Four Berkeley Law students, Ian Fein, Jeslyn Miller, Tyler McNish and Heather Matsumoto, participated in an international climate change negotiation competition sponsored by the University of Copenhagen. Their summary of the moot negotiation follows: 

Boalt's student climate change negotiations team participated with seven other law schools from around the globe in a moot court version of the COP 15 meeting, which will take place in the same city in December.  Representing the fictional state of "Calitopia," the Boalt students advanced several proposals for the redesign of the Kyoto Protocol's Clean Development Mechanism, asking for wider participation in emissions reductions by developing countries in exchange for better-targeted offset and sustainable development funding.  Invited by the University of Copenhagen, their negotiation partners came from Australia, South Africa, Chile, India, Denmark, Singapore, and New York. The negotiations were representative of the real negotiations in neither participation nor format; however they did reveal some interesting points of convergence and disagreement: 

- A recurring theme in the negotiations (as well as the scientific conference [http://climatecongress.ku.dk/newsroom/congress_key_messages/] that also took place in Copenhagen this week) was that climate change is not simply an environmental or economic problem--but rather, a profound international human rights issue.  The changing climate will likely exacerbate global inequities, since those people who contributed least to the problem will suffer the most.  And yet, those countries are reluctant to sign on to any binding limitations under an international framework because developed countries have repeatedly failed to live up to their obligations in the past. 

- Many student negotiators were interested in a sector-specific approach to emissions targets that would encourage developing countries to cap certain industries without necessarily committing to national-level limitations. 

- Developing nations--including the winning Singaporean team--tended to counter-propose a "no lose" sectoral approach.  This approach would not impose binding targets on industries, but would address CDM verification concerns by replacing present-day "business as usual" baselines with negotiated baselines.  Developed nations were generally willing to accept this approach as long as developing countries additionally committed to non-binding national-level targets, or to eventual acceptance of binding targets.

- Negotiators debated the relative advantages and disadvantages of two approaches to broadening national-level participation. The first approach would impose national-level binding limits on a third, middle tier of rapidly industrializing nations but not Least Developed Countries. The second "graduation mechanism" approach would see some un-bound nations graduate to binding participation based on objective criteria.  Developing-country insistence that binding targets were historically ineffective tended to de-rail negotiations on both approaches. 

- There was universal agreement on increasing funds for adaptation, capacity-building and professionalization of the CDM's administrative body.  However, the students largely ignored the looming details on how exactly these funds would be generated. 
