ter temperature, promoting a forest struc-
ture that retains snow water to stabilize 
river flow levels, protecting springs from 
water appropriation, disconnecting the 
road drainage network from streams to 
lessen the discharge during intense 
storms, and ensuring that fish have access 
to their required seasonal habitats.  Scott 
Vanderkooi of the Western Fisheries Re-
search Center added that removing dams, 
such as the four on the Klamath River, 

would allow fall Chinook salmon to mi-
grate and spawn earlier and in better ther-
mal conditions, since dams increase water 
temperatures beyond the climate change 
induced warming. 

Tim Beechie, a member of NOAA’s Eco-
system Process Research Team, raised 
the issue of salmon resilience versus sen-
sitivity. Decreased habitat diversity and a 
smaller population can limit salmon’s 
ability to absorb imposed stresses such as 
dams or influxes of farmed fish. Restora-
tion strategies, therefore, should not only 
reduce climate change impacts but also 
increase salmon’s range of options. The 
key actions will counter changes in 
stream flow and temperature, Beechie 

said; effective tactics will include reduc-
ing water withdrawal (dams), improving 
riparian areas (shade), and restoring in-
cised channels. 

These restoration strategies are neces-
sary to ensure salmon’s immediate sur-
vival; long-term protection will require 
serious reductions in greenhouse gas 

emissions to alleviate 
the damage climate 
change inflicts on river 
and ocean ecosystems. 
Hardison warned that 
“ecosystems have 

thresholds; once they break down it will 
be very difficult and expensive to bring 
them back.” Many at the conference 
agreed that it would take cooperation on 
all levels to achieve results, including 
strong participation from native popula-
tions. Hardison called for opportunities for 
Tribal representatives to speak with U.S. 
Congress on a government-to-government 
level about environmental protection.  
“We have to be at the table, because we 
bring so much to the table. We’re collabo-
rators,” declared Billy Frank, Jr. of the 
Northwest Indians Fisheries Commission. 

Fawn Sharpe, Chairwoman of Quinault 
Nation, strives for fair representation of 
the 110 million indigenous people (largely 
living on biodiversity hotspots around the 
world) in climate change negotiations, 
such as the upcoming talks in Copenha-
gen. “What is the value of Indian lands to 
the U.S. in meeting greenhouse gas emis-
sions reductions standards?” asked 
Sharpe. “The science community is notic-
ing that Tribal restoration strategies are 
best practice for resource management 
and a balanced ecosystem,” she added. 
Sharpe has been working with five tribes 
in five countries to hold a caucus this sum-
mer regarding Tribal knowledge of mitiga-
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Restoration strategies are 
necessary to ensure salmon’s 
immediate survival; long-term 
protection will require serious 
reductions in greenhouse gas 

emissions to alleviate the 
damage climate change inflicts 
on river and ocean ecosystems.  

“We have to be at the table, 
because we bring so much to the 

table. We’re collaborators.” 
         - Billy Frank, Jr. 

“The science community is 
noticing that Tribal restoration 
strategies are best practice for 
resource management and a 

balanced ecosystem.”       
- Fawn Sharpe 

“The cold made me.  The cold 
made my language and its 37 

words for snow conditions.  The 
cold made my culture and my 

technology.  So what am I going 
to do without the cold?” 

- Oscar Kawagley, Yupik tribe, Alaska 
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Lynn Kirshbaum CHINA: STUCK IN THE MIDDLE 

Global climate change has created two oppos-
ing groups of countries: the developed and the 
developing. Stuck in limbo are the emerging 
economies: those countries that have made 
significant economic progress, but are still, on a 
per capita GDP basis, developing. China is a 
prime example of such a country. As the world’s 
largest greenhouse gas emitter, China is criticized 
for its inaction, but in turn has been vocal in de-
manding that developed countries reduce their 
own greenhouse gas emissions.  

Despite its remarkable economic growth over 
the past two decades, China’s per capita GDP still 
qualifies it as a developing country. However, China 
emits four times as much CO2 as the U.S. and six 
times as much as the European Union or Japan for 
every unit of GDP. Despite its polluter status, China 
has been adamant that developed countries up-
hold the terms of the Kyoto Protocol as well as the 
Bali Roadmap, especially in regards to cutting emis-
sions and providing technical transfers and financial 
support to the developing world. Recently, China 
demanded that developed countries commit to 
reducing their emissions by 40% below 1990 levels 
by 2020 under the agreements that will be pro-
duced in Copenhagen in December. 

In response to the U.S. House of Representa-
tives passing the American Clean Energy and Secu-
rity Act, Li Gao, an official with the Climate Change 
Department of China’s National Development 
and Reform Commission (NDRC) said that the US 
did not live up to international expectations when 
it approved the bill, noting that the emission target 
stated in the bill “is far away from what China and 

the Group of 77 developing countries have re-
quested” of developed countries.  

Though its demands on developed countries 
are high, China’s own commitments are vague. In 
2007, China released its Climate Change Program, 
a comprehensive summary of pre-existing poli-
cies with a positive impact on pollution mitigation 
or improving energy efficiency. In its 4 trillion yuan 
(US $586 billion) financial stimulus plan, China 
touted that 350 billion yuan would be spent on 
ecological and environmental projects and an-
other 160 billion yuan would be spent on innova-
tion and R&D. However, much of this money was 
already slated to be spent, and very little new 
investment was added. Beijing officials often use 
these as examples of China’s efforts to combat 
climate change, and likely will continue to do so 
come December, should developed countries 
maintain their current positions. 

In an interview with the Financial Times in 
February, China’s Premier Wen Jiabao said that 
his country “supports the Copenhagen confer-

ence,” and that the Chinese government will 
make it a “top priority” to tackle the challenge of 
climate change. He noted however, that it is 
“difficult for China to take quantified emission 
reduction quotas at the Copenhagen confer-
ence, because [China] is still at an early stage of 
development,” explaining that Europe had be-
gun to industrialize several hundred years ago, 
whereas China has only been industrializing for 
several dozen. Though Wen’s facts are valid, it 
must also be recognized that China has leapt to 
the fore of industrialization, surpassing even the 
U.S. in GHG emissions. Therefore, China should 
not take a backseat when it comes to enacting 
policies to combat climate change, but rather 
should take a proactive stance and be a leader 
among developing nations.  

In an effort to accomplish this, in May of this 
year, China’s NDRC released a position paper on 
the Copenhagen conference. It stated that devel-
oped countries should uphold the “common but 
differentiated responsibilities” as outlined by the 
Kyoto Protocol, and developing countries should 
be able to take “nationally appropriate mitiga-
tion and adaptation actions.” However, these 
positions leave much room for interpretation. 
Though there should not be a one size fits all 
climate policy, there should be some framework 
guiding the responsibilities of individual coun-
tries, with consideration given to a myriad of 
variables, not only GDP levels. 

Zhenhua Xie, China’s special representative on 
climate change, wrote in an article in The Guard-
ian  shortly after the release of the NDRC’s report: 
“China has no other choice but to pursue sustain-
able development in order to meet the basic 
needs of its people and to eradicate poverty. In 
this process, the world is assured that China will 
make every effort to address climate change.” He 
also discussed developed countries’ obligations, 
stating that success in Copenhagen will be de-
pendent upon the “realization of the full, effective 
and sustained implementation” of Kyoto, and 
that non-protocol countries, i.e. the U.S., should 
“undertake comparable commitments with 
quantified emission reduction targets,” and that 
all developed countries should fulfill their financial 
support and technology transfer obligations.  

To understand  the views of Chinese officials 
on climate change, it is important to realize that 
economic development is paramount to the 

Chinese government, as this is what allows the 
(Continued on page 13) 

“China has no other choice but to 
pursue sustainable development 
in order to meet the basic needs 

of its people and to eradicate 
poverty. In this process, the 

world is assured that China will 
make every effort to address 

climate change.”  
- Zhenhua Xie 

A brick factory in rural but smoggy Shandong Province. China emits four times as much CO2 as the 
U.S. and six times as much as the European Union or Japan for every unit of GDP. Patrice McCarthy 
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Chinese Communist Party (CCP) to maintain its 
legitimacy, and thus national stability. Until re-
cently, the Chinese government saw environ-
mental and climate change laws as a complete 
hindrance to economic prosperity, but recently 
recognized the long-term economic benefits of 
pursuing environmentally sustainable policies.  

This has come to the fore in the country’s 
energy policies: as China continues to pull more 
of its population out of poverty, demand for 
energy will increase as more people are con-
nected to the electric grid and are able to pur-
chase products which use electricity. If the Chi-
nese government wishes to maintain stability 
and power, it will have to keep these populations 
happy, which means providing them with en-
ergy resources. This has resulted in a Chinese 
climate change policy more concerned with 
improving energy efficiency than reducing emis-
sions: China has recently stated that they plan to 
attain 20% of their energy from renewables by 
2020, and will continue their yearly goals of im-
proving energy efficiency. 

Regardless of how the government makes 
these changes, China will only pursue policies 
deemed economically beneficial. Currently, Chi-
nese officials believe this requires technology 
transfers and financing from developed countries. 
Though Japan, Italy, and Germany all have set up 
either technology transfer programs or joint R&D 
programs with China, the U.S. will only consider 
joint venture R&D. Private U.S. firms have and 
continue to work with Chinese firms, but the gov-
ernments have been unable to reach an agree-
ment on this issue. Chief U.S. climate negotiator 
Todd Stern made a three day trip to China in early 
June to discuss potential terms of the Copenhagen 
agreement. Though no definitive documents 
were expected to be produced at these meetings, 
many around the world were disappointed with 
the results as Chinese representatives to the Bonn 
conference announced soon after the meeting’s 
close that China would not be bringing cuts in their 
overall emissions to the table in December.  

As the Copenhagen conference draws near, it 
is imperative that all countries, regardless of their 
status as a developing or developed economy, 
work together to create and implement policies 
that will be beneficial to all in the long-term.  For 
its part, China must assume a leadership role 
among developing countries not only in making 
demands on the developed world, but also by 
accepting responsibility for its own emissions.  

(China, from page 12) 

International climate agreements have 
used 1990 as the baseline year from 
which to measure reductions  in green-
house gases (GHGs), which immediately 
predates the political and economic col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. As a conse-
quence, former Soviet countries are all 
significantly below the emissions targets 
set forth by the Kyoto Protocol. This has 
not been due to climate change policies, 
but a failure to regain the levels of indus-
trial production that had been maintained 
by the Kremlin. These countries now pos-
sess a large excess of emissions credits, 
commonly referred to as “hot air.” There 
are fears that if these eastern European 
nations initiated a massive sell-off of the 
credits, it would flood the credit market 
and slash prices. While this has yet to hap-
pen, it remains a concern. 

Of the fifteen former Soviet countries, 
Russia emits by far the most GHGs. It is 
responsible for two-thirds of the group's 
GHG emissions, and emits five times more 
than Ukraine, the group's second-largest 
emitter. In fact, as of 2005, Russia trailed 
only China and the United States in GHG 
emissions (excluding LULUCF), emitting five 
percent of the world total. 

From 1990 to 1998, Russia's GHG emis-
sions plummeted by more than 36%. Emis-
sions have steadily risen since, but remain 
approximately 25% below 1990 levels. If 
the growth trend of the past few years is 
maintained, emissions in 2017 would be 12

-15% below the baseline, and emissions 
would return to the 1990 level sometime 
around 2025. Thus, any 2017 reduction 
target for Russia less stringent than 15% 
below the baseline allows the country to 
continue business-as-usual. 

Russia has so far not been an active 
participant in the negotiations leading up 
to Copenhagen. It remains one of the 
few countries that has not yet set forth 
an emissions target proposal. There have 
been reports that the Russian govern-
ment drafted a paper outlining the dan-
gers of climate change and the need for 
adaptation and mitigation strategies, but 
the paper has not been made public. 
While this is a big step for a government 
that historically cast doubt on the sci-
ence of climate change, the international 
community is forced to speculate as to 
how Russia will approach both domestic 
and international climate policy.   

Expectations remain tempered. Most 
predict that Russia will not agree to any 
target that will slow their emission 
growth trend for fear of impeding their 
economic recovery, while many expect 
they will negotiate to bank their unused 
emission credits for future compliance 
periods. Nevertheless, Russia's exact 
position remains uncertain. Until Mos-
cow comes forward with a proposal, the 
international community will try to con-
struct an agreement that will be adapt-
able to last-minute Russian involvement.    

RUSSIA: EMISSIONS WITHOUT CONCESSIONS  

emission reduction goals, or if they wish, 
these credits could be banked to meet 
their future reduction requirements. 
Moore and MacCracken’s proposal also 
recognizes that technology transfer will be 
an important process to help countries 
generate further emissions reductions. 
They suggest that one way to promote 
technology transfer would be to have a 
premium for carbon credits that encour-
age and enable capacity building and tech-
nology transfer in the receiving country—
basically, the objective would be to incen-
tivize emissions reductions.  

(Lifetime Leveraging, from page 3) Lifetime Leveraging “recognizes that 
there are political tradeoffs that will have 
to be made in negotiating the next climate 
treaty, and offers a way of approaching 
these tradeoffs that could minimize result-
ing environmental damage” (Moore and 
MacCracken, 2009). There is still the po-
tential for the world to reduce emissions 
sufficiently to limit the likelihood of the 
most unacceptable changes in climate, 
and Lifetime Leveraging offers an ap-
proach that the authors hope can break 
the apparent international negotiating 
deadlock between developed and devel-
oping countries with a logical and equita-
ble solution. 

J.M. Cross 
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The Board of Directors of the Climate 
Institute has elected Mark A. Goldberg to 
serve as the Institute’s Chairman.  He 
succeeds William A. Nitze, who had been 
Chairman since November, 2002. 

Goldberg is the Executive Vice Presi-
dent of the National Coalition on Health 
Care, a non-partisan alliance of busi-
nesses, unions, associations of physi-
cians and other providers, patient advo-
cacy groups, pension funds, and other 
organizations working for system-wide 
health care reform.  He was formerly the 
Lester Crown Visiting Professor of Man-
agement and a Distinguished Faculty 

Fellow at the Yale School of Manage-
ment, where he taught courses on 
health care policy, business strategy, 
and entrepreneurship in the non-profit 
sector.  He previously served as a mem-
ber of the White House staff, Editor and 
Publisher of the Brookings Review at the 
Brookings Institution, and Publisher of 
the McKinsey Quarterly at McKinsey & 
Company.  His articles on health care 
policy, regulation, and other issues have 
appeared in a variety of publications, 
including the New England Journal of 
Medicine, Health Affairs, the Yale Law 
Journal, the Yale Journal on Regulation, 

Climate Institute News 
the Washington Post, and the Wall 
Street Journal. 

In announcing the appointment, John 
C. Topping, Jr., the Institute’s President, 
said, “Mark helped me found the Climate 
Institute and has been a source of wise 
counsel these many years.  His experi-
ence and insights – regarding strategy, 
policy analysis, and communications – 
will be enormously valuable as the Insti-
tute works to build public awareness and 
engagement and to strengthen connec-
tions among science, policy, and action.  
The Board and staff are delighted that 
Mark has become our Chairman.” 

cember 2007 which called for cooperation in 
climate change mitigation and adaptation, 
supported by sufficient financial resources 
and technology transfers from developed to 
developing countries.  In general, India sup-
ports a global package that would commit 
developed countries to significant reductions 
in their GHG emissions, achieve wide dissemi-
nation at affordable costs of existing climate-
friendly technologies and practices, and es-
tablish a collaborative R&D effort among 
developed and major developing countries 
for cost-effective technological innovations 
for a carbon-free economy. 

With regard to mitigation, India notes that 
the UNFCCC and the subsequent December 
1997 Kyoto Protocol do not require develop-
ing countries to commit any GHG emissions 
reductions.  However, in his speech announc-
ing the National Action Plan, Prime Minister 
Singh stated that India’s per capita GHG emis-
sions will not exceed the average per capita 
emissions of developed countries as India 
pursues its social and economic development 
objectives.  Given India’s current relatively 
low per capita GHG emissions, the standard 
gives India enormous leeway to increase 
emissions with development, but caps India’s 
emissions to any reduced average level 
achieved by the developed world.  Existing 
programs in energy-efficiency, afforestation 
and other areas will help to limit India’s in-
crease in GHG emissions as it develops. 

There may be possibilities to negotiate 
reductions of the short-lived GHGs produced 
by black carbon (soot) in India (a major coal 

(India, from page 6) user) if substantial reductions of 
long-lived GHG emission are 
made by the developed world.  
However, it is unlikely that India 
would enter into such discussion 
until the number one black car-
bon emitter, China, agreed to a 
basic framework with the United 
States. 

The Position Paper further 
states that India requires global 
action on adaptation.  India al-
ready spends over 2% of its GDP 
to combat a high degree of cli-
mate variability resulting from 
droughts, floods and other extreme weather 
events.  Under climate change such events 
would likely increase significantly. 

According to India, financing for emissions 
reductions, such as a carbon cap and trade 
system or Climate Investment Funds under 
the World Bank, should be seen as supple-
mental to the multilateral financing mecha-
nism of grants for adaptation and mitigation 
put forth under the UNFCCC, such as the 
existing Adaptation Fund. Such financing 
must also be supplemental to, not part of, 
general aid. 

The Position Paper also notes that India 
made domestic commitments to its own 
population under the National Action Plan 
with its own resources, but does not wish to 
legally bind itself internationally to similar 
goals.  In an interview in The Economist on 
June 6, 2009, Shyam Saran, Special Envoy for 
the Prime Minister for Climate Change, reit-
erated that India will not make any agree-

ment at the expense of its development.  
Rather, action on climate change must en-
hance, not diminish prospects for develop-
ment; action must be collaborative and not 
sharpen the division between an affluent 
North and an impoverished South, but give 
all members of the global community an 
equal entitlement to development and the 
fruits of prosperity. 

The Road to Copenhagen paper was writ-
ten several months before the May 2009 
parliamentary election in which the ruling 
Congress Party and its allies won 261 of 543 
seats, an increase of 38 seats from the 2004 
election.  This increased majority will allow 
the government more freedom of action but 
this change may not mean much in the ap-
proach to Copenhagen. As indicated above, 
India puts the burden upon the U.S. and 
other developed countries to reduce their 
per capita GHG emissions significantly before 
India acts to make any such reductions. 

Cows and cars: both major contributors to India’s GHG emissions.  

Nitesh Rana 
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At the Bonn Conference in early June, 
the ten member states of the Association 
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) held 
a side meeting during which they agreed 
to take a common stand on climate 
change to call on developed countries to 
make significant cuts in their greenhouse 
gas emissions. This type of cooperation is 
a marked change from usual ASEAN be-
havior as the two pillars of the “ASEAN 
way,” consensus and non-interference , 
typically prevent widespread agreements.  

While the whole group has demanded 
significant greenhouse gas emission re-
ductions, the Philippines in particular 
submitted interventions at the UNFCC 
meeting calling for developed countries 
to cut CO2 emissions 30-40% between 
2013-2017, and by more than 50% from 
2018-2022 based on 1990 levels. 

Beginning on June 15, the Asian Devel-
opment Bank (ADB) held a week-long 
high level dialogue on climate change in 
Asia and the Pacific in an effort to en-
hance awareness and knowledge, share 
information and best practices, promote 
regional cooperation, and foster partner-
ships among the ASEAN community. The 
consensus of this conference was that 
funding for climate change mitigation 
remains a problem: ADB reported that 
$320 million of public funds are now 
available annually, but Oxfam estimates 
that $50 billion is needed by developing 
countries each year, and the UN projects 
that this number will increase to $250 
billion per year by 2020. ADB president 

Haruhiko Kuroda stated that the Bank 
has recently doubled its annual clean 
energy investment to $2 billion in de-
veloping Asia. 

In general, ASEAN countries see cli-
mate change as a challenge to their 
continued development.  Collectively , 
Asia accounts for 37% of global green-
house gas emissions. ASEAN member 
states  are responsible for 4.26% of 
global GHG emissions, but contribute 
7.6% of the world’s CH4 emissions, due 
in part to extensive rice cultivation and 
rice straw burning. Indonesia is 
ASEAN’s  biggest emitter accounting for 
36.93% of all GHG emissions , and is 
followed by Thailand with 21.82% and 
Vietnam with 11%.  

Asia has experienced intensive eco-
nomic growth in recent years, but this 
has come at great environmental costs. 
According to ADB, 70% of the world’s 
1.3 billion poor live in Asia, many of 
whom subsist on traditional agricul-
tural practices. Southeast Asia in par-
ticular is a region uniquely susceptible 
to extreme weather events, and much 
of its population relies on weather pat-
terns to maintain a source of liveli-
hood. 

By presenting a common stance in 
Copenhagen, the ASEAN nations may 
have the opportunity to further the 
cause of developing nations in climate 
change negotiations, and to help shape 
global solutions which engage both 
developed and developing nations. 

ASEAN: A Common Stance Lynn Kirshbaum promises made by rich nations at Bonn. 
The US has not yet announced a reduc-

tion commitment, reminiscent of its failure 
to act under Kyoto. However, climate legis-
lation has recently passed through the 
House of Representatives. If the American 
Clean Energy and Security Act becomes 
law, it could amount to emissions roughly 
3% below 1990-levels by 2020 according to 
WRI estimates. 

The EU also falls short of the IPCC rec-
ommendations despite committing to the 
largest cuts: 20% below 1990-levels and 
provisionally 30% if other developed na-
tions commit to similar cutbacks. 

Little progress was made on the other 
critical negotiating points, as underlying 
divisions between industrialized and de-
veloping nations on climate change miti-
gation remained an issue.  For instance, 
China announced that it will not agree to 
a mandatory cap on emissions, citing the 
primary importance of raising its citizens 
out of poverty.  China’s decision presents 
a considerable challenge as it is one of the 
largest contributors to global emissions 
and is viewed as a leader by developing 
nations in the negotiations. 

Characteristic of other developing na-
tions, China continues to press rich nations 
to share green technology, provide financ-
ing, and make the largest emissions reduc-
tions.  Nevertheless, industrialized nations 
still fall far short of the demands for 40-
45% reductions made by many developing 
countries, including a majority of the G-77, 
small island developing states (SIDS), and 
Latin American and African nations. 

Since negotiators have been unable to 
reach consensus on viable solutions to the 
divide between industrialized and develop-
ing nations or the method and manage-
ment of financing, the Bonn talks under-
scored these issues as road blocks to suc-
cess in Copenhagen. 

To provide fresh and ‘fair’ solutions to 
those road blocks, a consortium of NGOs 
presented an alternative blueprint for a 
legally binding Copenhagen agreement.  
Its treaty tackles the issue of financing by 
planning a system of grants, insurance, 
and compensation packages for those 
countries most vulnerable to climate 

(Bonn, from page 4) 

forming a low-carbon development path 
for developing nations which would be 
supported by wealthier nations.  Finally, 
it lays the groundwork for the next 3 
years in advance of the Kyoto Protocol’s 
expiration.  

As talks continue in advance of Copen-
hagen, greater insight will be gained into 
what the official treaty will contain and 
which countries will play leading roles in 
mitigating climate change.  Advancements 
in discussions can be followed via the 
UNFCCC, environmental NGO organiza-
tions, and the mainstream media. 

change. Negotiators from 192 states re-
ceived the 160 page benchmark docu-
ment with treaty-ready solutions for 
avoiding unacceptable risk levels identi-
fied by international scientists. 

The consortium (including the WWF, 
Greenpeace, and other international 
organizations) suggests a “Copenhagen 
Climate Treaty” with three parts.  The 
first part updates the Kyoto Protocol by 
strengthening Annex-1 (industrialized 
country) obligations. The second outlines 
a “Copenhagen Protocol” that expands 
on Kyoto by legally binding the US and by 
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F ounded in 1986, the Climate Institute was the first non-profit organization 
established primarily to address climate change issues. Working with an extensive 

network of experts, the Institute has served as a bridge between the scientific 
community and policy-makers and has become a respected facilitator of dialogue to 
move the world toward more effective cooperation on climate change responses.  
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