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Effects of potential changes in climate on US crop yields
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We always knew the US was not interested
in climate change negotiations.
Now we know why .

More cotton.

More sea-level rise

More oranges.

More droughts

More grapefruit.

More floods

More tomatoes.

More mosquitoes

More Sugar beet.

More famines

More Sorghum.

More extinctions

More Sugar cane.

More hurricanes

More Hay.

More refugees

Results for 16 crops,
given as the percentage

differences between
future yields for two 
periods (2030s and
2090s) and current

yields. Warmer conditions
lead to increased yields.
Climate scenarios drawn
from the Hadley Centre

model and the Canadian
Climate Centre model. 
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The United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC), 1992

The text of the convention is deliber-
ately vague on adaptation. Article 2
(objective) states clearly that the
attempt will be to ‘stabilise’ green-
house gas emissions in such a way 
as ‘to allow ecosystems to adapt nat-
urally to climate change’ (emphasis
added). In other words, that adapta-
tion measures needn’t be taken.

Article 4 (commitments) briefly
mentions adaptation. Countries will
inform on measures to facilitate 
adaptation to climate change; develop
integrated plans to manage coastal
zones, water resources and agricul-
ture, and to protect areas affected by
drought, desertification and floods,
particularly in Africa. 

It also identifies a few vulnerable
groups like small island countries,
countries with low-lying coastal areas,
arid and semi-arid areas, forested
areas, areas liable to forest decay,
areas prone to natural disasters,
areas liable to drought and desertifi-
cation, and areas with fragile eco-
systems. Countries highly dependent
on fossil fuel production are also
included. The convention calls on

industrialised countries to help in
adaptation costs in developing coun-
tries, especially those vulnerable to
adverse effects.

CoP-1, 1995
Low-lying and small island developing
countries call for action but industri-
alised countries are reluctant to take
on specific obligations because of the
cost. The Berlin conference subse-
quently adopts a three-stage approach
to deal with adaptation. In stage one,
particularly vulnerable areas and
appropriate policy options will be 
identified. Measures to prepare for
adaptation will be taken in stage two,
and in stage three, measures to actu-
ally facilitate adaptation, including
insurance, will be carried out. 

CoP-2, 1996
The ministerial session stresses the
adverse social and economic impacts
of climate change, particularly the
impact on the agricultural sector.
Small island states and African coun-
tries highlight their particular vulnera-
bility and lack of technical and financial
resources for prevention and adapta-
tion. They call on the Global
Environment Facility (GEF) to play an
enabling role. Developing countries

ask to define funding requirements
from GEF to implement the conven-
tion, including adaptation costs to
adverse effects of climate change.

CoP-3, 1997
Article 3.14 of the Kyoto Protocol
requires industrialised countries to
meet their commitments in a way that
minimises adverse social, environmen-
tal and economic impacts on deve-
loping countries. 

Article 10 (b) elaborates on pro-
viding information on adaptation 
technologies and methods. 

CoP-4, 1998
The Buenos Aires Plan of Action
instructs GEF to fund adaptation
measures in particularly vulnerable
areas. Nothing comes out of this
instruction for the next 3 years. 

CoP-5, 1999
The conference manages to de-link
the issue of funds for adaptation for
small island states from compensation
to oil producing states.

CoP-6, 2000
Industrialised countries want all finan-
cial assistance for adaptation to be
channelled through GEF. The CoP-6

president Jan Pronk’s proposes an
adaptation fund under GEF, financed
from a 2 per cent cut of proceeds
from CDM. A levy is to be applied on
joint implementation and emissions
trading only if resources in 2005 are
less than US $1 billion. It also has a
convention fund as a new window 
to GEF. 

CoP-6 bis, 2001 and CoP-7, 2001
A special climate change fund and 
a separate fund for adaptation 
programmes in least developed coun-
tries is established under UNFCCC.
The special climate change fund is not
exclusively for adaptation. The 
decision states that these funds
should be new and additional to those
already being provided by GEF and
through bilateral and multilateral
sources. 

Under the protocol, an adapta-
tion fund is set up. A 2 per cent share
from proceeds of CDM projects will
contribute to this fund.

GEF is entrusted with the respon-
sibility to operate all the funds 
established.

But still there is no assurance
that developing countries will even-
tually get any funds from the North for
their adaptation and other needs. ■

History of a non-issue

…Islands are disappearing. Tuvalu is basically a ring
of nine atolls, not more than two metres above sea
level. There is a lagoon in the middle, which is 
surrounded by a chain of islands. Some of these
islands –– very small ones –– have disappeared. The
middle of the islands, where the people cultivate
food crops and where they go for fresh water, is
almost inhospitable because of the influx of salt
water. Almost all our groundwater resources have
been destroyed completely.

…Tuvalu has not yet taken any legal action against
Australia and any other state party in the convention.
There are options available –– option to mitigate or
to adapt. As regards legal action, Tuvalu is still 
investigating. The Tuvalu government is studying the
possibility, technicality and legality of the issue. You
should realise that these issues are very sensitive.
Taking people to court is sensitive. You don’t take
your friends to court, do you?

…Australia is a very important country, not just for
us, but also for all island countries in the Pacific. We
all have very cordial relations with Australia. We would
want to resolve the issue within the bilateral frame-
work. Shifting this to another relationship or another

engagement is a difficult issue. That is why I said the
Tuvalu government is exploring the possibilities.

…We hope that we will be able to explain things to
the international community. Eventually, if these 
predictions were to come true, and if these predic-
tions were not be heeded, then it will be a legal case.
It amounts to denial of fundamental human rights.
We are talking about our right to existence, we are
dealing with our right to enjoy life freely, our human
rights to expression, culture and to continuation of
the basic traditions of our community; we are talking
about sovereign rights to territory.

… See, you are in your house, living comfortably
with your family, with your children. Somebody just
comes and sprays gas into your house. Wouldn’t this
affect your human rights? Don’t you think this is quite
similar to global warming?

…There may be some straining of relationships,
because Australia, despite being a close partner, 
is not ratifying the Kyoto Protocol. On the contrary,
they are saying the sea level is not rising in 
Tuvalu. When you say all these things, it affects 
relationships. ■

‘You don’t take
friends to court’
Enele Sopoaga, Ambassador of Tuvalu to the UN, speaks on the

complex relationship between Tuvalu and Australia. Excerpts:

Tuvalu, an island nation in the Pacific, is
the perfect example of adverse
impacts of climate change. Rising sea
levels, resulting in floods, have
changed life for the 10,000 citizens of
this island. In the 1990s, Tuvalu also
suffered seven cyclones. In 2001, the
island was flooded for five consecutive
months. The island was in the news last
year when it announced plans to 
evacuate its citizens. But Tuvalu’s 
proposal to relocate its citizens was
rejected by Australia (whose per capita
carbon dioxide emissions are 17.19
tonnes, as per the International Energy
Agency, 2002). The island nation has
now arranged a deal with New Zealand,
whereby a number of its citizens would
be accepted each year effectively 
as environmental refugees. The
arrangement is projected for 30 to 50
years.  In a desperate attempt, the
prime minister of Tuvalu, Koloa Talake
on March 5, 2002 announced plans 
to sue the world’s worst greenhouse
gas polluters at the International Court
of Justice.
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