Understanding the European Commission’s Climate Communication

(Third World Network)

The European Commission has circulated its climate communication, entitled “Towards a comprehensive climate change agreement in Copenhagen”, to the European Parliament, Council, Economic and Social Committee, and Committee of the Regions, as the basis of a common European position in ongoing negotiations under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).
 

These negotiations are taking place under the Bali Action Plan, which was agreed at the UN Climate Conference in Bali, Indonesia in December 2007. The Plan launched a “comprehensive process to enable the full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention through long-term cooperative action, now, up to and beyond 2012”.  

Europe plays a central role in climate discussions, as a major emitter of greenhouse gasses (GHG) and as a key contributor to the negotiations, so understanding the EC Communication is of first importance not merely to Europeans but to all engaged in climate policy including to developing countries.  

An ambitious outcome in Copenhagen

An ambitious outcome is required at the December 2009 UN Climate Conference in Copenhagen. Such an outcome must satisfy the standards of equity and effectiveness and set society on a path towards stabilizing the Earth’s climate system and advancing the objectives agreed by all countries in the UNFCCC. 

Equity and effectiveness each demand that developed countries take the lead in demonstrating a low carbon economy is possible and affordable. Atmospheric GHG concentrations have increased markedly since 1750 and now far exceed pre-industrial levels.
 By 2004, developed countries with 20% of the world’s population had contributed 75% of accumulated emissions.
 According to the IPCC: 

Because the industrialized nations are the source of most past and current GHG emissions and have the technical and financial capability to act, the Convention places the heaviest burden for the first steps in mitigating climate change on them. This is enshrined in the principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities” (high agreement, much evidence)

The need for an ambitious outcome in Copenhagen is even greater in light of new scientific information based on IPCC data, which suggests that atmospheric concentrations as at 2005 may have already committed the planet to a warming of 2.4°C above pre-industrial levels.
 This level exceeds proposed 1.5 and 2°C objectives, overshoots currently perceived thresholds for tipping points and abrupt climate changes, and risks run-away warming with potentially catastrophic consequences. In light of developed countries’ contribution to levels of committed warming, it calls on these countries to increase their efforts to implement UNFCCC commitments. 

The EC Communication 

The EC Communication is being considered by EU Member States. It was recently considered by the European Council of Environment Ministers when adopting conclusions on the further development of the EU’s position for the Copenhagen Climate Change meeting to be held in December this year. 

The Communication addresses proposals to various elements of the Bali Action Plan. These include the creation of a shared vision, enhanced action on mitigation, adaptation, technology and finance, as well as the need for new institutional arrangements. 

The EC Communication calls for an “ambitious and comprehensive” outcome in Copenhagen; but the substance of the statement, when read in light of the EU’s existing commitments under the UNFCCC, suggests other ambitions. 

A shared vision

The Communication identifies the EU’s objective as limiting “average global temperature increase to less than 2°C”, saying that to have a reasonable chance of achieving this objective “global GHG emissions must be reduced to less than 50% of 1990 levels by 2050”, and characterizing this as a “global goal”. 

Some developing countries have called for higher levels of global ambition, suggesting that temperature increases of 2°C could have “devastating impacts”.
 The Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) have called for efforts to limit temperature increase to below 1.5°C, and atmospheric concentrations to below 350ppm CO2eq.
 According to AOSIS, this will require global emissions to reduce by more than 85% by 2050.

Even these levels of global emission reductions may prove inadequate if the most recent scientific studies are correct. Averting the threat of abrupt climate changes and with them the potential of run-away climate change with catastrophic consequences will likely require an early and unprecedented effort to reduce emissions, enhance sinks and advance other strategies – significantly more ambitious than any so far conceived. 

Mitigation commitments by Annex I countries

The EC Communication acknowledges recent scientific information, but does not respond to it. Rather, it restates the EU’s existing offer to reduce emissions by 30% from 1990 levels by 2020 “in the context of an ambitious and comprehensive international agreement”.  

It says developed countries should reduce emissions “by an amount consistent with the 2° objective”, and that the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report indicates this requires emissions reductions “in the range of 25-40% by 2020 and 80-95% by 2050”. Accordingly, it says that “in order to limit the global average temperature increase to not more than 2°C above preindustrial levels, developed countries as a group should reduce their emissions to 30% below 1990 levels in 2020”. 

This characterization of the IPCC report is at best imprecise. First, the IPCC Report does not evaluate a 2°C objective. Rather it summarizes “several studies” incorporating “different assumptions about the pathway, specific national efforts and other variables”.
 For the most stringent scenario (Scenario A in Box 13.7) only two studies estimated the likelihood of staying below 2°C, and a number considered pathways that would overshoot 450ppm CO2-eq thus increasing the likelihood of exceeding 2ºC to over 50 percent. It is therefore not accurate to suggest these scenarios as a whole “aim to limit global temperature increase to 2ºC”.

Nor does the IPCC Report conclude that the 25-40% range is “consistent” with a 2°C objective. Rather, 25-40% is a range of “emission allocations” summarized from the underlying studies. It is based not merely on “scientific” considerations, but also on the equity and political assumptions of a small number of authors who wrote the studies that were summarized by the IPCC, and of the authors of Box 13.7 who chose to exclude scenario variants which examined more ambitious reductions by developed countries (e.g. 47% and 50%) as “outliers”.
 

Even if the EC Communication’s characterization of the IPCC Report were accurate – which it is not – it has been superseded by new findings on climate change. Disappearance of Arctic sea ice and other observed changes, combined with new scientific information on the climate system, suggests that the emission reductions proposed by the EU for developed countries are fundamentally inadequate on both effectiveness and equity grounds, and that much deeper reductions will be required. 
The responsibility for undertaking these reductions, and for supporting efforts in developing countries, lies principally with the developed countries. As stated in the UNFCCC “the largest share of historical and current global emissions of greenhouse gases has originated in developed countries” (Preamble). Consequently, developed countries must demonstrate they are “taking the lead in modifying longer-term trends in anthropogenic emissions consistent with the objective of the Convention” (Article 4.2). Additionally, the extent to which developing countries will effectively implement their commitments depends on “effective implementation by developed country Parties of their commitment under the Convention related to financial resources and transfer of technology” (Article 4.7). 

Developing countries have called for higher levels of ambition from developed countries in Copenhagen. The G77 and China says “much deeper reduction commitments are required and … must reflect their historical responsibility as well as evolving scientific evidence”.
 LDCs call on developed countries to accept targets of “at least 40 percent by 2020”
 and AOSIS for reductions of “more than 40%”.
 

Some developing countries have called for levels of ambition higher than reflected in any of the ranges so far proposed in the negotiations,
 calling on developed countries to be ready to reduce well beyond 100% of 1990 levels (including through enhancement of sinks on their territories) on the basis that cuts in this order are required to avoid risks of abrupt climate change, provide sufficient atmospheric space for developing countries, and ensure a predictable basis for financing, technology, and compensation for lost development space and adaptation impacts.

Mitigation actions by developing countries

The EC Communication proposes that developing countries limit their emissions by 15 to 30% below baseline levels, citing “a recent scientific report”
, which calculates this range as a residual amount associated with the EU’s proposed global and developed country emission reductions (i.e. global reduction – developed country reduction = developing country reduction).

Developing countries have noted the ethical and methodological flaws with this approach
: 

· It draws on possible emission reduction ranges summarized by the IPCC, which reflect the “equity assumptions” of the authors of underlying studies, and not Parties to the UNFCCC. The IPCC and its authors have not been tasked with defining a global burden sharing framework and do not claim to.
 

· It bases emission allowances on developed countries’ current (and excessive) emissions levels and not on their contribution to the current atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases and the associated levels of current and “committed” warming that threaten dangerous interference with the climate system;

· It fails to reflect these “accumulated” emissions in more ambitious reduction targets that reflect developed countries current and historical responsibilities under the UNFCCC, and so leverages inequitable past pathways into new arrangements and forgives a major environmental debt.

· It fails to acknowledge that the initial allocation of emission rights between developed and developing countries set within a global goal is a distributional question that will profoundly affect the future distribution of resources and wealth in the world. 

· Most importantly, it apportions the Earth’s atmosphere by securing the needs of a small minority and considering as “residual” the needs of the majority in developing countries without verifying whether the balance is compatible with their needs for socio-economic development.

Developing countries have proposed alternative, more “equity-oriented” approaches to identifying appropriate contributions by developed countries to global emission reductions.  

During the Kyoto Protocol negotiations, Brazil proposed that Annex I countries’ emission allowances should be based on their contribution to increases in global-average surface temperature over a certain period of time.
 This approach was matched with a penalty mechanism called the “clean development fund” to be supported by non-complying Annex I Parties, which would pay a financial penalty for every ton of carbon above their target. The revenue was to be used to fund projects for non-Annex I Parties.
 The proposal was considered extensively in the SBSTA which concluded “the results of the work may be relevant to the work of Parties under other bodies and within other processes under the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol.”

China has recently offered the concept of “per capita accumulative emissions” as a way of evaluating historical and current responsibility.
 This approach takes into consideration the historical use by different countries of the global “carbon space” during their process of development. It reflects that the carbon space has been excessively occupied by developed countries, and consequently these countries should greatly cut their emission to make space for developing countries. Convergence of per capita accumulative emissions through time reflects the principle of equity, it says.

Algeria suggested that an “equity-oriented approach” to shared vision could be sketched as follows
:

· Defining, along with the global emissions profile, an extrapolation of current developing countries emissions, ensuring the same economic growth and social benefits as a business as usual path, but taking advantage of win-win emissions reductions opportunities. This amount of environmental space would be apportioned to developing countries, and the balance to developed countries, in case financial and technological transfers remain insignificant.

· Defining an ambitious package of financial and technological transfers to help developing countries reduce their emissions without incurring any welfare losses. A corresponding lower emissions path for developing countries would thereby be defined. This would free environmental space that would enable developed countries to follow a less stringent emissions reductions path than above.

· Past excess emissions of developed countries would be considered an additional basis for the provision by developed countries of financial, technological and capacity-building support for adaptation. 

This would define an equity-oriented long-term approach to cooperation that is consistent with the provisions of the Convention and Bali Action Plan in which developing and developed countries would confront together the climate change challenge in decades ahead, it has said.

The role of carbon markets

The concerns raised by the Communication’s proposal for burden sharing among developed and developing countries are heightened by its proposed role for carbon markets, which would shift an additional burden of mitigation to developing countries. 

According to a scientific report used by the EU to justify its proposed commitments for developed and developing countries, the ranges summarized by the IPCC are “assumed to be achieved domestically by both groups of countries”.
 The Communication, however, proposes to achieve its emission reductions “in part through domestic action and in part by using credits resulting from emission reductions in developing countries”. 

According to the Communication, these emission reductions in developing countries would be additional to those undertaken to achieve its proposed departure by developing countries of 15-30% from baseline.
 This proposal, on other words, shifts the burden of mitigation further to developing countries, which would be required first to limit their emissions from baseline, and then to reduce emissions by an additional amount to supply cheap credits to developed countries.

The proposal would allow Europe to shift a substantial portion of its mitigation burden abroad, and to avoid an equivalent domestic effort. The extent to which it intends to do so is indicated by proposals currently under consideration in the EU, which would allow 50% of industrial and over 70% of non-industrial emissions to be off-set – taking the EU’s domestic action to well below the ranges considered by the IPCC.
 

Obvious concerns about equity are compounded by other potential problems with this approach, include the following:

· It sets up carbon markets to compete with – rather than support – efforts by developing countries to limit emissions below baseline, as credits funded through carbon markets would be transferred to developed countries and would not be counted against those baselines. 

· It risks allowing developed countries to appropriate “low-hanging” emission reductions, leaving more expensive and challenging ones to developing countries in current or subsequent periods. This problem may be exacerbated by EU proposals to allow Members to “bank” credits against later periods – potentially encouraging a “land grab” for cheap credits in developing countries. 

· It creates a “moral hazard” for developed countries. Do they fulfill their commitments to support developing countries as required by the UNFCCC and Bali Action Plan? Or do they minimize support, and maximize the role of the market, allowing them to purchase cheap emission reductions with financing that should otherwise have helped developing countries achieve their own emission reductions? 

The EC Communication justifies carbon markets on efficiency grounds (i.e. suggesting in background information that they reduce the global cost of emission reductions, and reduce very substantially the cost of emission reductions by developed countries). But it is silent about the implications of its proposal for equity. Indeed the term “equity” is used nowhere in the EC Communication’s discussions of mitigation.
 

Financial support to developing countries

Just as the Communication would shift the burden of mitigation directly to developing countries through commitments, and indirectly through carbon markets, it seeks to limit its responsibility for supporting developing countries with financing and technology, despite its obligations to do so under the UNFCCC.

The UNFCCC calls for efforts to fund the “agreed full incremental costs” of action by developing countries.
 The Bali Action Plan calls for “full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention” and for “enhanced action on the provision of financial resources and investment to support action on mitigation and adaptation and technology cooperation”. It calls for enhanced mitigation actions by developing countries to be “supported and enabled by technology, financing and capacity-building, in a measurable, reportable and verifiable manner.” 

The EC Communication states that a “comprehensive Copenhagen agreement must be underpinned by adequate financial resources to enable its implementation”. But in practice, its proposals seek to narrow the actions eligible for support, limit the financing available, and pass on costs to developing countries.

The Communication (unlike the UNFCCC or Bali Action Plan) divides developing countries’ mitigation actions into three categories, defining some as “autonomous” and so unsupported by developed countries, and others as “action generating credits for transfer through carbon markets” and so contributing to developed and not developing countries’ domestic mitigation efforts.

The Communication’s third – and much narrowed – category of supported actions would be financed not for “agreed full incremental costs” as required by the UNFCCC, but for those incremental costs “that cannot be sustained by the country itself”. 

In other words, rather than receiving “full incremental costs”, developing countries would be called on to carry the full costs of “autonomous” actions, as well as whatever proportion of incremental costs they can “sustain”, while supplying a significant number of low-cost emission reductions to developed countries. 

As well as supporting themselves at the national level, developing countries would be called on to contribute to supporting themselves at the international level through “innovative international funding sources” to which developing countries (except LDCs and SIDS) would “make increasing contributions over time”.

According to the EC Communication, the development of “low carbon development strategies” by developing countries would be made a “prerequisite for access to international support for mitigation actions”. This would effectively reverse the basic relationship between the commitments of developed and developing countries under the UNFCCC, which, as noted above, states that effective implementation by developing countries depends on “effective implementation by developed country Parties of their commitment under the Convention related to financial resources and transfer of technology”. 

Technology support to developing countries

The UNFCCC commits developed countries to take “all practical steps” to promote and finance technology transfer to developing countries. The Bali Action Plan calls for “enhanced action on technology development and transfer to support action on mitigation and adaptation”. Implementing UNFCCC commitments on technology is an essential step in reducing atmospheric GHG concentrations in practice, and is a political prerequisite to success in Copenhagen. 

It is thus notable that the term “technology transfer” arises nowhere in the body of the Communication. Instead, it refers to the “research, development and demonstration” (RD&D) phases of the technology cycle, calls for a commitment to scale up “energy-related RD&D” by a factor of four by 2020, and says “a commitment to do so should form an integral part of the Copenhagen Agreement”.  

It cites the need to provide financing for capacity building and technology cooperation, but is silent on the level of financing required for developed countries to fulfill their basic commitment to provide “agreed full incremental costs” of technology diffusion and transfer in all relevant sectors, as required by the UNFCCC.

To reduce the costs of technologies, it instead calls for the elimination at the WTO of trade barriers on environmental goods and services – a proposal questioned by developing countries on the basis it would: 1) favor products of export of interest to the developed countries; 2) impose disproportionate tariff cuts on developing countries; 3) affect endogenous technologies and capacities; and 4) promote merely the sale, rather than the transfer, of technology.

While the Communication supports the reduction of “market barriers”, it ignores developing countries’ concerns about the barriers associated with intellectual property rights. It rather proposes to “strengthen IPR frameworks” – thereby ensuring that developing countries, after eliminating their own tariffs, would pay full commercial prices for technologies. 

The EC Communication seeks to lower rather than raise expectation for enhanced institutional arrangements at Copenhagen by suggesting that a Copenhagen agreement will need to establish a “consultative group” that brings together government, private sector, civil society and other stakeholders’ expertise to provide strategic guidance for research and technology development and international cooperation.

Developing countries, by contrast, have called for a major scaling up of institutions under the UNFCCC, building on the successful experiences of other agreements including the Montreal Protocol, and seeking to spur the revolution in technology development and transfer required to curb global emissions and avoid dangerous climate change. 

They have called for a Technology Action Plan addressing all phases of the technology cycle, supported by a new Executive Body on Technology (including a Strategic Planning Committee, a series of technical panels, a verification group and appropriate secretarial support) and funded by a Multilateral Climate Technology Fund. The EC Communication’s almost systematic failure to deal with these proposals is disappointing.

Adaptation

The Communication’s proposals on mitigation, financing and technology are paralleled by those in the area of adaptation, where it seeks to scale back financial commitments, shift the burden to developing countries and alter the balance of rights and obligations under the UNFCCC.

The UNFCCC calls on all Parties to “cooperate in preparing for adaptation to the impacts of climate change” and the Bali Action Plan calls for enhanced action on adaptation. The Communication, by contrast, suggests that financial and technological support should be provided to the “most vulnerable and poorest” countries. 

It seeks then to shift the burden of supplying this support to developing countries and carbon markets through expansion of the Kyoto Protocol’s Adaptation Fund, a “solidarity fund” supported not by public funds from developed countries but by a levy on CDM projects in developing countries. 

According to the Communication, the Adaptation Fund would be insufficient to support adaptation in all developing countries, requiring innovative funding sources. As in the case of mitigation, developing countries (excepting LDCs and SIDS) would be called on to support innovative financial mechanisms with “increasing contributions over time”. 

While scaling back and shifting financial commitments, the EC Communication proposes new responsibilities for developing countries through a “framework on adaptation” including recognition of “a need for all to adapt” and a shared “commitment to systematically integrate adaptation into national strategies”.
 

By converting a right to develop into an obligation to adapt, and transforming “common but differentiated responsibilities” into “shared” ones, it would shift legal as well as practical responsibility for the rising impacts of climate change to developing countries thus limiting Europe’s exposure to climate-related claims of cost and damage. 

Consistent with these proposals, the EC Communication sets low expectations for enhanced institutional arrangements at Copenhagen by recommending, as its principal vehicle to pool experience on adaptation, “a technical panel”, and by saying a “multilateral insurance pool to cover disaster losses should be explored to complement existing funding mechanisms”, without actually committing to one.
 

To enhance actions on adaptation, a group of developing countries have called for a suite of institutions – including a consolidated work programme; support for national planning, technology transfer and capacity building; a Subsidiary Body on Adaptation; a new Convention Adaptation Fund (including efforts to provide insurance, compensation and risk management components). Again, the EC Communication’s failure to engage systematically with the full range of these proposals is disappointing. 

Institutional arrangements

The Communication proposes a “Facilitative Mechanism for Mitigation Support” to match proposed developing countries’ mitigation action with appropriate bilateral and multilateral support mechanisms, and calls on developing countries to register all autonomous and supported actions in a “registry”.  

Whereas it proposes robust institutions for the oversight of developing countries, it proposes weak institutions in areas of interest to them, including a “technical panel” for adaptation
, a “consultative group” on technology and a “high-level forum” on finance – effectively talk shops without political power or executive capacity. 

Nor does it propose a similar level of oversight of developed countries – oversight warranted by the almost systematic failure by Annex I Parties to demonstrate they are taking the lead in modifying emissions under the UNFCCC or to meet their Kyoto obligations. 

To “frontload” financing, the Communication proposes a financial mechanism (termed the Global Climate Financing Mechanism) to deliver around €1 billion to vulnerable and poor countries between 2010 and 2014. While this may be sufficient to acquire the allegiance of some SIDS and LDCs, it is insufficient to meet their needs, would exclude the bulk of developing countries and offers a fraction of UNDP’s estimated $86 billion required from 2015. As a point of comparison, a single project by one European government – the MOSE project to protect Venice from flooding – is expected to cost over €4.2 billion.
The EC Communication’s low level of ambition for Copenhagen on financing is difficult to reconcile with either current estimates of financial needs for mitigation, adaptation and technology, or with the likely increased needs for support associated with recent scientific information about the scale and pace of climatic changes. Its low level of ambition is confirmed by the draft version of the EC Communication which suggests that “the scale of financial support will need to reach a magnitude up to € 30 billion in 2020”, comprising €10 billion in support for adaptation and €20 billion for support mitigation. These figures have been removed from the final version of the Communication, which now simply says that “staying below 2°C will require significant financial resources for emission reduction and adaptation”.  

The Communication’s institutional proposals stand in stark contrast to those of developing countries, which call for a major scaling up of institutional arrangements under the UNFCCC. To complement institutions for adaptation and technology (noted above), they have called for an enhanced financial mechanism under the Conference of Parties including a Board reflecting an equitable and balanced representation of all Parties, a Fund or Funds (including those for adaptation and technology), a set of expert groups or committees on finance-related issues, a Trustee or Trustees appointed through a process of open bidding, as well as a Secretariat.

Renegotiating the UNFCCC?

In sum, the EC Communication seems focused on redefining the UNFCCC, despite agreement in the Bali Action Plan to launch a process to ensure the “full, effective and sustained implementation of the Convention”. 

A careful reading of the Communication belies an unstated ambition to misstate the findings of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report to justify inadequate emission reductions for developed countries, to establish significant “residual” commitments for developing countries under the guise of “science”, and to shift the burden of mitigation further to developing countries through the carbon market. 


It seems aimed at limiting support for adaptation to a small number of the “most vulnerable and poorest” countries, excluding the bulk of developing countries, burdening them with additional costs through the Kyoto Protocol’s Adaptation Fund, and imposing new legal commitments as part of a “framework for adaptation” that risks shifting the legal and practical burden of adaptation further to the South. 

Whereas the Bali Action Plan calls for enhanced action on technology transfer and financing, the Communication is silent on financing for technology transfer, and would scale back financial commitments to cover “supported” but not “autonomous” actions, and fund only those incremental costs “that cannot be sustained by the country itself” where the UNFCCC requires funding for the “agreed full incremental costs”. 

It offers weak institutions in areas of interest to the South – for adaptation, technology, finance and oversight of developed countries’ commitments (all four Bali “building blocks”) – while seeking strong oversight of developing countries’ mitigation actions, thus raising questions about the “comprehensiveness” of the EC’s envisaged outcome in Copenhagen. 

Many of its proposals – including those on adaptation financing, incremental costs, and the creation of “prerequisites” for access to support – are facially inconsistent with the EU’s existing commitments, and would alter the balance of rights and obligations set out in the 1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. 

It is consequently no surprise that the EC Communication calls for a new agreement to lay “the basis for a long-term international framework that raises overall ambition and increases contributions from both developed and developing countries”.

The need for an alternative approach

Experience with other forums, including the World Trade Organization, suggests that a failure to address in earnest the equity and development dimensions of negotiations is a recipe for deadlock and delay. Whereas the world can afford to wait for trade negotiations, climate change waits for no-one.

As European Ministers and Heads of State continue to convene around Europe’s climate agenda it is hoped they will craft a fairer and more courageous vision for Copenhagen. One that is capable of galvanizing the international community into undertaking the bold initiatives that are required to support development while shifting economies and societies onto a low-carbon development path.

A more equitable approach is necessary as the scenario offered by the EC Communication – unless substantially revised – will continue a trend of inadequate implementation and broken promises by the developed countries. Developing countries will not, as stated by one prominent official, sign a “suicide pact”. Nor will they consent to any proposal that threatens, rather than supports, their right to development. Or that weakens, rather than strengthens, the UNFCCC. This should come as no surprise.
A more equitable approach is also right; developed countries have the historical responsibility and current capacity to demonstrate that a low carbon development path is both possible and affordable. They must address climate change through deep reductions at home and through a genuine step-change in efforts abroad to support actions in developing countries.  

Getting developing countries to curb their emissions will not be achieved by simply committing them to do so in a new treaty. Or by continuing, with moderate adjustments, business-as-usual. It requires a new order of cooperation that enables and supports them through technology transfer, finance and effective institutions. This has been the approach of other successful treaties, such as the Montreal Protocol. 

If climate change truly is the great challenge of our generation, then nothing less than a massive increase in ambition by developed countries, combined with active and honest engagement on issues of concern to developing countries, will create the trust necessary for political consensus in Copenhagen and pave the way for the practical actions required world-wide to bend the curve of our emissions, build resilient communities and countries, and ultimately stabilize the Earth’s climate.
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