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Notes

Working Dinner: The Context and Vision

· Speakers reviewed the genesis of the L-20 approach, including the role of Paul Martin.  Part of the original discussions around this idea included the possibility of a network of think-tanks acting as a support (unspecified in nature) to L-20/L-14 leaders.  The critical role of leaders in addressing complex, cross-sectoral issues was noted.  Existing international structures are not working to break deadlocks on key global issues.  The concept of a small but more representative group of leaders seems to be gaining ground (references to recent Brown and Sarkozy statements).  There is a requirement for a combination of formality and informality, along the lines of G-8 preparations, with a track 2 process (perhaps involving think-tanks) as a useful complement.
· There was a report on the G-8+5 process which originated at the Gleneagles Summit.  There is concern on the part of the “5” (developing countries) about being invited expressly on the G-8’s terms, without adequate opportunity to engage on issues of priority to the South.  The “G-5” is working its way to developing a common approach, which will span a broader set of issues than climate change/energy security.  Simply expanding the G-8 is not an option.
· There has been some movement on climate change in the US, but there remain no coherent strategies on distributing carbon emissions credits or on dealing with the rest of the world.  The US remains unwilling to “pay” for implementing a climate change agenda.  The patchwork quilt of state and local government approaches may become a problem.
· In both Canada and the US, in the absence of national leadership, provinces and states will take action.  The private sector in both countries is concerned about the lack of a national framework within which to make corporate decisions.

· There are no final answers in Europe either.  There is a mismatch between politics, science and corporate plans.  Could a think-tank network help to focus governments?

· Domestic public opinion on climate change must be shifted.  A cultural change is required which a network of think-tanks could facilitate.  The domestic discussions within individual countries must be reframed.

· Among the challenges facing a potential G-14 in the climate field are relevance (on a country by country basis), constructive focus and the promotion of innovation.

· A network could include the private sector, civil society and individuals as well as think-tanks.



Climate Change/Energy Security Policy Research Initiatives

· Participants commented on the programs and projects outlined in the materials circulated in the meeting briefing package.  Apart from describing relevant aspects of their organizations’ activities, participants made the following points.

· Most climate change solution require dealing with non-climate change issues, and these have to be brought to the table to interest countries such as the G-5.   As an example, more emphasis needed to be placed on the potential impact of banking reform.  Packages of actions which would have an impact on carbon levels, many of which would be in fields other than directly climate-related, needed to be identified.

· A major (political) challenge is to move the focus to the adaptation side.  Closely related is the requirement to develop climate models with much greater resolution so that local impacts could be revealed.  To achieve this, massive computing power is required, and the existing satellite-based observational capabilities must be maintained.  A different kind of science is needed, blending several disciplines (e.g. land use studies, agriculture, forestry etc).  It is widely believed that the IPCC assessments are proving to be too conservative.
· There is a “public opinion firestorm” in the US about climate change focused on what will occur after 2012.  That being said, it is unclear how the momentum of civil society interest can be tapped; constituencies of interest are being built.

· Within the corporate community in the US there is a tension between sector-based and national approaches.  The private sector is concerned about how international harmonization can lead to broader markets being established.  In the US, there is not yet a focal point for discussions about adaptation.  Forestry issues need to be addressed more prominently in the climate change debate.
· Climate change issues are primarily economic and energy-related, and must be removed from the exclusive purview of environmental experts.  Civil society is becoming a bigger and more innovative player in the debate.  In addition to matters related to global governance and the development of efficient economic signals to the private sector, practical work on adaptation issues is required to bring developing countries to the table.

· Crafting a “grand bargain” must recognize the growing fragmentation of international governance in the climate change field.  The enormous range of initiatives and organizations engaged in the search for answers was noted.  There had to be compatibility between the organizational architecture and the policy framework.  Linkages were needed to other fields (e.g. intellectual property, trade negotiations, and agricultural subsidies).
· A strategy was need for scaling up carbon free energy systems (with its probable attendant impact on the water resource).   How do institutions/industries handle massive, rapid change?  What impacts will there be on economic growth; what concomitant impacts on peace and freedom?

· Cap and trade may not work.  The taxation approach may be a better instrument (although perhaps in conjunction with cap and trade).  A think-tank network could usefully tackle such “radioactive” topics.  The problems of “connectivity” among sectors/countries/policies are enormous, and a network could provide a timely educational function for leaders.  The network could lay out options and potential new areas of work.
· There is a need for a focal point for economic analysis of climate change impacts.  A layering of inter-related policy changes is implied, with significant behavioural shifts subject to major market discontinuities.

· The key missing element is political will.  A closely related problem is how to make these very complex issues more understandable, both to leaders and their electorates.  What are leaders actually being asked to decide?

· Think-tanks can work on putting difficult ideas in politically comprehensible form.
· Political action only occurs if constituents react.  Diverse adaptation efforts are already underway at the local level around the world.  Managing the environmental aspects of the Beijing Olympics could be an interesting test-case.

· The question of establishing public trust in research findings and policy options was discussed.  In this regard, one participant noted an increase in tribalism and massive distrust of government.  
· The most effective way to bring forward significant policy change varied from country to country.  A think-tank network could be part of mobilizing a policy “demand pull” from leaders.  Effectiveness is a more complicated business than just trying to influence leaders directly – pressure from their constituents also needs to be built up.

· The G-8+5 process afforded an opportunity for a network to have an impact in moving ideas/packages up the line.

· New options were required for governments to consider, and a related major communications effort should be undertaken.  

· Adaptation measures had not been seriously considered; a frank debate was needed on international “winners and losers”; practical transition policies were needed for the “losers”.  Although the general population does not trust government or the G-8 (especially in the South), there is an expectation that leaders will (somehow) deal with climate change.
· How should a support network of think-tanks be positioned?  Should it be an educational or an advocacy institution, or perhaps a combination?  Independence would be a critical characteristic of an effective network (note the impact of the Stern report because of its provenance).
· Instead of focusing on a grand bargain, perhaps attention should be paid to an incremental set of practical measures, finessing the long term goals.

· A second track of de-politicized policy discussions would be very valuable.  A safe space must be created within which tough issues can be debated.  This “safe harbour” notion received considerable support throughout the subsequent discussion.
· The focus should be on what gets done, not on why.  People are hungry for an agenda of what they and others can do.

· The North/South knowledge divide is getting worse.  Developing countries are becoming more suspicious of Northern intentions as their own capabilities erode.  How can this balance be redressed without looking like a Northern “plot”?

· Some concern was expressed about the term “grand bargain”.

· The developing countries will not move until the developed countries act.  

· The outcome of the December Bali meeting is entirely unclear; there is no roadmap.  Precisely because there is no roadmap past Bali to Copenhagen in 2009, a think-tank network could have an impact (perhaps in conjunction with the G-8+5 and the OECD).
· The differences and similarities between the climate change and the global health issues were discussed.  It was noted that the initial problem with global health questions was to get them taken seriously, especially since they were heavily related to poverty.  There is now strong global leadership at WHO (no climate change equivalent).  In terms of similarities, both sets of issues involve dealing with transnational threats.  The health field is very scientifically driven – the key is empirically based decision-making.  Based on the health experience, the objective should be to globalize the sense of risk and create international solidarity so as to generate a political constituency across countries.  The needs of North and South have to be coupled in everything that is done.  There is a false dichotomy between mitigation and adaptation.  There should be active engagement with the corporate sector – companies have expertise and want to be significantly involved.
· Funding mechanisms to develop “co-learning” (e.g. between North and South) builds momentum.  There are significant ethical issues around the impact of climate change on the poor.

· The relationship between scientists and decision-makers was discussed.

Think-Tank Network Possible Futures

· The nature and effectiveness of networks was discussed in the context of three scenario papers prepared for the conference and distributed in advance.  It was suggested that the single common characteristics of networks is that they did not know how to influence. 

· Think-tanks tend to be of the like-minded.  Complementarity rather than aggregation should be sought.  Small teams with multiple skills may be more effective.

· The potential characteristics of a well-functioning network were discussed (e.g. common purposes but not necessarily common structures, possible involvement of high-profile non-experts to increase issue visibility, heightened credibility through visible independence).  It was noted that well-meaning but ill-informed popular initiatives could cause damage.
· To whom should the work of a network be directed?  Leaders, sherpas, the public, some combination?  Could a network be seen as “friends of the process” or “friends of the sherpas”?  Should the network be formally connected with the L-20/14 at all?
· One objective of a network should be to build community through the dissemination of information grounded by peer review.  Implicit in this is a two-way flow – from the network to governments and from government out through the network to community.

· Another model would not be a think-tank network but rather a coalition formed around common beliefs about global governance.  A major task for this coalition would be to identify and address global deadlocks.

· Some participants suggested that smaller practical steps should be taken, such as opening a password protected website.  The aim would be to hasten the pace of analysis and information exchange around the central question of why issues are blocked.  Another participant stated that a network should walk before it tries to run, creating small expert teams whose work would build credibility with political leaders.  Doubt was expressed about whether there would be a major “demand” from leaders for independent analysis (i.e. information provided from other than their own national officials and experts).
· On the substance of climate change, it was proposed that the real issue was – who was going to pay?
· In this regard, a think-tank network could provide space where “room” could be developed for leaders to move.  Chief among these areas of potential agreement should be work on practical, scalable responses.

· In the context of “who pays”, there was an extended discussion of global equity.  It was noted that many developing countries are bearing the pollution costs of manufacturing products for export to developed countries.  Perhaps carbon charges should be based on consumption.  Other, non-carbon related, forms of pollution are of greater concern to some developing countries.

· It was generally agreed that climate change issues could not be dealt with in isolation from problems of development.  The core of the problem, in one participant’s view, was that people in developing countries had to be given the opportunity to reach a decent standard of living.

· It was suggested that since the last G-8 meeting in Germany the North/South aspects of climate change were moving fairly rapidly (in part through the G-8+5 arrangement).  On the other hand, other participants emphasized that no agreement could be expected from developing countries unless the principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities” was explicitly accepted.

· It was agreed that the final morning’s session would consider – the substance of a possible “grand bargain” on climate change, the nature of the existing roadblocks, and next steps on the road to Bali.

Moving Forward
(a) “Grand Bargain” Elements
· It was agreed that adaptation should be added to the elements.  The addition of forest issues was also urged (perhaps under the targets section).  Land use issues should also be included.

· The “targets” section of the draft should be revised to include references to making markets work better while ensuring that the energy needs of the North and the food needs of the South are both met.

· There should be clear language on poverty and on maintaining a viable economic future for developing countries, otherwise the draft is a non-starter.

· Emphasis had to be laid on the inter-relationship among policies in different sectors, as opposed to focusing on a few selected areas such as energy.

· The draft should call for broadening institutional links across international organizations, e.g. to include such agencies as the World Bank and UNHCR.  The whole question of who transports and pays for climate refugees must be addressed.  A related, more general, issue concerns burden-sharing and financial flows.  It was noted that the draft contained nothing on Southern capacity building.
· It was agreed that the draft should explicitly be supportive of existing international efforts to deal with climate change, notably the UNFCCC.

· The actual or potential link between climate change and trade issues was discussed. 

· One participant suggested that international transactions in carbon credits might be taxed.  Another thought that the “polluter pays” principle might be added.

· Several participants emphasized the need for a major communications outreach component as part of the “bargain”.  In this regard, it was suggested that solutions close to individuals should be highlighted (e.g. the energy services demand side related to product standards).  In the longer term, of course, the energy system itself would have to be radically restructured.

· The need for coordinated country-by-country assessments was stressed.  The fundamental problem with introducing new technology is scalability.  Security issues are also important, and will vary from country to country.

· It was noted that to meet the challenge of HIV/AIDS internationally, a basic package of measures was agreed based on the best scientific advice, and a central office was then set up to assist individual countries.  A technical advisors committee was put in place to ensure relatively consistent standards were met in ways tailored to specific countries’ needs and capabilities.

· The “grand bargain” draft should take full account of the “code words” which have grown up around the climate change issue.  Participants noted that the intention was for the “bargain” text to be illustrative, not prescriptive.  In this regard there was debate around the nature and utility of the “win/win” section of the draft – in the end, it seems likely that this will become an annex.  

· Some participants emphasized the need for the draft to reflect a commitment to global “solidarity”.
· One participant suggested a four-part structure for the text.  First, the premises for the “bargain”; second, the range of commitments which might be on the table; third, the nature of the necessary adaptive process, and fourth, the roles of governments and other institutions.  This last would include the possible role for a think-tank network.  The need for a structured international review to track progress on commitments was referenced.
· It was suggested that the draft should be compared with documentation currently being produced in intergovernmental meetings.

· The question was raised of how government leaders would regard the draft – would it meet the test of political relevance?  Another participant wondered what the market among leaders would be for such a document.  Several others responded that leaders and governments were actively seeking constructive ways out of the current impasse over climate change, and properly directed (i.e. in terms of the target audience), the draft could have a positive impact.  To be useful, the document would have to help reduce the size of the agenda, be concrete/precise/practical, fit with existing processes, and serve to nurture relationships across sensitive divides.  A scenario piece to illustrate how the “grand bargain” might come to pass might be useful.
(b) Roadblocks

· There was an extensive discussion of lifestyle issues as they formed part of the climate change debate (and constituted an actual or potential roadblock).  Would the next generation in the North be unable to aspire to the current generation’s standard of living?  Would the South never be able to aspire to the Northern standard of living?  Could significant changes in patterns of energy use inhibit the growth and maintenance of a middle class and thereby have a deleterious impact on the viability of democratic institutions?

· Significant technological roadblocks also remained – there was much more R&D to do, and the private sector had to be effectively incentivized.

· The change in US Administration might not in fact bring much change in the US position on climate change.  Democratic candidates are just as frightened by the political “radioactivity” of the lifestyle issues as their Republican counterparts.  Huge political courage would be required – and it seemed unlikely that the US could be moved from the outside.  Outside pressure might simply trigger a trade war (“John Q Public was inclined to be punitive”).
· Changing established structures is very difficult, and the need for top-down leadership is therefore even greater.  Unfortunately, a global leadership vacuum seemed probable in the next few years.  This lack of leadership is a serious roadblock.
· The likelihood of movement from developing countries is low in the short term.  Overall, equity and development issues had to be substantively addressed if progress is to be made.  
· The transfer of significant funding from the developed countries to China and India (who are regarded as major direct competitors) would be a tough sell.  On the other hand – no transfers, no solutions.

· Some participants suggested that considerable progress is being made locally and that the attitudes (and actions) of younger people are rapidly evolving.  Others noted that the roadblocks were predictable and the issues had not yet been sufficiently worked through.  The trick for developed countries may be to do better at home and work indirectly on the larger, more politically intractable problems related to transfers (Northern leaders need political “cover”).

· Less positively, one participant pointed to three fundamental roadblocks – continuing population pressures, an established economic system driven by expansion and consumption, and a G-8 discredited because its most powerful member has lost global influence.  It was noted that China, for one, would not want to be part of an “expanded” G-8 (as opposed to a new international configuration).
· The question was raised -- how many more environmental catastrophes would be required before public opinion shifts on the willingness to contemplate serious lifestyle changes?

· There was discussion of the viability of using the OECD as a platform to promote change and/or the overcoming of roadblocks.

· For the moment, private sector investment in developing countries was constrained because the US business community remained divided over whether climate change represented an opportunity or a threat. 

(c) The Way Ahead

· Participants noted the number of ongoing processes underway – UNFCCC (Bali, Copenhagen), the US initiative led by Condi Rice, the G-8+5, the L-20 project meetings in the fall.  Linkages into and among these processes were canvassed.  Contacts with sherpas were noted.
· Various ways of injecting ideas and approaches into the existing UN-based process were discussed.  Given the dates of upcoming meetings, swift action would be required.

· CFGS undertook to cycle back to participants within a week a revised document outlining a possible “deal” and a summary record of the Poet’s Cove meeting.

Chair’s Post-Meeting Summary of Conclusions

The sense of the Chair was that considerable consensus was achieved around the following points.

· Dealing with the complex and inter-related climate and energy set of issues requires decisions that only heads of government can make.

· It is clear that the G-8 is insufficiently representative to negotiate a deal.

· But nor will the UNFCCC process on its own be sufficient.

· Therefore the world needs a leader driven process more representative and well prepared to deal with the currently effectively deadlocked negotiations.

· A network of think-tanks (and individuals) could be helpful, particularly if it was plugged in but not a creature of official negotiations.

· The network should result in the creation of a safe space to push the envelope of the possible.
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