Documenter’s Report
Asia-Europe People’s Forum 

Thematic Dialogue on Climate Justice, Sustainable Energy, Zero Waste
Royal House Hotel, Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia
7-8 October 2015




1. BACKGROUND
1.1 Description of the activity
The Asia-Europe People’s Forum (AEPF) facilitated a two-day conference on 7-8 October 2015 in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia, where the next ASEM Summit will be held. The conference was organised under the auspices of the AEPF’s Thematic Dialogue on Climate Justice, Sustainable Energy, and Zero Waste, under the provisions of the generic Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM) Dialogue Facility. 

At the AEPF-10 in Milan in October 2014, participants made a call for urgent and collective action in addressing the issues around climate change, energy, and waste. Similarly, the governments’ Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM) Summit recognised serious threats posed to human lives by climate change, the need for resilience and adaptation measures, including disaster preparedness, as well as addressing concerns on sufficient energy. Climate change shall continue to be a priority issue in these bodies especially as the world gears towards the United Nations Climate Change Conference, particularly the 21st session of the Conference of Parties (COP 21) on November 30 to December 11, 2015 which aims to achieve a legally binding and universal agreement on climate from all nations of the world. 
1.2 General Objectives
The aim of the conference was to enhance participants’ awareness and understanding of the current state of environment, particularly in relation to disruption caused by climate change, in both Asia and the European Union (EU). At the same time, there was a shared concern to situate this understanding in the broader context of the upcoming COP 21 in Paris later this year, as well as the changing dynamics of social policy, economic policymaking, and regional integration. It is seen as a venue to share situations, critical trends, challenges, and doable actions in addressing climate change, sustainable energy and zero waste. Therefore, the overall aim of the conference met identifiable ASEM priorities, and was thus a valuable addition to that process. 
1.3 Participants
The conference brought together social policy campaigners, academics, researchers, representatives of social movements, non-governmental organisations, government officers, policymakers, and others -- all of whom are working on environment and climate issues -- in order to foster the exchange of experiences, research, and ideas. At least 30 speakers / participants from Asia and Europe (including members of the AEPF-International Organising Committee), and at least 15 from Mongolia participated in the conference. 
2. PANEL ONE: KEYNOTE ON CLIMATE JUSTICE, ENERGY DEMOCRACY, AND ZERO WASTE 
This first panel seeks to establish the inter-relationships and key messages, alternatives, and actions of various actors in the climate change talks. It seeks to answer: How can climate justice be achieved? What criteria may be used? 

Tomislav Tomašević, executive director of Institute for Political Ecology, Croatia: “Climate Justice and Governing of Commons”
The world has a carbon emission budget of only 825 gigatons in the next 17 years. This means humans can only emit this much carbon so that the world will not heat up to 5-6ºC, the temperature increase that will cause total global collapse. The COP 21 objective is to have a universal binding ambitious agreement from 2020 to stay under 2ºC increase. 

G. Hardin, in his “Tragedy of the Commons” (1968), says individuals maximising their interests has caused the destruction of the commons. E. Ostrom, in her “Governing the Commons” (1990), sets the conditions for properly governing the commons (communication, trust, and equality), and the commons criteria (fair access, social control, and sustainable use in the social, ecological, and financial ways). 

The COP 21 parties do not pass any of Ostrom’s criteria. Instead, the countries are playing a “chicken game” in their intended nationally determined contributions (INDC); this means there will be no changes in the Paris COP 21 and the world temperature will go up by 4ºC. The proposal is for a “fair shares” approach where carbon emission allowance is determined by dividing the total carbon budget fairly; fairly to mean per capita (per individual, not country), historically (cumulative over the years of carbon emission), and capacity. The dimensions of climate justice must be: geographic (because climate disruptions affects different places differently), temporal (at different times), class (different emission patterns), and democratic (responsibility shared equitably). 

Societies must not be made resilient. Societies must change because they are unjust. They must be made just and avoid climate change. Societies must not be kept the way they are. 

Munkhzul Chimid-Ochir, officer in charge of climate change and water resources policy and planning, Ministry of Environment and Green Development, Mongolia: “Climate Change Legislation of Mongolia”
Climate change is ongoing intensively in Mongolia characterised by extreme continental climate with long cold winter and short summers. Over the last 70 years, annual mean temperature increased by 2.07ºC, 3 times higher than the global average, causing desertification. Already, around 77.8% of the country’s total territory is desertifying. Natural disasters increased by 1.5 times in last 15 years. Livestock, agriculture, water, forest, and health sectors are vulnerable to climate change. In response, the government has ratified the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and Kyoto Protocol, and undertaken the national commitments in relation to these. Its actions and measures (both adaptation and mitigation) are closely linked to the government strategies on sustainable development and economic growth, and fall across a variety of sectors. It has close cooperation with international organisations and partner countries in implementing the identified actions and measures and strategy of Green Development Policy.

Samuel Gamboa, Asia People’s Movement on Debt and Development (APMDD), Philippines: “Power, Energy Transformation, and Climate Justice”
The climate crisis is real and extremely urgent. Only a profound transformation of the capitalist system will solve the climate crisis. Energy transformation should be a central part of system change. In the framework of privatised power, there must be democratic control and management of energy resources and services. The transformation must be characterised by equity and fairness; it must be from dirty energy (oil, coal, gas, fracking, nuclear, mega dams, waste-to-energy incineration, unsustainable bio-fuel production) to clean and renewable energy; and from energy poverty (almost 2 billion do not access to enough energy) to universal access to energy for basic needs. False energy solutions (like geo-engineering, carbon capture and seizure, carbon markets and offsets, “clean coal”) must be resisted. Zero waste and environmental justice are important goals for system change. Renewable and clean energy work best in distributed, decentralized systems, with full community participation, with the pursuit of profits tempered by the desire of communities to care for their environment and ecological resources. Zero waste and renewable and clean energy are not only lifestyle questions but strike at the heart of extraction, production, distribution, and consumption under capitalism. Climate justice is about climate debt, climate abuses about climate crimes. 
Zhou Lei, co‐founder of independent think-tank Oriental Danology Institute (ODI), Shanghai, China and Ph.D. in Anthropology, 2008‐2009 Chevening Scholar at the London School of Economics: “Aqua‐tecture: New Possibilities for Water Crisis and Climate Change Challenge”
Examples of “pollution democracy” in Asia include those in Nepal’s urbanisation; Myanmar’s infrastructure, logging mining, low-end industrialisation, oil pipelines on its coasts; and Brazil’s bean plantation -- all with the support of Chinese finance, causing environmental havoc and creating pollution of, by, for the people. India and China are “damming” at alarming rates, where the “chicken game” makes everyone suffer. 

A wholistic solution is commonsensical but for the politics that are the obstacles to these solutions. Again, examples abound in China. The water crisis in China is causing the desertification in upstream of Yangtze River. Glaciers are retreating 300 to 400 meters over 4 to 5 years. More than 28,000 rivers vanished from China due to its catastrophic development since the 1950s. 

The “trilemma” (an invented word from “dilemma”) or the impossible trinity of elements that cause the Southwest China “development” are: free modernity flow of infinite growth and material abudance; fixed and incremental growth that produces “pollution democracy” or “pollution of, by, and for the people”; and sovereign ethno-cultural continuity that creates a “stateless global village” of multiple “sovereign tribes” with “fossilised” culture.

The proposed solution is “aquatecture” of Asia’s three great rivers: Yangtze, Yellow River, and Lancang; this includes Mekong, which originates from Yushu, Qinghai Tibetan Autonomous Prefecture. This would be through the Umbilical Cord Project, wherein the great rivers are treated as umbilical cords that make a “modern, developed, and advanced” future possible. The project, discussed during as the aquatecture conceptual design at the World Water Source Summit in August, encourages people to explore the richness of cultural and religious textures of high‐plateau region, rather than objectify it for utilitarian purposes. The past combines with the present sense of “environment piety” to create will create future cities that are “function-oriented and environmentally conscious,” with emphasis on water and energy efficiency using synergised technological combinations, such as geothermal, water circulation for heating and cooling, membrane technology, carbon neutralisation, convertible and sustainable materials, “semi‐levitation structures,” architectural soundscape and aquascape, etc.

3. PANEL TWO:  CLIMATE JUSTICE
This second panel shared the various actions and perspectives on climate justice from both Asia and Europe. 
Ms. Cornelia van Heemstra, BUKO, Federal Confederation of Internationalism, Germany: “Climate Justice in Europe: Targeting lignite coal in Germany, August 2015”
The Ende Gelände action in German Rhineland in the spring of 2015 became a successful action, giving new impetus to the climate movement and (re)connecting climate activists across borders. It happened on the backdrop of the failed climate talks of Copenhagen 2009. Discussions among climate activists starting spring of 2014 included possible action in time for COP21 in Paris. The climate talks were deadlocked, failing for 21 years to cut emissions and not addressing the underlying causes. An anti-climate change mass action was agreed. Technical solutions like market-based solutions cannot resolve the social problem that is climate justice. Climate justice demands that the global North take historic responsibility for greenhouse gas emissions and that people have the right to decide over use of natural resources. Turned away from the UNFCCC process, it is now back to local/national struggles, which are more real and more concrete. These issues, which include fracking, coal, aviation, etc., must link international and national struggles. Climate justice is merely part of the narrative to change the system.

In the German Rhineland, which has a long history of local resistance, carbon emission from lignite coal -- one of the dirtiest and most carbon intensive fossil fuels -- was an issue. It has destroyed landscapes and caused relocation of people. With local and federal governments seeking to lower coal mining, a transnational civil disobedience action was organised. From 400 organisations in 2014, this number increased to 1,000 for the climate camp action that included occupying the mine. These were groups have different analyses/orientations, but worked in a common action even if it was illegal. Climate justice was the common denominator among the participating groups.
As a run-up to the Paris talks, Ende Gelände was a radical narrative of transnational proportional with a huge promise of success for all who took part in the action, including those in the de-growth movement and environmental NGOs.
Ms. Dorothy Guerrero, researcher, United Kingdom: “Going Beyond Capitalist Solutions to the Climate Crisis”

Climate change is not just an environmental issue; it has always been an ecological and social justice issue. But the free market ideology, big business, and financial actors determine the dominant strategies in addressing climate change; and their solutions do not match the gravity and urgency of the climate crisis due to corporate capture of governance. At the heart of this disproportionate response is the incompatibility of the capitalist mode of production with sustainability. There is no way to “green” this development. The so-called green economy is a recalibration for corporations that want a seat at the negotiating table in Paris. The justice perspective is missing in the current solutions. Politics is excluded from the analysis when climate issues should be election issues.

Since COP16 in Cancun, the climate negotiations have failed for not talking about emissions, national intentions and commitments, legal enforcement mechanisms, and keeping fossil fuel underground; the talks are focused on technology, which is expected to bring in more profits. The climate talks are similar to trade negotiations, with the same parties making the same pledges, with business-as-usual scenario, and without commitments. Climate change cannot be stopped by the magic of technology (carbon capture and storage, agrofuels, nuclear power, clean coal technology, large-scale hydropower dams, etc.) or market (international carbon trading schemes). New ways to invest are being invented for land-grabbing and profit-making. The architecture of power is such that transnational corporations capture and control the institutions in the climate talks: the United Nations system, the trade and investment regime, and the international financial institutions. The laws for human rights and nature protection are soft, but laws for corporate pricing are hard. Developing countries are made to beg for financing. 
In the global South, the call for climate justice is connected to campaigns for economic justice, gender justice, food sovereignty, human rights, and rights-based development. The calls are for deglobalisation, climate justice, and buen vivir: the transformation of a global economy from one integrated around the needs of transnational corporations to one integrated around the needs of peoples, nations, and communities; de-emphasis on economic growth and recognising that growth has limits; maximising equity and redistributing what is available and possible without breaking the vital cycles of nature and overshooting the carrying capacity of the Earth;

Leaving fossil fuels in the ground and instead encouraging investments in appropriate, energy-efficient, safe, clean, and community-led renewable energy; huge financial transfers from North to South, based on the repayment of climate debts and subject to democratic control; re-allocating state budgets to ensure financing for adaptation and mitigation by redirecting military budgets, innovative taxes; and debt cancellation.

Ms. Puspa Dewy, Solidaritas Perempuan, Indonesia: “Toward COP21: Gender Justice in Climate Policy and Project of Solidaritas Perempuan (Women’s Solidarity for Human Rights)”
To introduce Solidaritas Perempuan: It is a feminist organisation of 781 members (men and women) established in 1990 with the aim to promote and fight for women’s rights and gender justice. 

Climate crisis in Indonesia is exemplified by the haze, which has killed 3 and affected 57,536, mostly with pneumonia and eye irritation. The haze is caused by land conversion of 200,000 hectares of forest into oil palm plantation in North Kalimantan, almost half of the entire province. Until 2014, Indonesia’s oil palm plantations comprise 13.5 million hectares, 11 million ha of which on peatland. Despite the 8,092 firespots noted in oil palm concession lands (also in peatlands) from January to September 2014, government plans to expand this to 28 million ha by 2020. The number of fires is increasing. Another government mega-project covers over a million hectares of plantations and industrialised agriculture across the southern part of West Papua. 

Aside from the haze, government infrastructure projects also cause destruction and conflict. In 2014, at least 215 of 472 land conflicts happened due to infrastructure projects. Indonesia is also vulnerable to climate change impacts like floods, landslides, droughts, and hurricanes. This situation clearly demonstrates the demand for Indonesia to adapt and improve its resilience to the impact of climate change, including on funding.

Indonesia has committed to reduce its emission to 26% by 2020, or 41% with the International finance. The plan is for more mitigation (through use of renewable energy, ecosystem restoration, reducing emission through deforestation and forest degradation, etc.) than adaptation. On Indonesia’s invitation, climate funding commitments to Indonesia in 2011 reached $4.4 billion in the form of debt, grants, and technical assistance, sourced from industrialised countries, international financial institutions and private groups.

Women in haze region Central Kalimantan have assessed Australia’s Project Kalimantan Forest Climate Project and found several violations to various agreements in previous climate talks, including absence of consultations of women. The suffering of the community and the people are aggravated by false solutions such as REDD+ projects. The impacts of climate change are not gender neutral; women suffer more than men because of, among others, the unequal power relation between men and women in society. The call for system change is not only about capitalism and privatisation, but also patriarchy. 
Franco La Cecla, anthropologist, moviemaker, Greenpeace-Italy: “Greenpeace Actions”
Greenpeace is the first globalised action group for environmental protection. It started as a grassroots organisation against atomic experiments, whaling, etc. Not the typical militant group, Greenpeace implements actions that are mostly intended as a “media bomb” to get everybody’s attention and react. It started in the 1980s working on local crisis issues but has since grown to international prominence with financial independence. The strategy is to change people’s habits. 

For example, Greenpeace called on fashion companies like Dolce Gabbana in its use of toxic chemicals in its clothes. It has worked in China and in India against mining. Greenpeace has been effective because of its global actions, raising global issues that are related to specific situations. It focuses on producers, who know that they have to change. There is a need to talk about urban issues, especially in Asia, where the mythology of urban prosperity has spread. Urban poverty is worse than rural poverty, and how people will live in urban areas must be a topic of climate change. People in streets scares people in power.

4. PANEL THREE: INVESTMENT AND TAX TREATIES
This third panel seeks to establish relationship between trade and investment treaties to clmate change.  
Mr. Sanchir Jarglasaikhan, Sustainable Development Strategy Institute, Mongolia: “Bilateral Investment Treaties and Tax Treaties Between Mongolia and EU Member States”
Mongolia has become a waste dump, a black hole in the middle of nowhere since 1990 during democratic transition, when it underwent structural adjustments programmes characterised by free trade (tariffs were annulled from 1996 to 2000), free movement of capital, and limited government (privatisation). These caused prices of basic commodities to go up, purchasing power to go down, higher unemployment, deterioration of public services, and the shrinkage of manufacturing. Mining became a development strategy, as the World Bank became a key player in setting up Mongolia’s governance framework and mining regime. With mining came air and water pollution. Deep aquifers became non-drinkable with herders reporting wells drying up; and pastures reduced for the construction of roads and pipe-laying.

The liberalised foreign investment policy negates the possibility of developing local industry as investor rights come ahead of sustainable development objectives. The processes, including the terms of the contract, are also secretive. On international commercial arbitration, arbitrators’ expertise on non-commercial public policy issues, conflict of interests, and lack of transparency are problematic. 

There is a need for a highly detailed, regulated investment structure and review process that draws on concepts of “national security” and “national economic security” as enshrined in the Constitution. In this model, the interests of the state must be protected and the government must not be made liable for private investor disputes. Alternative dispute resolution (ADR) mediation would be made compulsory, while the identity of the foreign arbitrators would be decided in advance through consensus. Foreign investors should have performance-based requirements on labor and labor training and development, technology and research and development.
Mr. Jayjay Denis, Monitoring Sustainability of Globalisation, Malaysia: “The Move from Bilateral Investment Treaties to Multi-lateral”
There is a movement away from bilateral to multi-lateral investment and trade negotiations and agreements. With the recent signing of the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) by 12 countries that get 40 percent of global trade, private corporations have become the global rules writers. Specifically, the investors state dispute settlement (ISDS) system will impact people’s lives. Examples include the one involving the Libyan government when it signed in 2009 a contract with a Kuwaiti company for the construction of a five-star resort. The construction did not push through, and the ISDS system ruled that the Libya government pay the company $935 million for lost profits without a single brick being laid. The Libyan government cannot appeal the ruling because the system does not provide for appeal or review. 

The Trans-Atlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) and China’s Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership are mirrors of TPP; investors are protected but not labour or environment. Among the hold-outs are Indonesia, Ecuador, and Argentina which said they will review their bilateral investment treaties. The world is being taken over by corporations. It is time to open the public eyes to the almost emergency situation where trade and investment has come to mean more poverty.

Mr. Khin Zaw Win, Tampadipa Institute, Myanmar: “The Myanmar (Burma) Experience”
The horror story involving structural adjustment programmes, as what happened in Africa, Latin American, and developing countries, is also happening to Myanmar. The ongoing civil war among different ethnic groups has been slowing down the entry of foreign direct investments. And the options are either to review or terminate them. IFI Watch in Myanmar is monitoring the investments in northern Myanmar. The economy, public services, and education are being privatised. This is not right, especially for least developed countries like Myanmar. Mining is up, and manufacturing is down as Myanmar has so much untapped resources in gold, jade, precious stones, coal, hydroelectric power, etc. But public resentments are also up. The results of the next elections are much awaited. The investment law is neo-liberal, with domestic and international laws being merged. To counter this, the argument that national security and national economic security are intertwined must be used. As Myanmar is a military government, it can understand the arguments in terms of security. There is leverage when it is said that national security is threatened.

5. PANEL FOUR: VERY, VERY DIRTY DANGEROUS ENERGY AND THE NEED FOR PEOPLE-CENTRED AND SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
This fourth panel seeks to share the dirty energy that continues to be promoted despite their effects on people and environment, and the potential for renewable energy.
Prof. Ryuichiro Abe, Rikkyo University, Japan: “Fukushima: Who Pays for It?”
Four years after the Fukushima incident, over 81,000 people who used to live near and around the nuclear power plant are still in exile. This year, 137 children in Fukushima were found to have thyroid cancer, 18.6 times higher than average prevalence rate. But government refused to connect this to the nuclear meltdown. Accident-related death toll, including suicides, death of stressed elderlies in evacuation shelters, and solitary death in temporary dwelling, has risen up to 1,232 in spring 2015. More than 7 trillion yen ($60 billion) were paid as compensation. Lost profit is unknown, but agricultural and fishery productions have been severely damaged in and around Fukushima. The affected areas, which used to engage in community trading, have been depopulated. Families are split.  Actual damage to environment is unknown. The core of the three reactors melted through the bottom of the pressure vessels. And until now, no one can approach the vessels and therefore the condition vessels and debris are unknown. This means that controlling the contamination, including the water discharge to the sea, is impossible. Heavily contaminated area is from 337 square kilometers to more than 600 sq km. 

Despite all these, the government of Japan has allowed the Sendai nuclear power plant to re-operate, saying operating a nuclear power plant is still cheaper. But the government estimate excludes the costs of severe accidents, high-level radioactive waste management, and subsidies (at most, up to 80% of total budget). An independent economist estimates that thermal and hydro generation is cheaper than nuclear, both financially and in terms of environmental impacts. The government can say it is cheaper because under a monopoly system, the nuclear power company is allowed to transfer all costs to consumers. With the government’s nuclear promotion policy, every cost of nuclear fuel, including those already contracted, can be recorded in accounting as capital, which can turn into debt and bankruptcy that can eventually damage the economy of Japan. Aside from the residents and the environment, the actual cost of operating a nuclear power plant is also borne by the workers, mostly hired by the day, who are exposed to twice the allowable radioactivity limit.

Mr. Jayjay Denis, Monitoring Sustainability of Globalisation, Malaysia: “The Way Forward? Nuclear Power Plants in Malaysia and Beyond”
Malaysia is producing more (about 30 megawatts) than it is consuming (over 15 MW), but the government is creating a public hype that the country is in dire need for power, particularly nuclear energy. In its Economic Transformation Programme, the government is planning to build two nuclear power plants (each with a capacity of 1,000 MW) at the cost of $7 billion, without any provision for renewable energy or energy conservation. It is selling the idea to the public as “cheap, green, and clean.” But the people do not support it, expressing concerns on health impact, radioactive waste, a possible explosion, and safety of the power plant. 

The hype for nuclear energy is not confined to Malaysia. Except for Singapore, which declared itself against nuclear power, the Philippines, where its only nuclear power plant remains unused due to public pressure, and Brunei, all the other seven ASEAN member-countries have nuclear power plans. The nuclear lobbyists include the mostly state-owned companies of Areva, China National Nuclear Corp., China General Nuclear Power Corp., Rosatom (Russia), GM Hitachi (Japan), Electricite de France, and Korea Electric Power Corp. The nuclear power plants are not cheap: construction costs run from $6 billion to $9 billion for a 1,100-MW plant, decommissioning costs from $500 million to $1 billion, and cost overruns of up to 200%. 

Trade agreements have impacts on energy/climate justice through the Transpacific Partnership, particularly the chapter on intellectual property rights. Any new climate change technology will be subject to intellectual property with copyrights from 50 to 70 years. The price on climate is being finalised in trade agreements. 

Dr. Dmitry Tereshkevich, Civic Alliance of Astana/Human Health Institute, Kazakhstan: “Dirty Energy”
Following the Fukushima disaster, nuclear power plants have become unpopular in terms of safety, changing perceptions of risks associated with them. In terms of cost, nuclear power plants are inexpensive to operate but very expensive to build. When construction and operating costs are combined, new units are not close to being cost effective. Today, new nuclear power plants cannot compete in countries that have access to energy efficiency, natural gas, coal, and combinations of wind and natural gas. Even before Fukushima, new nuclear reactors cost too much and took too long to be either competitive or an effective response to climate change.  None has ever been undertaken under genuinely competitive power procurement anywhere. New reactor sales in developing countries require subsidy by sellers, buying customers, or buying governments. New nuclear reactors also present other problems that the quicker cheaper solutions do not: proliferation of nuclear weapons, safety  (including unique vulnerability of all plants to events at a single site), and waste. Nuclear energy is costly, even nuclear giants say so, including Exelon CEO in 2011 John Rowe and General Electric CEO Jeffrey Immelt. 

Ms. Menchie Obanil, 11.11.11, Belgium/Philippines: “Sustainable Energy/Renewable Energy: Trends, Opportunities, Challenges”
At least 80% of known fossil fuel reserves need to stay in the ground if we are to avoid catastrophic global warming. But never before has so much coal been mined and burned as today. In 2000, it was 3.6 billion tons, doubling to 7.2 billion tons in 2012. A total of 152 coal-fired power plants are planned for construction in 12 Asian countries. But a growing international movement is challenging the growth of coal, using health, legal, finance, policy advocacy and climate strategies, and successfully promoting alternatives.
Due to a growing awareness and concern on climate change impacts, renewable energy (RE) generation has been on the rise. In 2014, renewable energy represented approximately 58.5% of net additions to global power capacity. It comprised an estimated 27.7% of the world’s power generating capacity or an estimated 22.8% of global electricity supply. The two main drivers are: RE support policies and cost competitiveness of energy from RE sources. In early 2015, at least 164 countries had renewable energy targets, and an estimated 145 countries had renewable energy support (electricity, heating/cooling, transport) policies in place. RE investments have also increased year-on-year from $60.2 billion in 2004 to $310 billion in 2014, with China, US, Canada, Brazil, South Africa, and Europe with the biggest investments. The top 3 investments are on solar, wind, and energy savings. 

Challenges to promoting RE include government subsidies to fossil fuel. IMF estimates that fossil fuel companies get $5.3 trillion per year in subsidies. Other challenges include land grabbing, land exemptions, etc.; intermittency of RE (that’s why baseload is still anchored on fossil fuels); creating a level playing field to promote cost competitiveness; and actual household/consumer level changes. Demonising coal and other fossil fuel would not be enough. RE should have incentives as it costs money to develop, produce, and distribute. All governments should strive for 100% transition to RE. Implement support mechanisms for RE like renewable portfolio standard, feed-in tariff, and net metering. Adopt a law allowing a Green Energy Option where consumers can demand from utility companies that power provided to them come from RE sources.
6. PANEL FIVE: ZERO WASTE
This fifth panel tackles experiences on actions on waste (including industrial waste), sharing obstacles encountered and overcome towards producing zero waste at the individual and community levels.
Ms. Nicha Rakpanichmanee, policy and communication officer of Ecological Alert and Recovery-Thailand (EARTH): “(Overcoming) Obstacles to Zero Waste: Experiences from Thailand”
In response to threats posed by industrial pollution, EARTH works on policy research with the simple strategy that scientific collaboration with communities will increase the people’s negotiating power to get polluters accountable. Fighting industrial pollution can be deadly with the 2013 assassination of Prajob Naowaopas, an activist protecting local farmland and industrial waste dumping. The murder woke up the people to go after the perpetrator, who was revealed to own a waste management company. Sentenced to death, he is now appealing his case. 
A total of 2,024 waste dumps nationwide do not meet sanitary standards. After much pressure, the director-general of the Department of Industrial Works admitted in April 2013 that 31.35 million tons of industrial waste is missing from the Thai government database each year, indicating improper disposal. But since then, fires at dumpsites have increased in effort to destroy evidence of improper and illegal waste disposal. Many dumpsites are on private property, making government response more difficult. 

Recycling and waste-to-energy companies have increased due to incentives like eight-year tax exemption, no import tariff for machinery, total foreign ownership, etc. But these companies are also dumping waste instead of actually recycling. Without land-use restrictions, these are set up in agricultural and residential areas. 

The Thai government roadmap of waste management for 2016-2021 includes the plan to eliminate 30.83 million tons of accumulated waste and reduce future waste by building 53 waste-to-energy plants. Other related policies include reversing provincial land-use regulations nationwide (by end of 2015) to allow for construction of power plants (except coal-fired) in agricultural and rural conservation land, environmental impact assessment exemption, waste-to-energy projects of all sizes, and feed-in tariff of 7 Thai baht (about $0.20) per unit. The same roadmap has a total budget of 178.6 billion Thai baht, in contrast to the 200 million Thai baht nationwide environmental fund budget (2015-2017). 

To fight these, EARTH generates new data to keep debate specific and urgent; use research and simple, strategic scientific evidence to substantiate citizen demands; shame the government or the polluter into taking action; work with international partners to eliminate double standard in environmental justice; push for the community’s right-to-know; and participate in widespread protests against waste-to-energy projects.

Prof. Andrea Staid, New Academy of Beautiful Arts / Eleuthera, Italy: “Towards Transnational Ecologies. Mapping Connections Between Italy and Asia”
Italy is a country of contradictions. It industrialised with perverse effects: 34,000 contaminated sites between 1993 and 2008, and more than 20,000 asbestos-related malignant tumors cases. Since 1992, the government has stopped the production and manifacturing of asbestos, but new cases are still recorded every year. A similar case on waste happened in Napoli, from 1994 to 2009, with the joint actions of the mafia, local officials, irresponsible citizens, and private enterprises causing 10% increase in tumor cases. Social protests however was confined to “not in my backyard” variety. Climate change is also being felt in Italy, but these examples show that even as a developed country, Italy still suffers of a high rate of under-development due to people's ignorance and institutional slackness and corruption.

In the last two decades, Italian social movements have come up with good practices: lobbying against industrial pollution has speeded up legislation against polluters; sustainable food production and commercialisation through the Slow Food Movement and anti-genetically modified organisms campaigns; fight against high-speed transportation; the system of GAS or Gruppi di acquisto solidali, by which groups of 10 to 100 customers buy and sell non-corporate brands from small organic-farming producers; the KM0 mechanism where only food produced in the vicinity of the village/city is bought; the Genuino Clandestino mechanism, by which small producers of organic food self-certify the organic quality of ther products and bypass the system of certification of organic food enhanced by single state or federal state legislations (as in the case of EU organic certification system); the Guerrilla Gardening, where urban and rural communities self-produce and consume organic food in orchards and in balcony gardens and in public unexploited/underexploited/abandoned areas.

In these examples, interference from private and state-owned business interests are avoided, micro-systems of self-production and self-consumption are enforced; alternative systems of self-certification for local producers of organic products and for eco-friendly agricultural small enterprises (for food and non-food products) are created; and new sustainable transportation and commercialisation systems, as well as new formal and informal jobs and sustainable enterprises, are created.

Europeans have much to learn in environmental protection from Asians who are closer to nature as they directly rely on the surrounding environment to survive. There is a need for a re-education on how to live in society, and understand and respect nature.

7. PANEL SIX: THE WAY FORWARD ON COP21 
This sixth panel shares the official and non-government prospects at COP21 in Paris.  
Mr. Christophe Aguiton, ATTAC-France/Coalition Climat 21 France: “Sharing Plans and Suggesting Actions in Asia and Europe, including Paris”
The “ambitious” aim of the 12-day Paris talks on climate to come out with commitments from the parties that would keep global warming below 2°C is unlikely. This is because the talks, scheduled November 30 to December 11 this year, have changed in content and context from the Rio Conference in 1992 that came out with the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The 21st Conference of Parties (COP21) is the 21st review of the agreements made by 167 parties (which is actually 194 countries, but the 28-member European Union is considered as one party) when the UNFCCC came into force in 1994.

In the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, the parties agreed to two things: 1. The principle of common but differentiated responsibility. Common because everyone will be affected; differentiated because some were more responsible for the climate crisis. This has led to three annexes, a list of countries with differentiated responsibilities: the developed North countries, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republic (USSR), and the developing countries. 2. Implement the carbon markets. This was included to convince the United States to sign the protocol. Then President Bill Clinton did sign it but the US Congress did not ratify it. With Canada and Australia later withdrawing from the protocol, only EU remained the Annex 1 party that kept itself bound to the UNFCCC. The 2009 climate talks in Copenhagen were a big failure. Nothing was decided. The plan to get $100 billion funding for efforts to effectively (different countries proposed different cut-down rates) reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 did not fly. The Durban climate talks in 2011 changed the rules from binding commitments depending on the country’s classification (Annexes 1, 2, or 3) to intentional national determined contribution (INDC) to be decided in the Lima climate talks in 2014. The creation of the annual $100-billion Green Climate Fund to help poor countries adapt to climate impacts was postponed to May 2015. One hundred of 194 countries contributed. Most, representing 80 percent (of the countries), including China, US, EU, etc., gave to the UN fund.

Around 45,000 people are expected to attend the “open but unequal” Paris talks on climate later this year.  Aside from national governments, the scientific community, mostly from the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), non-government organizations (NGOs), and local governments, are the other parties in the 2015 Paris Climate Conference. And as defined by the United Nations (UN), NGOs would include labor in particular and civil society in general. COP21 is a huge machinery. Of the 45,000 estimated participants, 20,000 for the parties, 20,000 for major groups and indigenous caucuses, and 5,000 journalists.

The Paris talks are unequal because rich countries would be heard more, as they have more participants. Going to the conference is expensive, and the United Nations will not give anything (to sponsor the poor countries). It will not be like 200 per country. The US would have more than 1,000 (delegates), the EU, more than that. Mongolia would have seven. Aside from government ministers and their staff, participants will include companies, mostly multinational companies, and their lawyers and technicians. 

The hot issues in the Paris talks are: 1. No comments about the high probability of global temperature increasing by 3°C, the tipping point to disaster, are being made. 2. Of the $63 billion committed to the Green Climate Fund in 2014, only 12% is for adaptation and very few grants (most are investments or loans). 3. The draft agreement, which was recently made public, looks only at the end of the pipe, nothing about how to stop emissions at the source, nothing about dirty energies and renewable energies. 4. In the draft, there are no discussions on the INDC; the negotiations cycle (is it every 5 or 10 years?); obligation to do better every time; monitoring and reporting; and mechanism for how differently affected, capable countries can access the Green Climate Fund. 

8. WORKSHOP
In the workshop session, the participants divided into four groups to facilitate discussion towards thinking from the perspectives of community, private sector, government, and international financial institutions. The agreed aim was to identify specific actions for effective campaigning specifically on zero waste, and recognise the areas of work that still need to be done.

The community group needed to answer the question: what community? Local? National? International? This question is important because many of the problems are multi-layered and require multi-layered responses. Also, because when we speak about communities when we want to approach a community, that's a really valid question who is our community? Who are the people that we are mobilising? Communities are at different levels so we will have to define different approaches to these different communities.

The private sector group focused on waste management, which the private sector actually monopolises. It demanded reviews of the cost so as to make waste disposal, especially of industrial waste, effective. It also talked about coming up with ideas on alternative use of the waste so that waste is not “exported” to other places or countries. 

The government group concluded that government needs to work with NGOs and the international community, not only private sector, to minimise the impact of government projects on people and environment. Disseminating information to media makes this more possible. 

The international financial institution group would support governments that have the worst situations in the world to make them reform with less management, private sector to develop technologies in waste recycling so that not much waste is produced.

Veronica Uy Vitug
Manila, Philippines, October 2015
Disclaimer: This report has been prepared with the financial assistance of the European Union. The views expressed herein are those of the consultants and therefore do not necessarily reflect the official position of EU institutions.
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