Decarbonisation draft text, 14 April 2005

Preamble

This draft paper discusses possible elements of a post-2012 climate change regime that would drive the deployment of climate-friendly technologies in non-Annex I Parties while meeting the sustainable development priorities of these countries. It elaborates on the Decarbonisation Track discussion in the Climate Action Network (CAN) paper A Viable Framework for Preventing Dangerous Climate Change presented in Milan at the Conference of the Parties (COP 9).

The focus of this paper on Decarbonisation is not intended to diminish the importance of other elements of the future climate regime. The CAN Framework paper, summarized in the Text Box 1 below, envisions a post-2012 climate regime based on three distinct, yet interlinked, tracks: The Kyoto track, a Decarbonisation track, and an Adaptation track.  The legally binding emission reduction commitment of Annex I Parties is the core of the current regime and must be continued in the future.  Adaptation is increasingly recognized as an urgent issue and is addressed in the companion CAN paper.  The three tracks are not mutually exclusive; many Parties should participate in more than one track.

The Decarbonization Track and the CAN Framework overall are intended to be fully compatible with existing UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol decisions and principles.  The proposal recognizes that a fair and effective system will have “common but differentiated responsibilities” for different Parties, recognizing differences in, inter alia, per capita emissions, ability or capacity to act and historical responsibility. 

Detailed comments are scattered about below, but this is a good place to briefly insert our overall points.  There are three:

Capacity and Responsibility: The above text is highlighted because it states, briefly but clearly, the principles which the CAN approach to decarb financing is supposed to satisfy. The discussion about principles has been going on within CAN for a long time, and has not generally been taken as leading to a position in which they are merely decorative.  And yet, save for the mention just above, this draft text makes absolutely no reference to equity principles. We’ve tried to plug this rather gaping hole by asking, for each of the proposed funding mechanisms below, what it implies for capacity and responsibility, and how this implication bears upon its potential. 

Beyond this, we would ask – plea, really – that people who are proposing ways forward be more explicit and transparent in their thinking about equity. That, in particular, they weigh their proposals against historical responsibility, capacity to act, per-capita emissions, cumulative per-capita emissions, and whatever other equity indicators or principles that they think bear upon the coming battle for an adequate climate regime. It’s not, after all, like the battle for adequacy is going to be won by some sort of “rational actor” expediency.  Not a chance in the world.

The Scale of the Needed Financing: Nowhere in this paper are any claims made about the adequacy of the funding and (implicitly) allocation mechanisms that it proposes, relative to the 2C or any other target. The message seems to be that while these ideas are the only ones that we’re willing to publicly advocate, we’re not willing to go so far as to claim that they would actually do the trick. 

A word, then, on the amount of money that would be needed to make it to 2C. This is speculative, but real numbers are starting to be tossed around. For example, a recent calculation from World Bank's "Development Economics Research Group" (which Harold picked up at the G8 Ministerial Roundtable) estimates, among other things, that:

· efficiency dictates that half to two-thirds of the World total abatement expenditures from 2000 to 2050 be spent in the developing world

· With a 450 ppm target, annualized North to South payments for carbon from 2013 to 2050 would be between 20 and 130 billion US$ (1995).

· With a 550 ppm target, annualized North to South payments for carbon from 2013 to 2050 would be between 3 and 68 billion US$ (1995)

Accepting these as first-order estimates of the situation, and extrapolating (blindly) to 350 ppm, it doesn’t seem too unreasonable to estimate that what we’re talking about, in order to hit 2C, is annualized North to South payments of, say, 50 to 250 billion US$.  (550 to 450 doubles max costs; so this is another rough doubling for 350) 

Now this may not be the best way to put it, and it’s not like the Bank has analyzed the low-emissions scenarios that we should be talking about, and god knows what their assumptions were, but these numbers are as good as any others that are currently available, and we should keep them in mind when proposing a decarb financing regime.

Putting Development First: We should be clear about the context into which we’re proposing to cast this paper. To wit: it has become quite obvious that strong developing country commitments will only materialize within a “development first” regime. Books could be written about this, but our point is simply that, if we’re really serious about coming out of this with a strong regime, we should probably be more explicit about the implications of our funding proposals, for development-as-usual and more specifically for sustainable development.  

This is particularly true in that increases in NA1 “adaptive capacity” will strongly track  the overall development of the South.  There is not going to be any way around this, except at the margins.

Climate Action Network (CAN) discussion paper builds on a three-track approach, the following is a brief outline of these interlinked tracks: 

The Kyoto track builds upon the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocols system of legally binding absolute emission reductions and its compliance regime. This track, with its legally binding tradable emission obligations provides the core of a system that will drive rapid technological development and diffusion, and provide the technological basis for win-win solutions to climate and sustainable development objectives. 

The decarbonisation track would drive the rapid introduction of clean technologies that can reduce emissions and meet sustainable development objectives in non-Annex I countries. The industrialized countries would provide resources and technology to drive much of this track. 

The Adaptation track provides the resources to the most vulnerable regions (small island states, least developed countries) to deal with unavoidable climate changes. Countries receiving support under the Adaptation track could also operate in the decarbonisation track.

Why Decarbonisation?

The challenge of climate change is immense. Economic growth over the coming decades will greatly accelerate the use of fossil fuels and associated emissions if we continue to use current technologies.  As just one example, over the next 30 years some 16 trillion USD of investments is expected in energy supply and distribution systems, according to the International Energy Agency (IEA). If this expansion uses conventional technologies then the world will be locked into a high emissions trajectory for several decades or more. Much of this growth is projected to occur in developing countries.  

To meet both sustainable development and climate goals, an effective climate regime must find a way to promote the desired economic development of non-Annex I countries, yet avoid dangerous climate change. The deployment of significantly lower-carbon technologies on a vast scale in developing countries need to occur within the coming decades. Research on its own into new technologies is not enough; deployment will not occur without the right incentives.  

In addition, many studies included the IEA scenario show that a major shift towards sustainable energy will increase the efficiency and productivity of the global energy system while reducing carbon emissions. This means reduction on investment requirements, reduced import dependency and lower pollution costs. All of these would benefit developing countries. Many developing countries already propose ambitious sustainable energy policy targets to meet the sustainable development goals. 

The Decarbonisation Track outlines policies that could drive low-carbon technology deployment on the scale and timeframe that is needed.  This paper addresses two key issues:  the form that decarbonisation agreements might take; and possible sources of financing or, in other words, the allocation of burden among Parties to the future climate framework.  

The Decarbonisation Track requires clear commitments to measurable outcomes in order to be effective.  (These commitments will by definition be of a different nature than those undertaken under the “Kyoto Track.”)  It also must have clear commitments on the sharing of associated burdens among all Parties.  It is anticipated that developed countries will provide resources and technology to drive much of this track. To form an effective implementation of the technology deployment, decarbonisation agreements must be entered into on mutually acceptable terms.  The implementation of these agreements will by necessity involve active participation of the non-Annex I country governments as well as business sectors.

The paper does not have definitive conclusions about the best form of agreements.  Indeed, different national circumstances and other factors likely make some types of agreement more or less suitable for different countries.  Countries might enter into more than one type of agreement simultaneously, or over time enter into different agreements.  Similarly, possible financing structures are proposed without detailed analysis of precise burden sharing.

1
Decarbonisation Agreements
There are two basic types of commitments: targets in some way on the basis of emissions (Action Targets) and commitments to undertake specific activities (SD PAMs --Sustainable Development Policies and Measures).

1.1 Action Targets

The Action Targets, which framed targets in emission units, such as unit of tons of CO2 or number of efficient buildings, is a more straightforward approach on carbon reduction policy. It gives countries exact number of emission reduction it achieves. 

The Action Targets could be different from Kyoto Track commitments in several ways:  

· “no regrets” targets.  Such targets would entail benefits if met, such as being able to trade surplus allowances, but with no compliance measures for failure to meet the targets. 

· Growth targets.  Targets would be set at a significantly different level of stringency than Kyoto targets.

· Intensity targets.  Targets would expressed in emissions per unit GDP (or other metric), in order to respond to underlying economic growth. More about this type of target can be seen in Text Box 2 below.

· Sectoral targets.  Targets could be expressed in any of the previous ways, but in specific sectors rather than nationally.

Intensity Targets

Intensity targets in the decarbonisation context – as opposed to western economies context – have some advantages and some drawbacks, and raise a series of questions. 

Advantages of Intensity Targets: 

Some governments and business may see absolute targets as a constraint to growth. Although this vision is flawed, intensity targets may be more easily accepted since they help to address such fears. 

Fossil fuel emissions are highly correlated to the business cycle, so the level of effort implied by intensity targets is more predictable. This is the main advantage of intensity targets so they should only apply to fossil fuel emissions. For other emissions (deforestation, agriculture) some other system such as absolute targets make more sense since they are poorly correlated to overall levels of economic activities.

Drawbacks of Intensity Targets:

Under an economic recession, intensity usually goes up (cf. Ukraine). A solution may be that countries take on both an absolute and intensity target and commit to meeting at least one, but this increases complexity.

For certain countries with a large informal economy or poor official statistics the measurement of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is problematic. Some alternative indicators such as, physical indicators KWh or tons of steel produced do not have the same drawbacks but they only cover parts of the economy. 

The other problem with intensity targets is that unless there is an equity-based principle for allocating CII targets, they reward more rapidly growing countries with a larger share of the remaining global commons.  

1.2 SD PAMs

[Harald had a good page of ideas to add – haven’t incorporate here yet.]

For Non Annex-1 countries with important priorities of poverty reduction and other challenges to sustainable developments, the SD-PAMs approach, which framed targets in way such as increasing people access to clean energy and increasing efficiency of power plants, is more subtle and accepted. 

CAN believes that SD-PAMs can form an important part of a climate commitment, since by tackling the on the ground issues such as demands for clean and affordable energy and secure the energy supply, GHG emissions will also be reduced. They are driven by the host country’s own sustainable development strategy, but are expressed as an international commitment.

We should be clear about the fact all sorts of mechanisms, including the ones proposed here, could be combined with SD conditionalities.  Such conditionalities would not, however, be SD-PAMs, in that they would not serve as the basis for calculating commitments. 

SD PAMs have been discussed and listed in a number of documents established in multilateral fora with recommendations, guidelines and even commitments. Many of these are relevant to climate change, particularly to decarbonisation of our societies. These include the United Nation Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) (Rio-92) Agenda 21 and World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) (Johannesburg 2002) Plan of Implementation.

However, these plans and documents have not yet been sufficiently considered in national development policies or in the negotiation of climate change related agreements under of out the UNFCCC regime.

If a Decarbonisation Track country takes SD PAMs as a (part of its) commitment, a national climate change programme articulating SD PAMs tackling main emission sources, with a defined schedule of implementation and review of progress, should be a necessary element of the agreement.  

If SD-PAMs are not correlated to projected emissions, they make it impossible to evaluate the climate adequacy of the aggregate package. If they are only no-regrets measures, they are unlikely to buy much decarbonization (on the order of what would be necessary to make the 2C target). If they have real costs, budgeting the cost per ton of reductions will be crucial and makes them little different from sectoral CDM.

2
Financing Sources and Distribution Mechanisms 

Following the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities it is clear that Annex I countries have an obligation to assist in the financing of decarbonisation and adaptation activities in other parts of the world. CAN notes with great concern that the currently available finance mechanisms under the Kyoto Protocol probably will not yield sufficient resources.  Therefore a key feature of any proposed framework is a reliable financing mechanism that does not depend on Annex I countries voluntary contributions. The viability of the framework will be increased to the degree that technology and sharing efforts 
can be seen as sufficient in scale, reliable, and distributed in an equitable manner and for activities that are in line with countries’ national priorities. 

Distribution mechanisms determine how the various financing sources are allocated among countries, and among possible activities.  In general, the political viability and eventual success of these approaches will be enhanced by maximum clarity and transparency as to the distribution. Curious, then, that this paper does not discuss the distributional issues that would be associated with the proposed mechanisms, or their implications for allocation. Financing has to be tied to specific targets for decarbonisation and implementation schedules. 

But, in this paper, and as noted above, such a tie is never made.

In this section we explore some potential financing sources to assist countries in the decarbonisation track to achieve their commitments, including the provisions listed under technology transfer. The following list of options is not exhaustive and the options are not mutually exclusive:

·
Levy on Flexibility Mechanisms Transactions.

·
Allocation of Assigned Amount Units (AAUs).  

·
Emissions Trading (Revenue from sale of tradable units).  

·
Aviation Levy

·
Green Government Bonds

·
Shifting existing financing streams & introduce carbon criteria on lending

2.1
Levy on Flexibility Mechanisms Transactions. 

The Protocol offers another option with the Adaptation Fund, which places a levy on the issuance of Certified Emissions Reductions (CERs).  
A more general approach could be taken with transactions of all units in the emissions trading system, thereby increasing the scale of financing.  This approach has several potential advantages.  Reliability is enhanced because of the automatic nature of the financing, although the scale is of course dependent on how broadly the levy is applied, its size (i.e., the percent of the levy), the volume of transactions, and carbon price.  The rationale behind an increased levy on the flexible mechanism is the acknowledgement that financing needs to derive from emission related activities. Putting a levy on flexible mechanisms also acknowledges the fact that domestic emission reductions are the preferred option. Another advantage is that such a levy is arguably more reliable than the direct commitment approach.

Who pays? Sellers of credits under flex mechs, and to a lesser extent purchasers. This drives a price wedge between domestic reductions, AAU trades, and flex-mechs reductions, reducing the volume of flex-mechs transactions and the price received.

How does it track capacity and responsibility? Weakly. The greatest volume of purchases will be by countries with large reduction targets and high domestic marginal abatement costs. Thus, to the extent that purchasers pay at all, they pay proportionately to their expected scale of reductions, not their expected emissions. If mandated reductions are proportional to responsibility and capacity, the tax would follow responsibility and capacity, but that’s a big if.

How much could it generate? It is hard to imagine tax rates exceeding, or frankly, approaching, 10% of the price of flex-mechs credits. Thus, almost by definition, the money available through this mechanism would be at best a 10th of that moving through the flex-mechs themselves. Thus if it were to be the major method for generating "central" funding, it would pretty much ensure that the available funding would be marginal, relative to the scale of needed decarbonization.

2.2
Allocation of AAUs.  

An option that has not been pursued in the UNFCCC/Protocol is to tap into the entire allocation of AAUs, rather than just the transaction of AAUs (and other units) in the previous approach.  One way to think of this approach is as a levy on the allocation rather than the transaction of compliance units.  Although this approach would be new for the international system, it is one that has been considered in domestic policies.

A relatively small portion of the total allowances of any system can provide a surprisingly large revenue stream.  As an initial sense of scale, however, this approach yields $1 billion per year if the number of allowances is 1,000 MMT of carbon, the portion auctioned is 10 percent, and the price of allowances is $10/ton of carbon.  A post-2012 regime would likely exceed these assumptions. This stream can be defined with more reliability than the other approaches because the only uncertainty is the allowance price.  Additional research is needed to elaborate how such a system would work internationally, and the economic and political implications.  

This is probably the most promising proposal here, certainly among the first three.   

Who pays? If the overall allocation of AAUs is fixed, every country receiving AAUs pays proportionally to the extent that its allocation is reduced and it has to buy that many more permits. Countries that would have been sellers of permits are also penalized by the reduced allocation.

How does it track capacity and responsibility? If "baseline" allocations track C&R, proportionally reduced allocations will also track C&R. Again, this is a big if.  But if (in the interests of transparency) we stipulate that only A1 will have allocations, this is plausibly consistent with C&R. 

How much could it generate? Potentially a lot. Annex I AAU's will be on the order of 3GtC in the second commitment period. A 10% auction set aside would be 0.3 Billion tC. At $20/ton this is $6 billion; at $50/ton, 15 Billion; at $100/ton, $30 billion, and we’re getting into the right ballpark. It would be a tough sell to get a 10% set aside but if it is seen as an alternative to allocating that much more to developing countries directly it could be perhaps be sold.

2.3
Emissions Trading (Revenue from sale of tradable units).  

If countries are allowed to trade credits between track 1 and 2 (fungibility), which has both advantages and drawbacks (see below) international emissions trading can be another way to finance mitigation activities, if countries with more stringent binding national commitments purchase tradable units from other countries.  This approach is already a feature of the Kyoto Protocol first commitment period with the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) (project-based, voluntary) and growth targets for Russia and some other Annex I countries.  Other approaches that have been suggested for the future include binding or non-binding sectoral targets (e.g., “sectoral CDM” in WRI 2002).  This approach therefore has many different permutations.  The ability to earn revenue through the emissions trading system for decarbonisation activities can be a useful complement to other financing sources.  The varying means of access to the trading system can provide a transition pathway through the decarbonisation track stages, with trading revenue gradually taking the place of direct financing.

This discussion raises a number of questions:

· Should credits for countries be generated for reducing their emissions below targets?

· If so should these credits be fungible with the track 1 allowances? If not, what economic value do they have? Who would be purchasers? 

Fungibility would create strong incentives for countries to aim in negotiations for easy targets in order to generate large potential credit sources and lots of hot air undermining the integrity of the trading system, similar to Russian position in Kyoto and Marrakech. The positive side would be that it does constitute an economic incentive for countries to take ambitious action to decarbonise their economies.  

This argument (that this creates strong incentives for countries to aim in negotiations for easy targets) is a red herring. There is no allocation system that doesn't do this. 

Note that there is an ambiguous overlap with flex mechs. If a country has any kind of a target that allows it to sell credits if it comes in under that target on a national or sectoral basis, then credits sold on a project basis become the equivalent of JI rather than CDM, and have to be accounted for in that way. 

Who pays? This system brings additional costs to particular parties only if the baseline allocations are modified to account for additional credits being sold by developing countries. In general this would reduce the value of Northern allocations (e.g., hot air). 

How does it track capacity and responsibility? It depends on who’s trading, doesn’t it?  And with what allocations?  And under what target?  If the assumption here is that some of the major NA1 countries will be in participating, under a “Kyoto Plus” system with intensity targets, then the problem, as noted above, is that equity is out the window.  If the assumption is that the trading club has been expanded on the basis of C&R indicators of some sort, well that’s a different story.

2.4
Aviation Levy

An idea for a financing stream independent from the existing structure would be the introduction of an aviation levy or designated tax on bunker fuels for all civil traffic within and between Annex B countries. This traffic is responsible for about 57% of global CO2 emissions by aviation.  Although airplane travel currently accounts for only about 3% of global carbon emissions, it is the fastest growing source of emissions. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) expects airplane travel to account for 15% of all carbon emissions in 2050. One estimate from a UN study arrives at a revenue conclusion, estimating that 1% tax on all international passenger tickets and airfreight charges would yield $2.2 billion, of which $800 million on passenger tickets alone.  A potential carrot for non-Annex I countries to join the aviation tax / levy would be to condition their access to the raised revenue on their own participation in such a scheme. 

Who pays? International air travellers and purchasers of air freight. Generally pretty high in terms of responsibility and capacity. Note that the tax proposed is on revenue (tickets/freight charges) rather than carbon, for no obvious reason.

How much could it raise? It's hard to believe that the airline industry, already hard pressed by rising fuel costs among other factors, will roll over if asked to bear a substantial share of the global carbon-tax burden. Besides, if it's only 3% of global CO2 emissions, the tax has to be 30 times higher per ton of carbon than would a global tax to raise the same amount of revenue. The figures above (1%->$2 billion) are believable, but it's unlikely to go a lot higher than that. In other words, this sort of levy would be nice, but it’s not going to do the heavy lifting.

2.5
Green Government Bonds

Governments issue bonds, these financial instruments offer fixed interest rates and have long term maturities of up to 100 years. Most government bonds do not have specific collateral backing them instead, they are backed by the full faith and credit of the governments issuing them. Government bonds from stable economies are seen as the safest financial instrument of all because of the creditworthiness of governments and they are very popular with investors worldwide. The idea here is that Central Banks of Annex I countries such as the ECB issue green government bonds with very favourable conditions such as tax credits on interest. The target audience are large investors interested in stable, long term, investments such as pension funds and insurance companies. The funds raised through the sale of these bonds will then be offered at very favourable rates to private companies and non-Annex I governments who want to develop and invest in decarbonisation technologies and systems.    

This is a subsidy to private investors (or, possibly public investors) through reduced-interest-rate lending. We know of no studies that present reliable estimates of the extent to which interest rate subsidies can produce quantifiable decarbonization benefits, but would like to see them if someone else does. It may be – and this is particularly important because the point here applies as well to 2.6, below – that it doesn’t make a huge difference.

Who Pays? Northern taxpayers who pay the subsidies. 

Responsibility and Capacity? It appears that it would be up to individual governments to decide how many bonds to sell and how much to subsidize the lending. So the system would be voluntary, and there's no deterministic connection. In fact it ends up sounding rather like the current pledge system. But if the requirement to issue bonds were negotiated, it could be different.

2.6
Shifting existing financing streams & introducing carbon criteria on lending

The Kyoto Protocol’s Article 3.14, elaborated in the Marrakech Accords (Decision 9.CP7), push rich countries to eliminate subsidies in GHG emitting sectors and subsidies to environmentally unsound technologies, as well as to reform prices to reflect external environmental costs for example through the imposition of carbon taxes. CAN is of the opinion that these aims should become universal commitments and rapidly implemented taking into consideration the short term disruptive effects on society their elimination could have.

A bit of rewording might be in order here.  It’s not only that a rapid shift in international lending and financing would be “disruptive,” it’s also that it would piss off Southern elites who see subsidies to their fossil sectors as furthering their “development.” Redirecting these flows is essential, but we have to make sure that we’re not talking about reducing them as well. And this could happen, particularly if redirection meant relatively decentralized renewables, which might not be as profitable to Northern lenders. Also, it’s important that the framing here be right. Large scale Southern participation in the climate regime is only going to happen under the umbrella of development, so we should waving that flag at every opportunity. In other words, we should be taking about large-scale financing for truly sustainable development, which this text does not do.

An indirect but nevertheless important approach is to shift the financing priorities of International Finance Institutions (IFIs) and Export Credit Agencies (ECAs), so that more Official Development Assistance (ODA) and private direct foreign investment is consistent with decarbonisation priorities. Export Credit and Investment Insurance Agencies in 1998 supported exports to US$391 billion, about 8% of total world exports.  Currently only a few of them have some kind of social or environmental criteria for their lending. Given their important role in supporting Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in non-Annex I countries they could play a key role in promoting a progressive technology sharing agenda, this especially applies to the power sector. 

Further, the most perverse resource distribution practices are those which expend development finance for fossil fuel extraction, particularly projects that are geared toward consumption in Annex I countries. For example, over 82 percent of the World Banks oil project finance supports export-oriented extraction, and accounts for over half of the carbon dioxide emissions associated with Bank projects since the 1992 Rio Earth Summit. Future mechanisms must explicitly prohibit export-oriented fossil fuel project finance by the World Bank, regional development banks, and national ODA and ECA agencies.

Project finance should not be tied to prescriptive liberalization of energy sectors in non-Annex I countries but instead should be linked to improved governance of these sectors based on transparency, accountability and genuine peoples´ participation.

Who Pays? Good question, particularly because the cash flows that we’re talking about here are largely loans. If, say, these loans were to be redirected to renewables, but were to otherwise remain on the same terms, would they be as profitable? If not, the Bank’s “donors” would be paying, which would be fine. Clearly, this would help.  

It would be interesting to run a thought experiment in which the Bank’s lending was redirected to CCS, say by paying the incremental costs of making new coal plants sequestration ready. What would this do the Bank’s rate of return?  

Just trying to think like a “realist” here…

3
Technology sharing

One of the main ways to reduce GHG emissions worldwide is to share sustainable technologies North-South, South-South and South-North. To bring down human-induced climate change only environmental and socially acceptable technologies should be promoted under the framework. 

Deploying sustainable technologies in non-Annex I countries faces formidable financial, knowledge related and legal obstacles. Global warming policies can be one way to help overcome some of these barriers.  This paper outlines how to match decarbonisation and adaptation policies undertaken by non-Annex I countries with financing from Annex I countries.

Technology sharing should be based on the technology needs assessment (TNA) by non-Annex I countries and not on the market development priorities of energy companies from Annex I countries.

3.1
Creating and enhancing the role of technology sharing centres

Technology sharing centres are agencies established in each country to:

·
Identify local/national technology needs;

·
Identify local/national available technology;

·
Make local technologies accessible throughout the country;

·
Facilitate partnerships;

·
Find and implement innovative options of financing;

·
Provide awareness and education of low carbon energy options (clean technologies and energy efficiency);

·
Collaborate with local communities and ensure public consultation;

·
Promote decentralised forms of energy production and supply.

Technology centres should exist in the different economic sectors. This would allow concrete progress to occur. An international network of technology sharing centres should be established, providing fast and simple access for non-Annex I countries in particular to advanced and appropriate technologies.

3.2
Trade Barriers and Intellectual Property Rights

All countries should implement strategies to accelerate the development and broad dissemination of climate friendly technologies. This might include: strategic research and development competition tenders, targeted use of public procurement of promising technologies in their infancy stage in order to promote their development. This also includes addressing potential conflicts with the existing trade regime under the World Trade Organization (WTO). Enforcement of Intellectual Property Rights should not be allowed to impede the rapid transfer and dissemination of vital decarbonisation and adaptation related technologies.

This last point, while politically laudable, is extremely difficult to put into practice. Either you have intellectual property rights, and the patent holders determine the price at which they will license the technology, or you have no intellectual property rights. You can subsidize the licensing of patents while respecting property rights, but that just means it will cost Northern "taxpayers" more. 

The only serious alternative is capturing back patent rights on government subsidized R&D, which is exactly the opposite direction of every other trend in the field.  Which is not to say that it’s not a good idea…

�Does this really mean "technology efforts and (resource) sharing efforts?"


�This is hardly an argument for generalizing the levy. The financing of the Adaptation Fund is patently inadequate, and it is not at all clear that it can be increased to anything like the needed scale with this kind of an approach.
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