Copenhagen summit has resulted in belied expectations. In view
of the Kyoto Protocol running out in 2012 a new climate protocol
was urgently needed. At the conference in Copenhagen 2009 the
parties of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) were supposed to meet for the last time on
government level to renew the climate agreement. Therefore the
Climate Conference in Copenhagen was essential for the world's
climate paving way for "Copenhagen Protocol" to prevent global
warming and climate changes. But the result of the summit is a
"deal" and not an "agreement" as expected by the participating coun-
tries and people across the globe. Moreover, India has apparently
diluted its principled stand ceding considerable ground in an
unreciprocated gesture. The unilateral emission cuts announced by
India are now subject to international supervision ("consultation and
analysis") without securing any guarantees of help with finances
and technology. While most of the G-77 members are expressing
their disappointments, the US seems fully satisfied having equipped
itself with the ability to challenge India and China on their actions
about emissions reduction.

Few may draw solace from the "Copenhagen Accord" on cli-
mate change but the responses so far are not very encouraging.
South Africa, despite being one of the five draftees has described
the accord as "not acceptable". The G-77 has criticized it as inad-
equately catering to only a few nations. Brazil, Maldives, ALBA
(so called Alternativa Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra
América, this is, mainly Venezuela, Bolivia, Cuba), Sudan and Tuvalu
have termed the accord as disappointing. The European Union too
has labelled the conference and accord a "disaster". Promising to
mobilize $100 billion funding per annum for developing countries
from 2020 onwards with a pledge of about $30 billion by 2012 to
meet the challenges of climate change the accord sets a target of
limiting temperature increase to a maximum of two degrees Cel-
sius. But it remains silent about the manner in which it proposes to
mobilize funds and plans its distribution making the declaration all

the more doubtful and vague. The fact that the accord has not been
adopted as a consensus document and the summit only taking "note"
of it along with failure to legally specify the greenhouse gas emis-
sion cuts that nations need to commit themselves keeps one guess-
ing about the final outcome.

"Copenhagen Accord" underlines the fact that the nations of
the world have yet to agree upon a plan to address the impending
environmental crisis due to ensuing complex climatic change. The
Indian tradition presupposes that man is not separate from nature,
that we are linked by spiritual, psychological and physical bonds
with the elements around us. Knowing that the Divine is present
everywhere and in all things, our civilizational ethos strive to do no
harm in any form. Indian values hold a deep reverence for life and

an awareness that the great forces of nature — the earth, the wa-
ter, the fire, the air and space-as well as all the various orders of
life, including plants and trees, forests and animals, are bound to
each other within life's cosmic web. Bhumi Suktam states, "Earth,
in which the seas, the rivers and many waters lie, from which arise
foods and fields of grain, abode to all that breathes and moves, may
She confer on us Her finest yield". (Atharva Veda xii.1.3). Unless
world communities have such traditions, ethos and value system to
back the efforts to meet the challenges of climate change, it re-
mains a remote possibility that accords like the one struck in
Copenhagen would really work.

This Booklet (in English and Hindi) has been published to bring
the various facets of the Copenhagen Accord to the fore and also
to highlight the points raised by senior BJP leaders inside and out-
side the parliament before and after the Copenhagen Summit. We
hope that our readers will find the booklet interesting and insightful
helping them to explore the realities and issues related to the ongo-
ing debate and discussion over the outcome of the Summit.
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Copenhagen Accord
Keypoints

A US-led initiative called the Copenhagen Accord has formed
the centre-piece of a deal at UN climate talks in Copenhagen, despite
some countries' opposition. The following are the broad contours of
the accord reached by the United States, China, India, Brazil, South
Africa and several other countries at the U.N. climate talks:-

TEMPERATURE RISE

» The text recognizes the need to limit global temperatures rising
no more than 2C (3.6F) above pre-industrial levels.

» The language in the text shows that 2C is not a formal target,
just that the group "recognizes the scientific view that" the
temperature increase should be held below this figure.

» However, the accord does not identify a year by which carbon
emissions should peak, a position resisted by some richer
developing nations.

» Countries are asked to spell out by 1 February next year their
pledges for curbing carbon emissions by 2020. The deal does
not spell out penalties for any country that fails to meet its
promise.

EMISSIONS

» The deal does not commit any nation to emission cuts beyond a
general acknowledgment that global temperatures should be
held along the lines agreed to by leading nations in July. There
are no overall emissions targets for rich countries.

» The already agreed-upon emission cuts fall far short of action
needed to avoid potentially dangerous effects of climate change.
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These cuts are to be made by 2020: U.S., a 17 per cent reduction
from 2005 levels (or 3-4 per cent from 1990 levels); China, a
cut 0of 40 to 45 per cent below "business as usual," that is, judged
against 2005 figures for energy used versus economic output;
India, 20 to 25 per cent cut from 2005 levels; European Union,
20 per cent cut from 1990, and possibly 30 per cent; and, Japan,
25 per cent cut from 1990.

EMISSIONS TRANSPARENCY

» The pledges of rich countries will come under "rigorous, robust
and transparent" scrutiny under the UN Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC).

» In the accord, developing countries will submit national reports
on their emissions pledges under a method "that will ensure
that national sovereignty is respected."

» Pledges on climate mitigation measures seeking international
support will be recorded in a registry.

FINANCIALAID

» The deal promises to deliver $30bn (£18.5bn) of aid for
developing nations over the next three years. It outlines a goal
of providing $100bn a year by 2020 to help poor countries cope
with the impacts of climate change.

» The accord says the rich countries will jointly mobilize the
$100bn, drawing on a variety of sources: "public and private,
bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of
finance."

» A green climate fund will also be established under the deal. It
will support projects in developing countries related to mitigation,
adaptation, "capacity building" and technology transfer.

LEGAL STATUS

W The Accord, reached between the US, China, India, Brazil and
South Africa, contains no reference to a legally binding
agreement, as some developing countries and climate activists
wanted.

» Neither is there a deadline for transforming it into a binding
deal, though UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon said it needed
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to be turned into a legally binding treaty next year.

» The accord was merely "recognised" by the 193 nations at the
Copenhagen summit, rather than approved, which would have
required unanimous support. It is not clear whether it is a formal
UN deal.

REVIEW OF PROGRESS

» The implementation of the Copenhagen Accord will be reviewed
by 2015. This will take place about a year-and-a-half after the
next scientific assessment of the global climate by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).

» However, if, in 2015, delegates wanted to adopt a new, lower
target on global average temperature, such as 1.5C rather than
2C, it would be too late.

(With inputs from BBC and The Hindu)

Copenhagen Accord

Speech delivered by Shri Arun Jaitley, Leader of Op-
position (Rajya Sabha) on December 22, 2009 in Parliment
on Copenhagen Accord

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION (SHRI ARUN
JAITLEY): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, | have heard and gone
through the elaborate statement made by the hon. Minister. I can-
not, Sir, hide my disappointment under the present circumstances.
Even when it became clear that at Copenhagen a multilateral ac-
cord or a statement was not going to be possible, what instead has
happened is a plurilateral accord with a reasonable prospect of this
plurilateral accord eventually slowly but surely being accepted by
others and becoming the fresh basis for the furtherance of the ne-
gotiations.

In this detailed statement, Sir, the Minister has elaborately pat-
ted himself and the Government on the back for, what he calls,
protecting the national interest. I do not know, Sir, whether the Gov-
ernment and the negotiators consciously agreed to the language, as
has been framed, or they have been completely outwitted in the
drafting of this language. Reports coming from across the world
refer to this Accord as a global disappointment. It appears to be a
complete betrayal of the poor and the weaker nations, the develop-
ing nations, and the more powerful nations have almost been left
off the hook. And, after the Accord, what we find is a continuous
campaign and spin-doctoring as a substitute for truth. We almost
find that facts are being stated and represented, which are not even
consistent with the very language of the Accord. Therefore, Sir,
instead of referring to the statement while seeking clarifications, I



shall refer to the original document, the Accord itself and the lan-
guage of the Accord. Sir, there are several questions which arise
on the very language of the Accord. The first: If this plurilateral
accord becomes a multilateral accord, which it is likely to, can it
ever be reasonably argued that the Kyoto Protocol continues to
subsist? The Kyoto Protocol had a specific, defined route and obli-
gations. Annexure-I Parties, the developed countries, had to, within
the first specified period, bring down their 1990 emission levels by
five per cent. This was subsequently increased and the developed
countries themselves felt that the reductions will have to be in-
creased by 25 to 40 per cent. Sir, there is something called an 'im-
plied abrogation'. Yes, this Document does not say that Kyoto stand
is abrogated. But the moment a route alternative to Kyoto Protocol
is discovered and then obliged, there is an implied abrogation as far
as the Kyoto Protocol is concerned.

A very simple guestion

Sir, I am placing a very simple question today. If fresh set of
obligations, less onerous obligations are to be cast under the
Copenhagen Accord, you will continue giving lip-sympathy to the
Kyoto Protocol which are the obligations which will be applicable
in future. It is the onerous obligations under the Kyoto Protocol or it
is the fresh set of obligations that have been cast under the
Copenhagen Accord. The hon. Minister intervened and said 'read
the Preamble'. Please read the Preamble. "Line four of the Pre-
amble", you said. The words are used 'in pursuit of the ultimate
objective of the Convention as stated in the Article'. Now, 'in pur-
suit of the objective', diluted from the Bali Action Plan language to
achieve what is mentioned. So, 'achieve' is now read down to mean
'pursuit’. See the next line. Bali Action Plan said, 'for sustained
implementation' that is now substituted by the words, 'being guided
by'. Word by word, phrase by phrase the language of all other obli-
gations stands diluted, and this is not only here.

Let us for a moment ignore the obligations in the Kyoto Proto-
col. My question to the hon. Minister is, please be specific on this:
Are the Annexure-1 Parties today exempted and exonerated from
the obligations of the Kyoto Protocol? If there is a repugnancy
between the two Documents, which of the two is going to be made
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applicable -- the less onerous one or the more onerous one? After
all, you can't have two sets of conflicting obligations occupying the
same space. One will have to choose which of the two responsibili-
ties will be applicable. Now the Minister said that he has been very
transparent and upfront. He told the Parliament that there will be
no peaking here and he is not agreed to a peaking here and the
Document, in effect, says so. Let us read the fourth line of para-
graph 2 of the document. It says, "We should cooperate in achiev-
ing the peaking of global and national emissions as soon as possible,
recognising that the timeframe for peaking will be longer for devel-
oping countries." Now what happens in the next round of negotia-
tions? My difficulty is that the problem with this Government is the
Sharm-el-Sheikh syndrome.

The agreed Document says one thing, but the Government al-
ways understands it to mean differently. So, paragraph 2 clearly
says, "We will cooperate in achieving the peaking of global and
national emissions." So, when the peaking of national emissions
takes place, that peaking will be fixed. The only concession given
is, the peaking will be more stringent for the developed countries,
will be a little more liberal as far as the developing counties are
concerned. So, in your next round of negotiations, you will be faced
with the clear language which says, "You have agreed to the prin-
ciple of peaking". All that happens is that if peaking for the devel-
oped world, for example, is 2020, the peaking for you will be 2025.
The principle of peaking has been accepted; all that remains is the
fixation of the specific year, as far as peaking is concerned. An
assurance was given to this House that we would never agree to
peaking. The principle of peaking is agreed. The peaking will be a
little liberal as far as developing countries are concerned. The peak-
ing year is yet to be fixed. That is what the Copenhagen Accord
now says.

Natural consequence

So, I want the Minister to categorically tell us, and that is my
specific query, will not the natural consequence of this in the next
round of negotiations be that the two categories of peaking years
for the developed and the developing countries will be fixed. My
third difficulty with this document is again an assurance given to
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this Parliament and to the country that unsupported domestic action
will never agree for any international verification. I have the
Minister's statement made in this House here: "All that will take
place is only reporting. There can be a domestic accountability to
the Parliament. But, as far as the international community is con-
cerned, we will only tell them what we have to do." The first thing
that this document does, Sir, it completely obliterates the distinction
between supported and unsupported actions. There is no distinction
between the two. It then specifically says, "as far as Annexure-I
Parties are concerned, whatever they do will be subject to some
element of international verification." It then comes to what hap-
pens to the non-Annexure-I countries. Now, if the document had
said what the Minister assured this House, and what the Minister,
in his statement, wants to again assure the House that it will be only
reporting and nothing else, I would have nothing to say. But, again
the Sharm el-Sheikh syndrome takes place; the document says some-
thing else. The document says, and I read paragraph 5, "Mitigation
actions by non-Annexure-I Parties will be subject to their domestic
measurement, reporting and verification, the results of which will
be reported through their national communications every two years."

Sir, I stop here for a moment. This is precisely what the Minis-
ter told us. This paragraph should have stopped here. There will be
domestic measurement; there will be domestic verification. And,
every two years, we will tell the international community what we
have measured and what we have done. They have no role in the
matter. This is what this House was categorically told. But, then,
there is a next sentence, "Non- Annexure parties will communicate
information on implementation of their actions through national com-
munications with a provision for international consultation and analysis
under defined guidelines that will ensure that national sovereignty is
respected." Now, it does not stop with reporting. Your responsibility
does not get over with that. After you report, there will be an inter-
national consultation. That is the first thing that will happen. Then,
there will be an international analysis of whether you have achieved
that or not. Both these things will be done by a process -- and that
is the whole art of outwitting in the process of negotiations -- under
guidelines which are yet to be framed. So, the Secretariat will frame
the guidelines. So, whatever we tell them, there will be consulta-
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tion; there will be analysis. And, the guidelines will respect our na-
tional sovereignty. That is the sense of satisfaction we get. Now,
what if the consultation and analysis report is that what we have
achieved is only 20 per cent of what we had promised. Today, there
is a statement made by the U.S. Administration saying, "We have
now got India on hold and we will bind them by what is written
therein, and we will make sure it is complied with."

Why pat ourselves

And, this is the process by which they will make sure that it is
complied with. There will be guidelines framed, whatever we tell
the world, there will be analysis, there will be consultations, and
once they find that there is something lacking, then, the conse-
quences will follow and you will enter into an era of conflict, an era
where even trade sanctions can be imposed upon you. And yet we
are being told that we must pat ourselves on the back because the
language we have agreed is only reporting and nothing more. It is
verification on those cases, it is now consultation and analysis un-
der guidelines and the rest will follow. So, we again enter an era of
ambiguity. We will say our understanding is different; their under-
standing is different. This is exactly what happened in the other
document at Sharm el-Sheikh. After all, negotiation is a process by
which you create value for your country; negotiation is a process
by which every word has to be measured. In a document, words
are not used without any reference. There is no tutelage as far as
international agreements are concerned that you use words which
have no meaning. Every word has to be given the meaning which is
intended to be given therein.

Therefore, this analysis, this consultation, the guidelines and
the consequences what the U.S. says will now emerge out of this.
So, my query to the Minister is: What will be the consequences in
his understanding of this consultation and analysis under the guide-
lines? Is it merely a case that we report and thereafter we don't
look at them and they won't bother us? Or, have we travelled much
beyond the commitment which we gave to Parliament?

Sir, we are now being told that this Accord was not adopted in
the entire multilateral conference, but it is a clear pluralateral agree-
ment between us, look at the language, and, therefore, no legally-
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binding agreement arises. Sir, it is an argument which cuts both
ways. [fno legally-binding agreement arises, then, what will be the
consequence if the developed countries by 31st of January don't
make their submissions in the Schedule in which they are supposed
to submit and say we are not bound by this outcome? Was what
happened in Copenhagen, the meeting between the developed coun-
tries and the basic group, an exercise in futility? Admittedly, it was
not. Admittedly, this document now promises to become the
centrestage document as far as the climate negotiations are con-
cerned. And, then the national Parliament to be told, "Well, this is
not a binding document". Paragraph 5, which is our obligation, starts
with non-Annexure 1 parties to the Convention 'will' implement
mitigation actions. Not 'may' implement, not 'could' implement, we
'will' implement, and what is it that we 'will' implement? We 'will'
implement what we make a declaration by 31st of January to the
Secretariat that these are going to be what my emission cuts or
energy intensity cuts are going to be.

It hardly lies with the Government after entering into an Ac-
cord which uses the word 'will' implement, then to come back and
say, "Well, what I have signed is not binding; is not worth the paper
it is written on. So, what is going to be, I want to ask the Minister,
the consequence of this commitment that we 'will' implement. The
Minister said, Sir, that the most important part of this agreement is
the one relating to the funding. Sir, an impression has been created
and | asked some of my colleagues that we conceded all this be-
cause we are all going to get a hundred billion dollars a year. If you
see the statement of the Minister, the statement itself is in clear
conflict with the language of the Accord. It says, "They have also
undertaken a commitment to mobilise US hundred billion dollars by
the year 2020 for such purpose”. As though the developed coun-
tries are generous that hundred billion dollars will be taken out of
the US Treasury and the EU Finances and will be placed on the
table for the rest of the world.

Globle funding

Please read paragraph 8 which deals with global funding. It
clearly says, 'Funding for adaptation will be prioritised for the most
vulnerable developing countries such as the least developing coun-
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tries, small island developing States and Africa.' So the 'others' get
priority; 'we' are not on the "priority list.' In the context of meaning-
ful mitigation actions and transparency on implementation, the de-
veloped world commit to a goal -- now comes the most important
world -- of 'mobilising' -- they are not going to take it out of their
treasury and put it on the table -- jointly US 100 billion dollars a year
by 2020 to address the needs of developing countries. This funding
will come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, bilat-
eral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance. Now
from the language it is clear that the 100 billion dollars does not
come out of the US Treasury or the EU funding. This is public
funding; this is private funding; this comes under various bilateral
arrangements; and this will come under multilateral arrangements.

Is the whole gambit of carbon trade going to be covered under
this funding? And a very large part of that trade itself, which you
would have got even without the Copenhagen Accord, is going to
be a part of this amount of 100 billion dollars. So, this figure of 100
billion dollars is dressed up to say that you are making this conces-
sion; you are letting them off the hook of the Kyoto obligations; and
they are going to pay for it. What is going to happen is that this will
be public funding, private funding, multilateral funding, bilateral fund-
ing, and carbon trade, everything included is going to be totally ac-
counting to 100 billion dollars a year by 2020. Sir, when we look at
all this, if you go through every word of this clause, and there are
several other clauses, the language is completely altered. Now the
hon. Minister in his statement said that our compliance will be ac-
cording to articles 4.1 and 4.7 of the Convention. Why did they put
4.1 and 4.7? What did they miss out here? They missed out 4.3.
Please read 4.3 of the Convention. Para 4.3 refers to funding for
the purposes of technological development, which is one of the
most important things. In paragraph 5, where they referred to what
commitments we are going to make subject to the assurance of
articles 4.1 and 4.7, what is missed out as a conscious omission is
4.3 -- Funding for the purposes of technological development. I
recollect when my friend, Mr. Yechury, was debating this issue
earlier and he took up the issue of IPRs on technological develop-
ment. This document is a conscious omission. It is not a reference
to what happens to the Intellectual Property Rights of the technol-
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ogy which we are going to get.

Again, we will get into an era of ambiguity. You will say that as
far as the IPRs are concerned, it will be covered under some other
convention, WIPO or otherwise, and therefore, we need not look at
this particular document for it. And the others will contend, 'No, we
have to really look at this document alone, and there is no reference
as far as IPRs are concerned.'

Sir, these are some legitimate questions in relation to the issues
which have arisen and which have created doubts in our minds. Sir,
I think that in the Minister's statements, both in Copenhagen and
here, there was a lot of concern that we should not be considered
the fall guys. And, therefore, we were either hiding behind some-
body or we were out to please somebody. Sir, it is true that we
should not be seen as the fall guys. But, at the same time, we
should not allow our own interest to fall. And I am afraid in our
entire attempt to please some and avoid being seen as the fall guys
we have decided to let our own interests to fall as far as this
Copenhagen Accord is concerned. Thank you, Sir.
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The chance India lostin Copenhagen

India's food security is under serious threat. The
government has bowed to US pressure

Former Union Minister and veteran BJP leader Dr
Murli Manohar Joshi attended the United Nations Cli-
mate Change Conference organised at Copenhagen, the
capital of Denmark, from December 7 to 18. He was mem-
ber of a five-member delegation of Parliament. Organiser
correspondent Pramod Kumar spoke to him in New Delhi
to know the outcome of the Copenhagen conference and
its impact on India. Excerpts:

» What is the outcome of Copenhagen Climate Change Con-
ference?
The Prime Minister may get appreciation from Obama in
Copenhagen, but he failed to get any praise from the people of
India. The Indian interest has not been fully safeguarded there.
Rather to a great extent we accepted a draft or a note, though
not a binding document, which will put a moral responsibility on
us not to go back to it. The interpretation osf it from the west-
ern countries now is that they can interfere in our internal
programmes. That is not acceptable. We have demanded from
the government that it must clarify and seek a clarification from
America about their interpretation of the note.

» The government still claims that it has not shifted its stand
on Kyoto Protocol. What is your view?
The Kyoto Protocol is almost jettisoned now. It has been bur-
ied deep. They will now consider something in Mexico which is
not based on Kyoto Protocol. It will be based on this note. This
note forms the basis for further dialogues. Where is the men-
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tion of Kyoto Protocol? I don't believe that the government
interpretation in this regard is correct. The general apprehen-
sion is that the people have been let down

» What will be the impact of climate change for us and what

are the indicators that India is getting affected by climate
change and how it can damage India's developmental
projects?

The capping of two per cent of carbon emission may be good
for the western countries, but it may prove disastrous for us. If
the temperature rises even by 1o centigrade, millions of tonnes
of wheat, paddy and vegetable will perish. One degree rise of
sea temperature will have a serious consequence on our ma-
rine life. The availability of fish would be reduced. What to talk
about 20, just rise in 10 will prove highly disastrous for us.

If the temperature goes on rising, | am not talking about the
rest of the world, what will happen to our Sunderbans,
Lakshadweep and the entire western coast from Kutch to
Kanyakumari? We know that one Mahabalipuram and Dwarika
have already gone down under the ocean. So, there may be
another holocaust on our coastal region. What will happen to
Mumbai and Goa? The entire environment will be disturbed. If
Sunderbans completely goes down in the sea, a large number
of species will migrate from that place. People from that area
and the other coastal areas will migrate. Serious problems of
rehabilitation will arise. I ask why should we accept this cap.
Just imagine what will happen to the monsoon which will be
disturbed, causing double loss to the crops and India will be one
of the worst victims. Our water system will also have very
serious consequences.

» Do you think the developed countries are not worried on it?

They have committed an offence, which I call civilisational of-
fence. Why should we pay for it? They say that they would
give us carbon credit. What does it mean? It means they will
continue to produce carbon debts, and we should continue to
absorb it. They say take money from us, grow more trees. If
we continue to grow more and more of trees what will happen
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to our food. They say they would grow food for us. Suppose if
they refused exporting to us, what will happen then? The gov-
ernment must understand this foul game behind it.

» They also say that they will give us technology. Comment.

Yes, but my question is the technology is a patented thing and
they will not give us free. They will give us carbon credit by
one hand and take away the royalty for technology by another
hand. They will make a fool of us. Their objective is, let us
develop and let you perish. For the benefit of a few, many are
suffering and many will continue to suffer. This is the biggest
objection from my side to all what is happening now and what
was ignored in Copenhagen.

There is another factor. The global warming comes from the
pumping of energy. What is our condition in energy? We are
the poorest in consuming energy. America is emitting 20 times
more than us. In the five lakh villages in our country, there are
large numbers of hamlets which do not have even a single point
of electricity or any other energy service. The human resource
development gets a setback if we are not able to provide the
basic minimum requirements of life to millions of our people.
When the temperature rises, the new diseases and viruses are
likely to crop up. The old diseases will die and the new will
strike. Then a lot of multinational companies will come with
fully patented medicines. It will be the third attack on us. We
should put strong efforts and tell the west to change its model
of development.

»i IS it possible to change the model of development at this

stage of globalisation?

Basically it is the consequence of wrong model of develop-
ment. [ will explain it in a nutshell. When India was getting
Independence, somebody asked Mahatma Gandhi that since
India will now be free, how will you remove poverty? Since
England has shown you the way and become prosperous, it is
expected that you should also follow the same path. Gandhiji
said England became prosperous by plundering half of the planet,
as it was ruling over half of the planet, how many planets would
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I have to plunder if India has to become rich on the same line?
The present system of development is consumption and de-
mand driven. The answer that he gave about 64 years ago is
valid even today.

Secondly, I say the western consumerism is the main culprit. It
is because of this consumerism that their economy collapsed.
They have consumed more resources than they should have
consumed. By doing it they created a carbon debt for the fu-
ture. The tragedy is that you cannot replenish what you have
spent here in natural resources and environment. That is gone.
The recycling time may take billions of years. Then what to
do? The basic principle is that one should not consume more
than what the environmental conditions allow. And the plan-
etary conditions say it is impossible to have infinite growth on
finite planet. Again it leads to the growth model, which is flawed.
Another objection is this model eats away the ethical and cul-
tural values of the society. We have to strike a balance be-
tween the economic prices and the cultural values.

» Can we propose an alternative model of halanced growth

to replace the exploitative international techno-economic
order?

Yes, we have the model. Gandhiji and Deendayalji explained it
very clearly. Atharva Veda too says very clearly. Integral Hu-
manism is the alternate model. Even the westerners are saying
that it is impossible to have an infinite growth. They say there
should be a balanced growth and there must be equity. It should
not be a lope-sided growth. Too few grow and too many suffer,
too few become rich and too many become poor. The average
may be growing but the growth at the particular level is very
high and the poverty at the other level is much higher. The
poorer are becoming destitute and rich are becoming richer.

» The metrological department or the scientists specialising

in studying nature, are not ahle to predict correctly even
on drought, flood, rainfall, earthquake or cyclone. How is it
possible for these experts to predict nature, say 50 or 100
years from now?
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After having the data of the last 100 years or more, we know
the trends. What was not observed earlier is being observed
now thoroughly. We know what is happening. Now there are
computers and super computers which can produce models of
the future. Say, what will happen if 1o degree temperature rises?
What will happen if 20, 30 or 40 degree temperature rises? So,
all these are extrapolations depending upon the present trend.
Based on it, there is an average consensus by different scien-
tists in different parts of the world.

» Do you agree with the widely held view that all UN projec-

tions on climate change are nothing hut an intelligent
guesswork?

No, I don't say it as an intelligent guesswork only. No doubt
there is an element of guess. There are estimates, no doubt, but
it is not done by a group of bureaucrats. This is studied by
scientists all over the world. It may be like this. Scientists are
saying that it may be 50, some group may come to the conclu-
sion that it is not 50, it is 40 or it is 5.5 or 60. My understanding
of the whole thing is that whatever the scientists say is little of
the lower side. When they say it is 50, it may be 60.

» Recently Union Environment Minister Jairam Ramesh told

the west to stop eating heef to stop carbon emissions.
What do you say?

Not only he, but many western scientists too say it. The reason
is when you keep the animals for meat, they also produce green-
house gasses. If the animal stock for producing meat rises,
then of course the carbon emissions will increase. There are
many scientists who say to go back to vegetarianism. Although
vegetarianism also produces greenhouses gasses to some ex-
tent, but far less than produced by the animals.

Finally I feel the concept of sustainable development, the present
paradigm, should be replaced with the concept of sustainable
consumption. A reasonable level of nutrition should be provided
not only to humanity but also to the animal world.

(Courtesy: Organiser)
[
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Environment Minister got carried
away by handwagon effect : Jaitley

Statement issued by Shri Arun Jaitley, Leader of
Opposition (Rajya Sabha) on December 04, 2009 on the
unilateral decision of the Minister for Environment to
reduce India’s carbon emission intensity by 20 — 25 percent
by 2020.

The Minister for Environment, Shri Jairam Ramesh, while replying
to a debate in the Lok Sabha on 03.12.2009 on climate change has
announced India’s decision to unilaterally reduce its carbon emission
intensity by 20 — 25 percent by 2020 as compared to the year 2005.
The Bharatiya Janata Party has serious reservations about the
approach of the Environment Minister. This is based amongst others

on the following :-

» The Minister appears to be carried away by the bandwagon
effect of some nations announcing unilateral cuts. The per
capita pollution caused by China is far higher. The factual matrix
of the two nations India and China is therefore not identical. It
is bad strategy on the eve of any multilateral negotiations to
announce unilateral stance without waiting for the approach of
the developed countries. It is India’s experience in various
international negotiations including WTO that unilateral
concessions announced before the multilateral dialogue become
the starting point in India’s negotiations. The announcement of
unilateral cuts by Shri Jairam Ramesh has weakened India’s

negotiating position.

» The announcement by the Minister that “India would never
accept a legally binding commitment to reduce its emissions”
marks a serious departure from its earlier stated position that
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we would not accept any “legally binding commitment to reduce
overall emissions as also emission intensity”. Is this omission
deliberate to leave the doors open to the developed countries to
bind India indirectly if not directly?

Toeing other's arguments

44

44

44

By repeatedly referring to India’s low per capita emission as
“accident of history” or “due to India being unable to control its
population” the Environment Minister has in fact repeated the
arguments of developed countries against the “per capita
principle”. India was prevented from industrialization prior to
Independence and also because of our faulty policy decisions
since Independence. The Environment Minister is clearly wrong
when he says that there is no difference between (i) India’s
per capita emissions will not exceed (that of developed
countries) and (2) “be less than” the per capita emission of
developed countries. Is India ever in a position to accept a
legally binding limitation that our per capita emission will be
categorically lower than that of the developed countries? Does
the Environment Minister acknowledge that the historical
responsibility of the developed countries for climate change
ought to be taken into account while deciding their future per
capita emission rights ? Has the Environment Minister by
announcing unilateral cuts without a corresponding commitment
from the developed countries not negated the “equal per capita
principle” which India has in the past been propagating?

The Environment Minister has referred to flexibility in the
context of extent of international observation of our unsupported
domestic actions. Earlier in an interview to the ‘Mint’ he had
favoured international consultations on the lines of WTO trade
review policy. Will India accept any regime of international
consultations or verifications with respect to climate change
either unilaterally or in the context of international legal
requirements?

The Environment Minister has referred to most of India’s
deposits of coal, iron ore deposits being located in forest areas
and mining would result in forest loss. Does he imply that India
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cannot industrialize merely because valuable resources are
located in forest area? Is he willing to overlook that the
Central Government since 1980 has in special cases given
permission even to private parties to mine in forest areas while
keeping in view the concerns for co-existence of ecology and
environment ?

The Bharatiya Janata Party strongly criticizes the Environment
Minister for rubbishing India’s earlier approach as “do-nothing”
approach. The argument that our earlier approach was “ that
we are not responsible for climate change and we have a right
to emit as much as developed countries have done” makes a
mockery of the programmes undertaken by successive
Governments in the past with regard to environment protection.
The Minister ought not to rubbish a consistent stand taken by
various Governments in India. The Minister obviously
overlooked the fact that it is this “do-nothing” approach which
has led to reduction in emission intensity by 17.6% during 1990-
2005 . How many developed countries who had undertaken
legally binding obligations to do so, have actually taken the steps
to reduce their emissions and have accomplished close to
what India has achieved during this period?

44

44

The Minister has referred to the due diligence by the Planning
Commission as well as inputs from “other sources” before
formulating the changed position of India. Is he willing to share
with the country the entire material available for this due
diligence and also disclose as to who ‘other sources’ are? Is
he merely referring to reports prepared by international
consultants who have an inherent interest in the economies of
the developed countries?

Is the Minister willing to clarify as to what would be the cost
borne by the Government and citizens in implementing the
specific measures cited by him which would lead to a reduction
in our energy intensity. The Minister has referred to the “further
measures by India beyond the announced targets in the context
of equitable global agreement”. What is the Government’s
view as to what would constitute “equitable global agreement”.
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Is India’s interest on reduction of at least 25-40 % by 2020
from the 1990 levels by developed countries going to be part of
such agreement? Is India going to resist any attempt to dilute/
undermine/replace the Kyoto Protocol and insist on continuance
of legally binding emission reduction by the developed countries
under the Kyoto protocol ? Would mandatory transfer of finance
& technology by the developed countries to the developing
countries form a part of this proposition? Is the Minister going
to ensure that there would be no constraints on the economic
growth of developing countries on climate change considerations
? Would he resist any attempt to build in a permanent differential
between the per capita emissions rights of developed and
developing countries under any such “equitable global
agreement”.?

Matter of concern
» The recent media reports claiming that climate change data

was manipulated by the scientific establishments in US is a
matter of serious concern. It is all the more serious that these
data formed the basis of all conclusions by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Has the Minister factored
in possible misleading data creeping into the due diligence done
by his team before making these premature unilateral
commitments?



If Not An Agreement, At Least a Deal

By Nava Thakuria

The recently concluded global climate summit in Copenhagen
created tremendous media hype around the world. But when the
summit concluded with only a deal, and in no way resulted in a
legally binding agreement, the same media started criticizing
everyone. For the thousands of media from different parts of the
globe who gathered at the Bella Center in the Danish capital in a
freezing cold winter, it was like a festival.

Journalists worked overnight to spread their news, views and
analysis. The outcome was a massive pileup of news stories that
captured the space of the Google search engine for many days,
which gave updates in an article every second during the last few
days of the climate summit.

For the record, the UN global climate conference, the biggest
in the history of mankind for the cause of the environment, witnessed
the participation of over 130 heads of government and states from
around the world. Everyone initially said the important summit that
took place after two years of preparation must not fail.

But the series of negotiations and discussions proved that the
division between the developed (Western) and developing (Eastern)
countries remained intact. The diverse and arrogant opinions from
America with some other European nations and the subsequent
counter attacks by the representatives from China, India and other
developing countries were in the media headlines for almost two
weeks.

The rich countries, which are responsible for the greenhouse
gas emission (and that way for the global warming and climate
change) expressed their readiness to reduce their carbon use. But
at the same time, they want to compel the developing countries like

21

India to reduce their use of carbon to a greater extent.

The repeated opposition and adjournment of the meetings
delayed the acceptance of the resolutions. The United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change summit, which was
supposed to be concluded by December 18 night, continued until
the next evening.

US President Barack Obama planned to return home soon after
the agreement was signed in Copenhagen, but he had to stay for a
longer period in the city to continue pursuing with different
government heads. Even Prime Minister Dr Manmohan Singh was
delayed because of the continued discussion during Friday midnight.

Finally Obama initiated a break though in the conference, where
he convinced BASIC countries namely India, China, Brazil and
South Africa to approve a kind of agreement.

An hour-long meeting with the US President, the Indian Prime
Minister, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao, Brazilian President Lula
Da Silva and South African President Jacob Zuma resulted in a
US-BASIC deal, where all parties agreed to take appropriate actions
to prevent the global warming exceeding the level of 2 degree
Celsius.

Moreover, all the government heads of BASIC and the US
ensued for $30 billion as aid to the poor and developing nations in
the next three years. It has also agreed to support the US proposed
global fund of $100 billion a year by 2020.

Not everyone happy

But not everyone was happy with the deal. Opposing the
initiative, various other developing nations argued that they could
not 'accept a text originally agreed by the United States, China,
India, Brazil and South Africa as the blueprint of a wider United
Nations plan' to fight climate change.

It was primarily opposed by Cuba, Sudan, Nicaragua, Bolivia,
Venezuela, Tuvalu, Costa Rica etc. Even the host country showed
reservation to the deal. The Danish Prime Minister and also COP15
president Lars Lokke Rasmussen said that he was not in favour of

the proposal.
However Japan, Norway, African nations with the European
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Union nations came out in support of the proposal. The British Prime
Minister Gordon Brown claimed the deal as a beginning was

acceptable to him. He admitted that 'it was not an easy task' and
asserted that the Copenhagen climate deal offers hope. German
Chancellor Angela Merkel also agreed to the proposal but said she
expected more.

The Indian Environment Minister Jairam Ramesh expressed
happiness that a good deal for the entire developing world was
resolved at the Copenhagen summit.

An important heginning

Someway happy notes were aired by the UN Secretary General
Ban Ki-moon also when he termed the exercise "an important
beginning." He admitted that it was not satisfactory to a number of
delegates as the deal 'may not be everything everyone had hoped
for'. But he firmly commented that finally, "We have a deal in
Copenhagen, which has an immediate operational effect'.

Amazingly for some moments, the summit that started on
December 7 was on the verge of collapse by the second week.
Amidst many factors, the continued loggerheads between the United
States and China emerged as a major cause of concern. On the
other hand, the imposing attitude of the host country to formulate a
declaration ignoring the poor and developed nations also put the

summit in the worst phase.
Jairam Ramesh, who was camping there for many days, strongly

protested against the Danish Prime Minister Rasmussen for refusing
to explain a draft political declaration that was to be discussed in
the meeting of environment ministers. Ramesh made it clear that
various procedures were made with less trust on the developing
nations like India. However, he said, India wanted to make the
summit a success.

Then came the important declaration from US Secretary of
State Hillary Rodham Clinton, where she revealed that Washington
would help to build a 100 billion dollar annual fund by 2020, to bail
out the poor countries coping with the impacts of climate change.
But she didn't forget to criticise China because of its rigid attempts
to defy the verification of emission cuts by international agents.
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Washington prefers Beijing to allow a verification mechanism of
China's gas emissions. Hillary Clinton claimed that an agreement in
the summit might be impossible if China, which is the second biggest
greenhouse gas emitter in the world (after the US), doesn't show
transparency.

Later, of course, the distance between America and China was
narrowed down after Washington declared initiatives of raising 100
billion dollars a year in the coming days for the benefit of poor
nations. The representatives from Beijing came forward to welcome
the gesture of the US government.

At the same time, the poor countries like Bangladesh, Burma
which are more vulnerable to the impacts of climate change are
demanding some bailout packages from the developed countries.

Bangladesh came out with the campaign that the people
displaced due to climate change should be recognised as refugees.
Talking to media persons, Dhaka representatives argue that the
world communities must think about the displaced people because
of the adverse climate conditions.

"We are a densely populated country and a hundred thousand
poor Bangladeshis still live on islands and coastal areas. They become
innocent victims of climate change as they are no way linked to the
phenomena," said Bangladesh's Environment and Forest Minister
Hassan Mahmud.

The Bangladesh Prime Minister Sheikh Hasina made an appeal
to the developed countries asking for 1.5 per cent of their annual
growth for an adaptation corpus fund. Addressing the summit, Hasina
stated that Bangladesh expects justice from the international
communities.

"We are here with a dream to protect our mother earth and the
human race," she reiterated.

Hasina even lobbied US President Obama as they talked over
the phone before coming to Copenhagen. Obama had reportedly
assured Hasina that Washington would stand beside Bangladesh in
a time of crisis.

Obama disappointed
After his arrival in the Danish capital by an overnight flight
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from Washington on December 18, President Obama met a number
of influential world leaders before gracing the preliminary high level
event. Lots of expectations were aired with Obama's arrival as a
prime mover of the summit to finalize a concrete climate deal.
But contrary to expectations, Obama disappointed the world
leaders. In fact, while Obama was speaking in the main auditorium

of Bella Center, everyone was expecting some significant
declarations from him.

Obama, while urging all the participating countries to
compromise on key demands in order to seal an international accord
in Copenhagen, didn't commit any further actions beyond Hillary
Clinton's 100 billion dollar global fund. He only said, America had
charted their course and they have made commitments. "We will
do what we say," Obama asserted.

Soon after Obama, Manmohan Singh addressed the gathering,
but serious differences were observed in their point of views. Unlike
Obama, Dr Singh appealed to the developed countries to deliver
with the guidelines of Kyoto Protocol. He insisted in continuing the
protocol and argued that 'any new global accord announced at
Copenhagen would go against international opinion if it dilutes the
Kyoto Protocol'. He advocated for continued negotiations until 2010
for a globally acceptable climate agreement.

India's voluntary target

Dr Singh also disclosed that India would deliver on its voluntary
target to reduce the emission intensity of GDP growth by around 20
per cent by 2020 as compared to 2005. Moreover, initiatives would

be taken to curb the gas emission irrespective of a deal in
Copenhagen, he said. The Prime Minister also informed world

leaders that New Delhi had planned to generate 20,000 MW of
solar power by 2022 and will also improve forest cover in the next
few years.

The African nations also advocated for the extension of Kyoto
Protocol, which is expiring in the next two years. Addressing the
summit, the Burmese Foreign Minister Nyan Win also supported
the continuation of the Kyoto Protocol. He claimed that Burma
was one of the most climate affected countries in the globe. Cyclone
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Nargis that hit southern Burma in May 2008 killed over 85,000
people and left nearly 54,000 people missing.

The high level segment of the conference, which was
inaugurated on December 15, witnessed the participation of high
profile personalities like the Prince of Wales. UN Secretary General
Ban-ki-Moon addressed the gathering and appealed to all the country
heads and representatives to go for a comprehensive, ambitious
and effective international climate change deal.

The UN chief, while urging the environment ministers from
different countries to compromise in the final days of discussions
as various factors indicated a failed summit, concluded his remarks
with the positive note, "Our future begins today here in Copenhagen."

Prince Charles of Britain, in his brief speech advocated for a
safer planet to our next generation and hence emphasised an
accepted and sustainable approach by all concerned. The Prince
termed the summit as historic.

"I can only appeal to you to listen to the cries of those who are
already suffering from the impact of climate change. The eyes of
the world are upon you and it is no understatement to say that, with
your signatures, you can write our future," Prince Charles added.

The distinguished gathering was also addressed by the host
Prime Minister Rasmussen, who pointed out that the effect of
climate change knows no boundaries and it doesn't discriminate
one from another. "The magnitude of the challenge before us is to

translate this political will into a strong political approach," he
concluded.

Unending protests

In fact, the continued hectic discussion among the climate
negotiators from different countries, never ending protest and
demonstrations carried out by various activists and unbelievable
busyness of the environment non-government organisation workers
inside and outside the historic Bella Center, the main venue of the
summit remained important media highlights for many days.

The Danish government expected around 15,000 delegates for
the summit, but to their utter amazement, over 40,000 delegates
including a huge number of journalists from both the print and visual
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media (also web) gathered here. Though it was a difficult and painful
task for the organisers to get them registered promptly, they however,
provided thousands of laptops with high speed internet connections
in the media centre.

Earlier a media training workshop and follow-up CoP 15
coverage was organized at Copenhagen by the World Water Forum
of Journalists and the Asia-Pacific Forum of Environmental
Journalists with the support from UNEP, Action Aid and Government
of Denmark. It was facilitated by Alex Kirby, former environment
editor of BBC and Quamrul Chowdhury, a lead negotiator of G 77

and LDCs. The participant journalists covered the press conferences
of delegations like USA, EU, G 77 and LDCs during the CoP 15.

The conference as usual witnessed a series of protests outside
the venue. Hundreds of protesters braved the cold weather to
demonstrate in front of Bella Center demanding the responsible
leaders to go for an accord in Copenhagen. The Danish police used
batons to tear gas to disperse the protesters and maintained normalcy
during the important summit.

Nava Thakuria is a Guwahati, Northeast India based
independent journalist, who contributes to various media outlets

throughout the world.
(Courtesy: NEWS BLAZE)
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By Madhu Purnima Kishwar

It makes sense to corner first world countries into investing in
eco-friendly technologies to control carbon emissions, as was
attempted at Copenhagen. But the stand of the Indian government
that India cannot afford to enforce better environmental norms
because as a country with a huge backlog of poverty, its first priority
is "development" implies that India is obliged to commit all the
mistakes that the West committed in its pursuit of economic growth.
While for the first world countries, the harmful impact of carbon
emissions and consequent global warming may represent a future
threat, for us in India it is a now-and-here nightmare. The air that
citizens of Europe or America breathe is nowhere as lethal as what
we in urban India have to inhale. The quality of water available to
citizens of first world countries is nowhere close to the filthy, disease
ridden water we in villages and cities of India have to consume.

In fact, it is far easier for India to undertake course correction
since most of our people are not addicted to pollution-friendly life
styles. However, our government seems to be doing the very opposite
by aggressively attacking and destroying inexpensive eco-friendly
technologies and promoting pollution-friendly technologies. While
our cities are choking with carbon emissions, government actively
encourages mindless increase in motorised vehicles. Our banks
chase customers for car loans at low rates. The poor pay a 30 per
cent rate of interest on micro credit but car-loans are offered at 8
per cent to 10 per cent per annum with government officials paying
no more than 5 per cent. Not surprisingly, Delhi, the seat of Central
government, has 60 lakh motorised vehicles - more than all four
metros put together. Each day, 1000 new vehicles descend on Delhi
roads.
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Hostility towards non-motorised vehicles (NMV): As per
a 2005 study, 40 per cent of households in India own cycles, with
Punjab at a high of 70 per cent. The use of bicycles in most towns
and cities of India ranges from 25 per cent to over 50 per cent. But
there is not a single inter-village road which has provided separate
bullock cart or cycle tracks. On highways 20-40 per cent of the
fatalities involve pedestrians and bicyclists.

An IIT Delhi study of 2007 found that cycling accounts for 50
per cent to 70 per cent of the commuter trips of those who work in
the informal sector. The average daily wage of people in the informal
sector ranges from Rs 120 to Rs 250 per day. Today, transport
costs for those who come to the city from far flung areas for earning
their livelihood comes close to Rs 80 per day. Therefore, many
have to use bicycles. In the absence of separate tracks, cyclists
and pedestrians account for nearly 70 per cent of road accident
deaths in Delhi.

War against cycle rickshaws: Though private vehicles
account for 93 per cent of total motor vehicles in Delhi, 85 per cent
have to rely on public transport of which cycle rickshaws are a
very crucial part. Rickshaws are an inexpensive mode of short
distance commuters as well as feeder service for Metro and public
buses. They do not consume any fuel and do not cause air or noise
pollution. But government has imposed bizarre regulations and laws
with the stated purpose of "eliminating" this vehicle on the ground
that cycle rickshaws are out of place in a fast "modernising" India.

Several thousand rickshaws are arbitrarily confiscated and
destroyed every year for operating without licenses, which are so
tightly controlled that virtually every rickshaw in Delhi ends up being
illegal and therefore subject to confiscation. Rickshaws are banned
on all arterial and most sub-arterial roads including the inner-walled
city areas where cycle rickshaws have been the most popular form
of transport. However, due to active public demand for their service,
they operate on all these roads illegally. Municipal officials and traffic
police look the other way if suitably bribed. Thousands are
confiscated every month for going into no entry zones, which have
been declared so arbitrarily that it makes their existence illegal almost
everywhere. Many more are released after paying heavy penalties.
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All this totals to a loss of at least 360 crores a year to the rickshaw
trade.

Today, Delhi has 600,000 to 700,000 cycle rickshaws and their
number is growing daily. This clearly demonstrates that citizens are
voting for cycle rickshaw through active demand for their services.
Each rickshaw covers a distance of 20-25 kms per day amounting
to a total of 120-150 lakh kms for the city's 600,000 rickshaws. If
rickshaws are removed from Delhi, it would involve additional petrol
expense of nearly 500,000 litres per day.

In 1997, a White Paper on Pollution in Delhi by the Ministry of
Environment stated that "Vehicular pollution contributes 67 per cent
of the total air pollution load in Delhi." The 2005 RITES study
predicts that between 2001 and 2021, Delhi's vehicular trips per
day will grow from 10.7 million to 24.7 million. To relieve congestion
levels, the report advocated provision of bicycle tracks and other
non -motorised vehicles. The Delhi Master Plan expressly mandates
promotion of cycle rickshaws, as a measure of pollution control,
and as a means of generating employment for self employed poor.
And yet, the government agencies argue they have no space for
NMVs.

The traffic police is fanatic in its opposition to the creation of
separate tracks for non-motorised vehicles on the ground that
rickshaws and cycles slow down motor vehicles! That does not
mean rickshaws have disappeared. All it means is pullers have to
bribe the traffic police to ply on banned roads.

One can provide innumerable cases of similar callous
mismanagement in virtually every area of life. Reversing these
trends does not require billions of aid money from America or Europe.
All it requires is a dose of self respect, a bit of good sense and
willingness on the part of our government to learn the basic art and
tools of citizen friendly governance which will inevitably lead to
eco-friendly policies.

The writer is professor, Centre for the Study of Developing
Societies and founder editor 'Manushi’

(Courtesy: The Indian Express)
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By Virendra Parekh

A truly global climate change agreement with some 200
countries signing a single document is always difficult. In that sense,
the recent conference on climate change at Copenhagen was
destined for failure, and even the successor conference in Mexico
City in December 2010 may only yield incremental gains.

The agreement which the world has been waiting for is not
going to come any time soon. The reason is clear: The trade-off
between long-term benefit (better climate) and short-term costs
(lower consumption levels) is as yet unclear. Therefore, no country
wants to make a sacrifice, however defined, without knowing what
the others are going to do. This is especially true of the big emitters.

The crux of the problem is that the industrialised world needs
to cut emissions drastically, and this is neither easy nor cheap. So, it
is looking for easy answers and for ways to shift the burden onto
developing countries. Therefore, China and India become favourite
targets. The fact is that these countries will emit more in the future.
There is no way around it. They have growing populations and poor
people. They need to provide for development for all.

This is another challenge of climate change: developing countries
have the right to pollute. But there is not enough space left in the
atmosphere for their emissions. Industrialised countries have
disproportionately used up the space.

What an agreement brokered by US President Barack Obama
with the BASIC group of China, India, Brazil and South Africa has
done is to commit countries to keep negotiating to reach an
agreement. This agreement was 'recognised' rather than adopted
by the delegates at Copenhagen. Unless all 193 members of the
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UN agree to this, it will have no legal sanctity.

The agreement accords a special place to limiting global
temperature rise to two degrees Celsius and commits each country
to cutting emissions in keeping with domestic protocols and
processes, without punitive liability and specific targets. The
developed countries have agreed to provide financial resources,
technology and capacity-building to support the implementation of
adaptation action in developing countries. The agreement offers
short-term funding of $30 billion for projects in developing countries,
and aspires to a long-term system that would, in principle, provide
$100 billion a year for mitigation and adaptation from 2020 onwards.
And, outside the world of climate politics, it moves forward the plan
for reducing deforestation.

No targets

For many environmentalists, the accord's great deficiency is
that it sets no targets for emissions. Indeed, it is feared that the
Kyoto Protocol, which committed developed countries to measurable
emission cuts by 2012, has been substantially diluted and may be
junked at the next global conference.

However, the fact remains that the Kyoto Protocol imposes
obligations only on the developed countries that have ratified it. It
requires nothing from developing nations, even China, the world's
largest emitter of carbon dioxide. And it requires nothing of America,
which has not ratified it. More importantly, the Kyoto Protocol has
not made developed countries cut their emissions as promised. In
the absence of effective mechanisms for imposing penalties or
resolving disputes, international obligations are hard to enforce.
Government commitments to their own national expectations will
have far more force.

In comparison, the Copenhagen Accord brings both into purview,
both the US and China - the world's leading greenhouse gas emitters.
Both developing and developed countries have moved from
entrenched positions. India and China have been persuaded to set
and achieve peaking emissions, albeit on principles of historical equity.

For India, the conference will be remembered for diluting its
principled stand and ceding considerable ground without getting
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anything in return. In the run-up to the Copenhagen summit, India
took on what it called unilateral emission cuts. It has now agreed to
international supervision ("consultation and analysis") of these cuts
without securing any guarantees of help with finances and
technology. This has left many G-77 members deeply unhappy,
although it has obviously pleased the US, whose spokesman declared
that the US will now be able to challenge India and China on their
actions about emissions reduction.

Flexibility or surrender?

Environment minister Jairam Ramesh admits there has been
a shift in India's position and justifies it in the name of flexibility.
The tone and tenor of his speech in the Parliament and outside
suggests that further 'flexibility’ in Indian position cannot be ruled
out. For instance, India could formally de-link its mitigation action
from financial and technical support from developed countries.
And, it would still have to fight in 2010 to defend itself against
intrusive scrutiny of its domestic actions. If this is flexibility, what
is surrender?

It is true the Chinese also have made grand commitments to
fight climate change. However, they insist on remaining
stereotypically inscrutable on vital questions of how and how much,
while India as a parliamentary democracy will keep such information
transparently in the public domain. India's international
competitiveness would suffer should the Chinese choose to fudge
their figures.

India has indeed divorced itself from the G-77 when it matters.
It is now much more a G-20 country and is recognised as such.
This reflects the emerging reality. However, G-20 is not a
homogenous group. India is much less a sinner than China when it
comes to global emissions — in absolute terms, in per capita terms,
and in relation to GDP. India could and should have separated itself
from China at Copenhagen, and adopted the more strategic argument
that it will focus on emissions per unit of GDP - which no one can
question in principle, and on which India comes up trumps. It can
still do so, if it gives up the pretence that the two countries' interests
are aligned.
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Whether one approves of this development or not depends
fundamentally on whether one thinks any better outcome was
possible or whether complete failure at Copenhagen was preferable
to the temporary fudge. It is difficult to arrive at a definitive answer,
but it is beyond dispute that India has yielded more ground than the
US.

Consider the generous sums of money promised by the
developed countries for helping the import of clean technologies
by developing countries. The UN convention requires that the
industrialised countries provide funds and technologies to poor
nations and route it through the convention as public funds
transfer. But the Copenhagen accord allows rich countries to
count private investments, development aid as well as other
bilateral funds as part of their obligations under climate change
convention.

And as Nobel laureate Thomas Schelling pointed out, the real
problem is going to be the formula for sharing the money. This will
keep the developing countries fighting with one another just as they
did for textile quotas from 1964 to 2005. And more the money, the
harder they will fight, which will leave the developed countries to
carry on as usual at a very low cost. China has opted out of this
fight, which makes it hard for India to remain in it.

What next? Signatory nations have to commit themselves to
emissions targets for 2020 by February 1, 2010. Further off, there
is the Mexico meet scheduled for December. In terms of actual
reduction in emissions, nothing much will happen in the short run.
Climate change will retreat to somewhere near the bottom of national
agendas because, in governance, the urgent will always take
precedence over the important.

All attempts to find small answers to the big problem have
been found inadequate. We thought planting bio-fuels was the magic
bullet till we learnt that these involved a trade-off when food prices
skyrocketed. Increase in fuel-efficiency of vehicles could not help
because even as cars became more efficient, people bought more
cars and drove more. We pin our faith on technology till we are
forced to realise that every liberating advance in technology creates
a corresponding dependence.



Sufficiency of sentiment

What the world needs is not so much efficiency of machines as
sufficiency of the sentiment. The Industrial Revolution fundamentally
altered the relation between Nature and Man. While all other living
beings survive by adapting themselves to nature, human beings no
longer do so. Western civilization is rooted in the belief - implicit in
Genesis, explicit in the works of Aristotle, St Augustine and others
- that Nature exists to serve humans and the latter can do anything
they like with it.

Harmony with nature
Global warming is a natural consequence of everything that
followed from that belief. The world needs to rediscover its old
harmony with Nature and switch from a consumption-oriented to a
nature-oriented mode of living. It needs to evolve societies whose
technologies and social institutions do not clash with Nature's ability
to sustain Life. We need a cultural change before we could finally
tackle climate change.
The author is Executive Editor, Corporate India, and lives
in Mumbai
(Courtesy: http://www.vijayvaani.com/FrmPublicDisplayArticle.aspx?id=1018)
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Why did Gopenhagen fail to
deliver a climate deal?

By Richard Black

After Copenhagen, there is no "developing world" - there are
several.

About 45,000 travelled to the U.N. climate summit in
Copenhagen - the vast majority convinced of the need for a new
global agreement on climate change.

So why did the summit end without one?

Key governments do not want a global deal: Until the end of
this summit, it appeared that all governments wanted to keep the
keys to combating climate change within the U.N. climate conven-
tion. Implicit in the convention, though, is the idea that governments
take account of each others' positions and actsually negotiate. That
happened at the Kyoto summit. Developed nations arrived arguing
for a wide range of desired outcomes; during negotiations, positions
converged, and a negotiated deal was done.

In Copenhagen, everyone talked; but no-one really listened.
The end of the meeting saw leaders of the U.S. and the BASIC
group of countries (Brazil, South Africa, India and China) hammer-
ing out a last-minute deal in a back room as though the nine months
of talks leading up to this summit, and the Bali Action Plan to which
they had all committed two years previously, did not exist. Over the
last few years, statements on climate change have been made in
other bodies such as the G8, Major Economies Forum (MEF) and
Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation forum (APEC), which do not
have formal negotiations, and where outcomes are not legally bind-
ing.

It appears now that this is the arrangement preferred by the big
countries (meaning the U.S. and the BASIC group). Language in
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the "Copenhagen Accord" could have been taken from - indeed,
some passages were reportedly taken from, via the mechanism of
copying and pasting - G8 and MEF declarations.

The logical conclusion is that this is the arrangement that the
big players now prefer - an informal setting, where each country
says what it is prepared to do - where nothing is negotiated and
nothing is legally binding.

The U.S. political system: Just about every other country
involved in the U.N. talks has a single chain of command; when the
president or prime minister speaks, he or she is able to make com-
mitments for the entire government. Not so the U.S.. It effectively
has two governments, each with power of veto over the other. It
makes the U.S. a nation apart in these processes, often unable to
state what its position is.

Bad timing: Although the Bali Action Plan was drawn up two
years ago, it is only one year since Barack Obama entered the
White House and initiated attempts to curb U.S. carbon emissions.
He is also attempting major healthcare reforms; and both measures
are proving highly difficult.

If the Copenhagen summit had come a year later, perhaps Mr
Obama would have been able to speak from firmer ground, and
perhaps offer some indication of further action down the line.

The host government: In many ways, Denmark was an ex-
cellent summit host. Copenhagen was a friendly and capable city,
transport links worked, Bella Centre food outlets remained open
through the long negotiating nights.

But the government of Lars Lokke Rasmussen got things badly,
badly wrong. Even before the summit began, his office put forward
a draft political declaration to a select group of "important coun-
tries" - thereby annoying every country not on the list, including
most of the ones that feel seriously threatened by climate impacts.

The chief Danish negotiator Thomas Becker was sacked just
weeks before the summit amid tales of a huge rift between Mr.
Rasmussen's office and the climate department of minister Connie
Hedegaard. This destroyed the atmosphere of trust that developing
country negotiators had established with Mr Becker.

Procedurally, the summit was a farce, with the Danes trying to
hurry things along so that a conclusion could be reached, bringing
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protest after protest from some of the developing countries that
had presumed everything on the table would be properly negoti-
ated. Suspensions of sessions became routine.

Despite the roasting they had received over the first "Danish
text," repeatedly the hosts said they were preparing new docu-
ments - which should have been the job of the independent chairs
of the various negotiating strands.

China's chief negotiator was barred by security for the first
three days of the meeting - a serious issue that should have been
sorted out after day one.

The weather: Although "climate sceptical" issues made hardly
a stir in the plenary sessions, any delegate wavering as to the scien-
tific credibility of the *“climate threat" would hardly have been con-
vinced by the freezing weather and - on the last few days - the
snow that blanketed routes from city centre to Bella Centre.

Reporting that the "noughties" had been the warmest decade
since instrumental records began, the World Meteorological Orga-
nization (WMO) noted "except in parts of North America."

If the U.S. public had experienced the searing heat and pro-
longed droughts and seriously perturbed rainfall patterns seen in
other corners of the globe, would they have pressed their senators
harder on climate action over the past few years?

24-hour news culture: The way this deal was concocted and
announced was perhaps the logical conclusion of a news culture
wherein it is more important to beam a speaking president live into
peoples' homes from the other side of the world than it is to evalu-
ate what has happened and give a balanced account. The Obama
White House mounted a surgical strike of astounding effectiveness
(and astounding cynicism) that saw the president announcing a deal
live on TV before anyone - even most of the governments involved
in the talks - knew a deal had been done.

The news went first to the White House lobby journalists trav-
elling with the president. With due respect, they are not as well
equipped to ask critical questions as the environment specialists
who had spent the previous two weeks at the Bella Centre. After
the event, of course, journalists pored over the details. But the agenda
had already been set; by the time those articles emerged, anyone
who was not particularly interested in the issue would have come
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to believe that a deal on climate change had been done, with the
U.S. providing leadership to the global community.

The 24-hour live news culture did not make the Copenhagen
Accord. But its existence offered the White House a way to keep
the accord's chief architect away from all meaningful scrutiny while
telling the world of his triumph.

EU politics: For about two hours on Friday night, the EU held
the fate of the Obama-BASIC "accord" in its hands, as leaders
who had been sideswiped by the afternoon's diplomatic coup d'etat
struggled to make sense of what had happened and decide the
appropriate response.

If the EU had declined to endorse the deal at that point, a sub-
stantial number of developing countries would have followed suit,
and the accord would now be simply an informal agreement be-
tween a handful of countries - symbolising the failure of the summit
to agree anything close to the EU's minimum requirements, and
putting some beef behind Europe's insistence that something sig-
nificant must be achieved next time around.

So why did the EU endorse such an emasculated document,
given that several leaders beforehand had declared that no deal
would be better than a weak deal? The answer probably lies in a
mixture - in proportions that can only be guessed at - of three fac-
tors:

+ Politics as usual - never go against the U.S., particularly the
Obama U.S., and always emerge with something to claim as a
success.

+ EU expansion, which has increased the proportion of gov-
ernments in the bloc that are unconvinced of the arguments for
constraining emissions.

+ The fact that important EU nations, in particular France and
the U.K., had invested significant political capital in preparing the
ground for a deal - tying up a pact on finance with Ethiopia's Presi-
dent Meles Zenawi, and mounting a major diplomatic push on Thurs-
day when it appeared things might unravel.

Having prepared the bed for U.S. and Chinese leaders and
having hoped to share it with them as equal partners, acquiescing to
an outcome that it did not want announced in a manner that gave it
no respect arguably leaves the EU cast in a role rather less digni-
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fied that it might have imagined.

Campaigners got their strategies wrong: An incredible
amount of messaging and consultation went on behind the scenes
in the run-up to this meeting, as vast numbers of campaign groups
from all over the planet strived to coordinate their "messaging" in
order to maximise the chances of achieving their desired outcome.

The messaging had been - in its broadest terms - to praise
China, India, Brazil and the other major developing countries that
pledged to constrain the growth in their emissions; to go easy on
Barack Obama; and to lambast the countries (Canada, Russia, the
EU) that campaigners felt could and should do more.

Now, post-mortems are being held, and all those positions are
up for review. U.S. groups are still giving Mr. Obama more brick-
bats than bouquets, for fear of wrecking Congressional legislation -
but a change of stance is possible.

Having seen the deal emerge that the real leaders of China,
India and the other large developing countries evidently wanted,
how will those countries now be treated?

How do you campaign in China - or in Saudi Arabia, another
influential country that emerged with a favourable outcome?

The situation is especially demanding for those organisations
that have traditionally supported the developing world on a range of
issues against what they see as the west's damaging dominance.

After Copenhagen, there is no "developing world" - there are
several. Responding to this new world order is a challenge for cam-
paign groups, as it will be for politicians in the old centres of world
power..

(Courtesy: BBC News/Distributed by the
New York Times Syndicate.)



By Beth Day Romulo

UN Secretary-general Ban Ki-Moon diplomatically called it an
"essential beginning." Environmental activists called it a "disaster."
By the time the 100 heads of State joined the ten day Copenhagen
conference on Climate Change, their 192 delegates were supposed
to have completed a draft agreement on Climate Change, to re-
place the Kyoto Protocol, which expires in 2012.

What they got were delegates from developed, developing and
poor nations at loggerheads about what the agreement should in-
clude. And the draft, such as it was, did little to help the majority of
countries. True, there was a Climate Change Fund for poorer coun-
tries. And de-forestation got a break with a provision to pay poor
countries to save their forests.

Otherwise it was a non-binding agreement, which set no target
for curbing emissions or verification of progress. In short, it was
simply one step forward toward an eventual agreement.

And even this came with a high price. When president Obama
arrived, the countries were still wrangling over the terms, and he
closeted himself with leaders from China, South Africa, India and
Brazil, extending the conference another 18 hours until they could
at least produce something, on the way toward the agreement the
world needs, instead of simply giving up, and dooming the confer-
ence to 'failure. President Arroyo spoke for the vulnerable south-
east Asian nations and was accompanied by her adviser on global
warming, environmentalist Heherson Alvarez. The Philippines is on
the list of nations most at risk and she described the impact of this
year's devastating storms and the need for binding commitments to
cut carbon emissions.

It is an irony that countries such as Africa which produce the
lowest greenhouse gas emissions, suffer the worst from climate
change - storms, flooding, drought.
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Different countries are adversely affected in different ways.
Rising sea levels, as glaciers melt, threaten to submerge low-lying
island states. A group of 15 Caribbean states are affected by both
rising sea levels and deforestation and need funds from the devel-
oped world to help save what's left of their rain forests. France
reported that climate change has already affected their wine pro-
duction because seasons now vary from the norm: heat waves in
the Spring storms in the summer, droughts in the south. Vintners
are already getting lower yields.

The Philippines, which has taken a regional leadership role in
tackling climate change, received $380 million in financial aid pledges
primarily provided by the World Bank and the Asian Development
Bank, which will be used for renewable energy projects and en-
ergy efficiency. The Copenhagen Accord set an average global
temperature rise at a maximum of 2 degrees Celsius.

Financing was pledged for developing countries, in new fund-
ing of $30 billion, with a total of $100 billion a year by 2020, to help
them develop alternate sources of energy and deal with effects of
global warming.

Save rainforest

A winner in this interim agreement was the effort to save the
rainforests -- a pet project of Britain's Prince Charles who ad-
dressed the conference. Rich countries will pay poor countries to
save the world's rainforests. Deforestation already accounts for
1/5 of global carbon emissions--more than all the world's cars, buses
and airplanes put together.

A stumbling block in creating a viable agreement was China's
initial resistance to verification, although Premier Wen Jiabao prom-
ised to cut emissions and issue a report on their progress.

As delegates left Copenhagen, they might have taken a look at
what Denmark has been doing. They reduced their dependence on
imported oil from 90 to 40 percent. The government has subsidized
wind energy which is expected to produce half of their electricity
needs by 2020, and employs 26,000 workers. They raised taxes on
new cars and motor fuel to encourage citizens to use bicycles, which
a third of commuters now do, on a network of safe bike lanes.m

(The writer is a well known journalist)
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"But if you watched the debate on Friday, you did not see people
who have thought hard about a crucial issue, and are trying to do
the right thing. What you saw, instead, were people who show no
sign of being interested in the truth. They don't like the political and
policy implications of climate change, so they have decided not to
believe in it - and they'll grab any argument, no matter how disrepu-
table, that feeds their denial."

Indeed, if there was a defining moment in Friday's debate in
America, it was the declaration by Representative Paul Broun of
Georgia that climate change is nothing but a 'hoax' that has been

perpetrated out of the scientific community.
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"I would call this a crazy conspiracy theory, but doing so would
actually be unfair to crazy conspiracy theorists. After all, to believe
that global warming is a hoax you have to believe in a vast cabal
consisting of thousands of scientists - a cabal so powerful that it
has managed to create false records on everything from global
temperatures to Arctic sea ice."
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fear ST Hebell | SR et © fb "Still, is it fair to call climate denial
a form of treason? Isn't it politics as usual? Yes, it is - and that's
why it is unforgivable. Do you remember the days when Bush Ad-
ministration officials claimed that terrorism posed an "existential
threat" to America, a threat in whose face normal rules no longer
apply? That was hyperbole - but the "existential threat" from cli-
mate change is all too real." TUH AR ®ed o 91y | SRSH &1
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"The financial crisis happened because we allowed housing loans

way beyond the stock levels that were available. Similarly, we are
subsidizing our living standards to a level which the planet cannot

afford." fSTI9T MU d § U7 27 o1, IAW SATST I 3
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"Last week, in Paris, I met youth leaders who represented
organisations with more than 120 million members worldwide."

(DISSCUSSION RE:
IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE-Contd.)
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"Last week, in Paris, I met with youth leaders who represented

organizations with more than 120 million members worldwide."
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"But, they also said, we do not want a future based only on
economic considerations-there must be something more. They chal-
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lenged us about values and beliefs. ... To respond to them, we must
address the fundamental forces shaping our world. In many re-
spects, they are forces that have caused imbalance.This world is

out of balance."
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"In our world of six billion people, one billion own 80 percent of
global gross domestic product (GDP), while another billion struggle
to survive on less than a dollar a day. This is a world completely out
of balance"- f% 3T ®&d 8: "Mr. Chairman, it is time to take a
cold, hard look at the future. Our planet is not balanced. Too few
control too much, and too many have too little to hope for-too much

turmoil, too many wars, too much suffering."
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"We all share one planet. It is time to restore balance to the
way we use it. Let us move forward to fight poverty, to establish
equity, and to assure peace for the next generation."
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on technology development and transfer to support action on miti-
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and President Obama announced the launch of a Clean Energy and
Climate Change Initiative. The Initiative includes cooperation in
wind and solar energy, second generation bio-fuels, unconventional
gas, energy efficiency and clean coal technologies including carbon

capture and storage.
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