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Presentation Notes
Thanks.

For the details, side event on Monday at 10:30.  

It’s based on a recently completed paper…

This is just the merest intro of an architecture that we believe is inevitable to support the global accord that can support an emergency program.






What does an “Emergency Climate Program”
Imply for the South’s development pathway?
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What kind of climate regime can enable this to happen...?
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Let’s do a thought experiment.  The blue line is our global emergency pathway – peaking by 2020 and declining by 80% by 2050.

Bullet 1: What if the wealthy countries managed to reduce emissions as quickly and deeply as Al Gore, for example, has called for in the US. The green line is 90% (below 1990) by 2050, extrapolated across all of the A1 countries rather than just the US.

Bullet 2: If the North managed that… what would it imply in the South? The purple line shows how much of the limited remaining carbon budget this leaves. It’s not much. Emissions in the South would still need to peak and decline very soon. And this is the challenge. This is where the tension between climate protection and development comes in.   This is where the global climate policy impasse resides. 

Now, the North could perhaps reduce even more, reducing to 0% by 2050, or even earlier, say 2025. It wouldn’t change things dramatically for the South, it wouldn’t open up that much more environmental space. Because there’s just not that much more environmental space remaining. .

Note: This IS NOT a statement about who is entitled to how much emissions space or who is obligated to reduce what… it merely a recognition of shared global challenge ahead of us owing to fact that both the carbon budget and time are running out. 

Bullet 3: And it brings into stark view the key climate policy question…

And yet, this is only part of the question. The whole question, the complete question is… 


®

In the midst of a development crisis?

2 billion people are without access to clean cooking fuels
More than 1.5 billion are without electricity

Over 1 billion people have inadeguate access to fresh water
Approximately 800 million people chronically undernourished
2 million children die per year from diarrhea

HIV/AIDS kills 6,000 people each day and another 8,200
people are infected.
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Each of these is closely linked to access to energy services. Some directly, all indirectly.

It is not at all clear if the developing world could deal with this development crisis 
 while dealing with the emerging and worsening impacts of climate change 
 while transitioning to a low-carbon path on its own



»
A “Greenhouse Development Rights” approach

e Asserts a development threshold.

« Assigns national obligations “progressively” in terms of that
threshold

* Obliges people (whether in the North or the South) with
Incomes and emissions above the threshold to pay the costs
of mitigation and adaptation

» Allows people with incomes and emissions below the
threshold to prioritize development
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Bullet 1: The development threshold – a line in the sand, declaring the minimum level of welfare to which everyone should be entitled 

By which we do not mean poverty line of $1 or $2 a day.  Crippling poverty still exists at such a level.  We take “development” to mean an income level at which indicators like infant mortality and malnutrition reach acceptable levels.  Empirically, a level of $25 a day ensures this.  Or about $9000 (PPP) per year.

Bullet 2: “Progressively” …in the sense of a progressive tax. 

Bullet 3: That is it considers them members of a global consuming class, who’s duty it is to help shoulder the burden of the emergency program 

Bullet 4:
That is, it doesn’t saddle them with any obligations to pay for the emergency program of adaptation and mitigation.  

So, when it comes down to it, this is really a very weak assertion of a “right to development”. It’s not some grand redistributive scheme intended to fix the development problem through a climate regime.

It’s merely a Hippocratic oath of climate policy.  “First, do no harm.”  Shield the poor from the cost of action.  Period.

So, to make this more concrete.




®)
Quantifying Obligations based on
Capacity and Responsibility

Obligation: National share of global mitigation and
adaptation burdens

Capacity: resources to pay w/o sacrificing necessities
Excluding income below the development threshold

Responsibility: contribution to the climate problem

Excluding “subsistence” emissions (i.e., emissions corresponding
to consumption below the development threshold)
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Bullet 1: Calculate national obligations by a quantifiable indicator that sensibly combines capacity and responsibility, both defined with reference to the development threshold

Bullet 2: Capacity is basically wealth, financial wherewithal to deal with the climate problem

Bullet 3: Responsibility… 

We focus on capacity and responsibility for obvious reasons… these two underlying principles are in the very preambular text of the Climate Convention. The basis of most discussions of global obligations, not just in the climate regime.

Let us illustrate what this means quantitatively…
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Income and Capacity

National income distributions showing capacity (in green) as
fraction of income above the development threshold
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The curves here represent reasonable approximations of the income distributions within these three countries.  Each chart arrays people from poorest to the richest member of these three countries. 

Notice the horizontal line that represents the development threshold, and the green areas above.  These represent income above the threshold –our definition of national capacity. 

Note how small India’s capacity is – because only about 4% of the population earns more than $9000
In China, about 22% population is above the development threshold
In the US, about 95% population is about the threshold.

These green areas – If we think of the burden sharing system as a global tax on income or capacity, represent the only income that can reasonably be taxed.  That is to say, a fair global burden sharing system can be seen – on the capacity side – as a progressive income tax.  

The US clearly has the lion’s share of the capacity. Still, as a political matter, it is unlikely that the working consensus to pay this large a proportion of the total mitigation and adaption bill could ever emerge in the US if the “wealthy” people in the Indian and Chinese nations are not also paying their “fair shares.” 

Ultimately, this “Greenhouse Development Rights” approach is an effort to define in quantifiable terms such national fair shares – fair in the sense of safeguarding the right to development, by – again – shielding those below the line from the costs of action.

The precisely analogous calculation can be done for responsibility…. 


National Obllgatlons
fa) / N\

: Cumulative o national
population | income capacity elrgég_szlggg rgsponsibility obligation

United States 4.7 20.2 / 31.8 \ 23.7 / 37.0 \ l 34.3 \
EU (27) 7.7 215 / 29.0 17.8 / 23.1 \ ’ 26.6 ‘

United Kingdom 0.9 33 4.7 25 / 3.6 \ 4.3

Germany 13 40 56 3.8 5.2 55
Russia 2.2 2.5 15 7.4 4.3 2.3
Brazil 2.9 2.6 2.1 13 1.0 1.6
China 20.4 14.7 7.1 13.8 6.6 7.0
India 17.0 6.1 0.4 3.8 0.3 0.3
South Africa 0.7 0.9 0.8 1.6 1.5 1.1
LDCs 83 14 0.1 0.4 | o0 0.0
All high income 156 53.9 78.8 52.7 \ 76.9 [ [ 78.5 [
All middle Income 7 6.6 \ 20.7 / 411 \ 22.8 / \ 21.1 I
All low Income 36.7 9.5 \ 0.5 / 6.2 \ 0.4 / \ 0.5 /
World 100 100 \ 100 / 100 \ 100 / \ 100 /

N/,
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Obligations = sensible combination of C and R.   Just take the mean, for example.  Lots of possibilities

US: 1/3
EU: 1/4
China: 7%
India 0.3%

So what does this imply in terms of reductions obligations, the terms in which we are used to thinking about climate commitments?


Global Mitigation Burden

Annual Global COz Emissions (GtC)
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The top is a BAU scenario (AIB)
The bottom is our emergency trajectory.
The area between is what needs to get done – the global mitigation burden.

Green wedge – no-regrets opportunities. 
Energy efficiency. 
The stuff that saves you money and really isn’t a burden at all.

Red wedge  -- the real work. 
Requires finances and technologies. 
The is is burden to be shared.

We distribute this burden according to the allocate shown on the previous table…


National “Obligation Wedges”

Annual CO, Emissions (GtC)
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Once you allocate the global mitigation burden, allocated according to this indicator, looks like this.

The US “wedge” is slightly more than third of the total reduction
The EU “wedge” is slightly more than a quarter.
China’s obligation is non-trivial, about 7%. 
India’s is trivial, about 0.3%, not even shown.

Note: adaptation funding requirements would be allocated in precisely the same manner.
 in one sense, that’s the end of the story. That’s the burden sharing system. But let me say something about the political meaning of this…

Let me zoom in on the US “wedge”, plotted as a reduction from US BAU emissions…


US Obligations under a GDRs Framework

Annual CO2 Emissions
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Must be met internationally.
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The US is of course a key example of the implications, for it has about 1/3 of the total global obligation. This chart shows it’s obligations divided into three parts:

Note that the yellow wedge represents an aggressive program of domestic reduction policies, taken here to be the “90% by 2050” trajectory advocated by Al Gore and others.  Here, we label these as “physical domestic reductions” – underscoring the fact that they are made without resort to international offsets.
The orangey wedge is the rest of the US’s reduction obligation.  It is the remainder of the US obligation above and beyond what the US can accomplish domestically. It is accomplished by enabling – via technology and financial transfers – reductions in other countries (china, India, wherever available), where mitigation opportunities are greater than the national obligation. It is labeled an “international mitigation obligation,” but it should be noted that, if the US could make greater physical reductions, the need for international reductions would correspondingly decrease. 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Other key points:
Were we to extend this chart beyond 2025, the implications of this analysis would become even more painfully clear.  As it is, you can already see that the US’s obligations very rapidly come to EXCEED its domestic emissions.  This is a key point, for it shows that it’s too late for approaches to global burden sharing that define equity in terms of emissions equity.  GDRs assigns reduction obligations, not emissions entitlements.
This is, actually, one of the key points here.  Wealthy country international obligations are huge, and in even the middle term they will remain huge even if the wealthy countries entirely decarbonize their domestic economies.  In fact, it’s impossible to imagine a viable global accord that does not put this recognition at center stage.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We believe that this approach would advance the emissions trading debate.  The key issue in this debate is that the wealthy must – for reasons both ethical and political – be prevented from “buying their way out” of the need to make structural adjustments in their domestic economies.  But if their obligations greatly exceed their domestic emissions, as they generally do for all countries with high per-capita income, this “buy their way problem” problem is far less pressing. 
Finally, we’d like to point out that, while GDRs is an international burden sharing architecture, it has critical domestic implications.  In particular, GDRs – or any burden sharing system that requires large international financial transfers – is much more likely to be politically viable if those transfers are integrated into both “donor” and “recipient” countries in a progressive manner.  If the burden sharing system is one in which poor people in the North are asked to write checks to rich people in the South, we have a problem


Final Comments

Large North-South transfers (both technology
and finance) are unavoidable.

Realistic? Not today. But there will have to be
a “package’” that obligates such transfers if we
expect to hold the 2C line.

The alternative to something like this is a weak
regime with little chance of preventing
catastrophic climate change

This Is about politics, not virtue.
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Bullet 1: Al Gore and environmental community – and increasingly other communities – the business community, communities of faith -- have done a spectacular job alerting the US to it’s domestic obligations and putting real national emission reductions – and increasingly, adaptation -- on the political agenda. 

But, what has not yet emerged is a recognition of our international responsibility, and the need for a comparable investment in global emission reductions and adaptation.

Bullet 2: But as Al Gore said … The outer fringes of what’s politically realistic are well shy of the inner boundary of what’s scientifically necessary.    And the political situation is a lot more likely to change for the better than the scientific one.  

Bullet 3: It is obvious that without global cooperation, an emergency program can’t be implemented. 

Bullet 4: In other words, as nicely as a right to development may accord with an innate sense of justice, this is really a matter of hard-nosed politics. 

Climate change is a problem… perhaps humankind’s first such problem, where the survival of the wealthy depends on our solidarity with the poor of the world.  If we want to save our own skins, they will have to engage with the poor in a way that recognizes and honors their legitimate needs as fellow humans on a shared, finite planet. 







The Right to Development
iIn a Climate Constrained World

The Greenhouse Development Rights Framework

Paper available: www.ecoequity.org/GDRs

Dataset and online calculator that allows you to
examine the calculations presented here and

explore alternatives: GDRs.sourceforge.net
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