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The world was watching the UNFCCC COP15 in December 2009 in Copenhagen. After two years of 
preparation in line with the Bali Action Plan expectations for Copenhagen were high. South Africa, like 
many developing countries, were hoping for a legally binding agreement to come out of the 
negotiations, which would commit the developed world to ambitious greenhouse gas mitigation 
targets and assure adequate finance, 
technology transfer and capacity building 
for developing countries to take on 
nationally appropriate mitigation actions 
and climate change adaptation plan. 
Although South Africa’s negotiation 
demands were not completely met by the 
outcome of the negotiations, South Africa 
was a part and contributor to the 
Copenhagen Accord. 

The Energy, Environment and Climate 
Change group of the Energy Research 
Centre, University of Cape Town, has 
contributed much to the South African 
negotiation position and was well 
represented in Copenhagen. In total five of 
the group’s staff members were 
represented at the negotiations, as well as 
three interns. Harald Winkler and Andrew 
Marquard were part of the South African 
delegation for the COP (Congress of 
Parties). Meagan Jooste, Thapelo Letete, 
Max Edkins, Kim Coetzee, Nothando 
Mungwe and Anya Boyd were observing 
the negotiations and attending the ‘side 
events’ - a whole conference around the 
negotiations. 
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South Africa’s expectations for the outcome of Copenhagen were informed by the country’s national 
interests. A strengthened international climate regime was demanded, which would ensure that global 
greenhouse gas emission reductions are in accordance with what is required by science to guarantee 
that the impacts of climate change does not undermine development in South Africa, as well as in the 
rest of Africa. South Africa is already experiencing some impacts of climate change, in the form of 
drought and floods, and therefore has to undertake bold and extensive adaptation measures. South 
Africa is also a developing country with an energy intensive economy and far-reaching development 
challenges and therefore requires a certain amount of carbon space and time, as well as financial and 
technical resources to facilitate the transition to a lower carbon economy. 

Prior to the Copenhagen negotiations South Africa’s position was that a two-track approach should be 
sustained with the first aimed at the outcome of negotiations under the Kyoto Protocol on further 
commitments by Annex 1 Parties. The second track of the discussions is aimed at encouraging 
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“The fifteenth Conference of the Parties (COP 15) 
under the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change and the fifth Conference of the 
Parties serving as the Meeting of the Parties to the 
Kyoto Protocol (COP/MOP 5) took place from 7 to 18 
December 2009 in the Bella Center in Copenhagen, 
Denmark.  

The Copenhagen Conference marked the culmination 
of a two-year negotiating process to enhance 
international climate change cooperation under the 
Bali Roadmap, adopted by COP 13 in December 
2007. At the UN Secretary General’s Climate Change 
Summit in New York, in September 2009, over 100 
world’s leaders called for a comprehensive, ambitious 
and fair international climate change deal to be agreed 
in Copenhagen. 

The conference also comprised sessions of the 
Subsidiary Bodies, bilateral and multilateral meetings 
as well as side events and exhibits.” 

Source: Earth Negotiation Bulletine, Volume 12 
Number 448 - Monday, 7 December 2009 
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binding quantified emission reduction commitments under the UNFCCC for countries that have not 
yet signed the Kyoto Protocol, specifically the US, as well as furthering the discussions on 
adaptations commitment with technical and financial support and 
measurable, reportable and verifiable mitigation action commitments by 
developing countries. Through the discussions it became increasingly 
clear the negotiations were aiming to drop the first track.  

Key areas of divergence in the negotiations can be seen in how different 
Parties reflect to the principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities and respective 
capabilities” towards a strengthened climate change regime.  

On the eve of the negotiations South Africa’s Presidency made an important announcement. For the 
first time, the country put numbers to limiting greenhouse gas emissions, as long as the support from 
developed countries (finance, technology and capacity-building) is forthcoming, and there is a deal, 
i.e. other countries to their bit. The full official statement explains the motivation and context to the 
headline numbers in this paragraph: 

“As such, South Africa, being a responsible global citizen and in line with its obligations 
under article 4.1 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
acknowledges its responsibility to undertake national action that will contribute to the 
global effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In accordance with this, South Africa 
will undertake mitigation actions which will result in a deviation below the current 
emissions baseline of around 34% by 2020 and by around 42% by 2025. This level of 
effort enables South Africa’s emissions to peak between 2020 and 2025, plateau for 
approximately a decade and decline in absolute terms thereafter. This undertaking is 
conditional on firstly, a fair, ambitious and effective agreement in the international climate 
change negotiations under the Climate Change convention and its’ Kyoto Protocol and 
secondly, the provision of support, from the international community, and in particular 
finance, technology and support for capacity building from developed countries, in line 
with their commitments under both the Framework Convention on Climate Change and 
the Bali Action Plan.” 
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There was no doubt that we were at COP15. As soon 
as you got off the plane you were bombarded by 
exciting advertising aimed to provoke a sense of 
climate change guilt. Amongst the most innovative 
were those by the “tcktcktck” campaign showing aged 
world leaders like Barack Obama and Gordon Brown 
with slogans saying “In Copenhagen we could have 
saved the world”, but they did not. Siemens also had 
a great “Hopenhagen” campaign, which by the end of 
the Conference could be translated into 
“Brokenhagen”. 

On first impression the conference seemed to be well organised with free bus services from the 
airport and free travel passes once registered. But the registration process was nothing to joke about. 
It took some of us three hours of queues until we finally became one of the 20 thousand official 
observers. In the second week many observers did not even make it into the Bella Centre anymore, 
as secondary passes were being handed out and eventually the centre was completely closed with 
the arrival of Presidents and Prime Ministers. This left a bad taste with the observers, who had 
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invested much energy and commitment in the talks. For example, one of our interns never actually 
made it into the Bella Centre. 

The city of Copenhagen was abuzz with Climate Change events, concerts, 
art displays and info stands on every corner, and the Bella Centre was 
abuzz with the negotiations and observers. Everywhere you went in 
Copenhagen were art installations of some sort trying to raise awareness 
of Climate Change and its associated problems. One that made a huge 
impact was called “The Pulse of the Earth”. The first thing you saw was a 
bronze sculpture illuminated by red light (at night) entitled ‘The Messenger’ 
– a not-so-subtle figure that reminded you of visions of Death. Behind this, 
in the water canals that run under the metro line by the Bella Centre, were 
sculptures of ‘climate refugee boys’ – a visual reflection on how rising sea 
levels will first impact the most vulnerable communities.� 

The ERC has been following the negotiations carefully with a 
particular interest on Annex 1 targets for GHG mitigation by 
2020. In the first day of the negotiations Ukraine was 
proclaimed “fossil of the day” for having presented the single 
worst target. Although their target of reducing emissions by 
20% from 1990 levels sounded good on the surface, in reality 
it meant an increase of 75% from today’s levels – a stance 
that in the negotiations is known as “hot air”.  

“We will not die quietly” was the main call of the most 
vulnerable islands, Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), in the Pacific Ocean. This call was clearly 
demonstrated by Tuvalu’s vocal commitment to the negotiations. On the first day they tried to get the 

president of the conference (Connie Hedegaard) to read their 
proposal on emission reductions targets. Tuvalu’s emotional speech 
left everyone in the audience deeply touched. They stated that their 
survival depended on the negotiations and that they could not accept 
anything less than commitments to keep global warming below 1.5 
°C. Truvalu pleaded the developed nations’, specifi cally the US, to 

act swiftly and to cooperate with developing countries in the fight against climate change.  
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In general the early days of the COP were marked by expectations for an ambitious outcome. An 
impressive speech was given by the mayor of Copenhagen, Ritt Bjerregard, indicating how 
Copenhagen and Denmark as a whole is committed to doing their bit on climate change. Copenhagen 
is one of the greener cities globally, characterised by large-scale wind energy supply and a high use 
of public transport and bicycles. With targets of reducing 
emissions by 20% in 2005-2015 it thus was presented 
as the perfect venue for the climate change conference 
negotiations. In another opening address Dr Rajendra 
Pachaurri stressed the serious need for urgent action to 
save the planet. He highlighted the impacts of climate 
change brought about with increasing temperatures, 
such as the drastic melting of icebergs, resultant see 
levels rises, acidification of oceans and more extreme 
weather events. With such a call for urgent action the 
conference got off to a good start.  
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By the second day in Copenhagen negotiators got down to work on the text. In some rooms, the 
discussions still dragged on about which text should be worked on, but overall there was a serious 
mood of engagement. The big question on everyone’s mind was where the overarching decision text 

would come from. Many texts had been floating around, including 
one from the Danish Prime Minister’s office. On the first day of the 
conference it leaked on the web-site of the Guardian.  

As a result many delegates and groups developed texts to 
respond to this ‘unseen’ Danish text and later in the week the 
Small Island States tabled a legal treaty on the “Rights of Mother 

Earth”. The Bolivians, supported by at least nine other Caribbean and Latin American countries, were 
arguing that the reason why we have climate change and a host of other environmental and social 
issues is because most political systems (whether based on capitalism or socialism) are inherently 
destructive because they do not take account of the need to strike a balance between the interests of 
humans and those of other members of the Earth community. As Cormac Cullinan, a South African 
environmental lawyer, said at a Bolivian hosted side-event: “The right to life is an empty slogan 
without food and water, which can only be provided by Earth”. 

While all this was going on there was an interesting development in the US. The US-EPA formally 
declared that CO2 and other greenhouse gases are a threat to human health and welfare.  The 
implication is that the Executive – President Obama and the White House – could now move without 
congress to regulate emissions. This could be a significant stick to shake at the Senate, if they don’t 
pass legislation to accompany the cap-and-trade bill from the House, the White House might find itself 
in a position where it must move or give up its claims to leadership on the climate issue. 

On Friday morning of the first week negotiators had the first sight of the text that could have been the 
outcome of Copenhagen. The Chair of the negotiations under the Convention (the AWG-LCA, Ad hoc 
Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action) issued a Draft Text with the exciting title “Outcome 
of the Work” of the AWG-LCA. This was not to be the final outcome, but rather a politically-motivated 
agreement titled the “Copenhagen Accord”. 
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The Kyoto Protocol was the first major step of international cooperation on climate change. It defined 
mid-term emission reduction targets and mechanisms to deliver marginal emission reductions in 
Annex 1 countries. However, long-term emission targets would require going beyond marginal 
reductions. Envisaged 50-95% emission reductions by 2050 are possible if countries pursue marginal 
reduction opportunities and all countries are empowered to make the transition to low-emission 
development. The chair of the AWG-LCA under the convention proposed on 11/12/09 a draft text, 
which required attention on three points: 

(i) Definition of domestic emission targets for Ann ex 1 countries  

Low-carbon transformations require diffusion of existing and new technologies, infrastructure, and 
business models. As pointed out by a group of 186 investment institutions, representing assets of 13 
trillion US dollar, this requires clear, credible and long-term policies. Domestically defined emission 
targets define market opportunities to focus innovation and investment in low-carbon activities. The 
targets provide the necessary guidance for the design and implementation of stringent regulatory 
frameworks and carbon prices. 

So far the text stated ‘emission reduction targets have to be delivered [mainly] domestically.’ Brackets 
around the word mainly indicate the ongoing discussion. If ‘mainly’ remains in the text it would create 
a loop-hole that allows domestic lobby groups to undermine the international political commitment to a 
low-carbon transformation – emissions might not be reduced domestically, but through 
environmentally controversial offsets or even ‘hot air’. Furthermore, the option-out would create 
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uncertainty for low-carbon investments in Annex 1 countries, as it would not be clear what stringency 
future climate policy has and what opportunities for low-carbon products are created. 

(ii) Low-carbon development in non Annex-I countrie s 

Global emission reductions can only be achieved if developing countries avoid lock-in of carbon 
intensive technologies and infrastructure. Therefore the draft text requires that non-Annex I countries 
“prepare low-emission development plans” in line with “achieving a substantial deviation of emissions 
[in the order of 15-30 percent by 2020] relative to those emissions that would occur in the absence of 
enhanced mitigation.” 

Putting the low-emission development plans into action requires 
policies and programs in areas such as buildings, transport, 
power and industry. The character of each specific action will 
determine whether it is an “autonomous mitigation action” or an 
internationally supported “nationally appropriate mitigation action” 
(NAMA). NAMAs are “supported by finance, technology and 
capacity-building provided by developed country parties.” The 
structure of such supports, whether credit-generating or not, can 
determine its political viability and ability to attract private 
investment. 

This is outlined in the draft text, but can succeed only with commitments from all parties: 

- A commitment from Annex 1 countries on the total amount of resources they will make 
available to support the implementation of NAMAs in developing countries (e.g. auctioning 
revenue, use of Special Drawing Rights, risk guarantees to facilitate finance) 

- A commitment of all parties to carbon pricing on international aviation and shipping and use of 
revenue for support of adaptation and mitigation in non Annex 1 countries. 

- A commitment from non Annex 1 countries to outline ambitious low-emission development 
strategies. 

- A commitment from advanced non Annex 1 countries to some “autonomous mitigation 
actions” (e.g. China’s energy efficiency target). 

- A commitment from all parties to comprehensive monitoring to manage effective policy 
implementation and detailed international reporting of policy implementation for rapid 
international learning and transparency for private sector investors. 

(iii) The role of the carbon markets  

Exposing actors to the social cost of carbon is essential, albeit insufficient, to shift innovation and 
investment towards low-carbon technologies, projects and activities. The European Emission Trading 
Scheme has demonstrated how trading within a defined cap can deliver an effective carbon price. 
Carbon taxes are another policy instrument to deliver a carbon price. 

The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) has also put a price on carbon. However, it acts as a 
subsidy for low-carbon options, as opposed to providing a disincentive to chose carbon-intensive 
options. This can kick-of initial projects and has indeed been effective in creating awareness, interest, 
and expertise. However, many difficulties have been identified from the experience with the CDM 
mechanism, including that it creates profits for actors in energy and carbon-intensive sectors in non 
Annex 1 countries, contributing to a lock-in of energy and carbon intensive activities, rather than 
facilitating a shifting towards low-carbon development. It also creates incentives for actors 



7 
 

participating in the CDM mechanism to oppose domestic regulation or carbon pricing, because 
domestic regulation disqualifies CDM projects. 

This shows a clear strategy is necessary to focus the CDM on specific sectors and activities where 
other mechanisms are not more effective in providing support. This decision is unlikely to emerge 
from reforms of the mechanism in the current structure, because project developers, finance 
institutions, and host countries have vested interested and are well organized to veto significant 
change. 

A political decision was necessary in Copenhagen for a clear transition from off-setting mechanisms 
(CDM) to tailored support mechanisms for NAMAs. Otherwise uncertainties will delay both investment 
in CDM projects and implementation of autonomous mitigation actions and NAMAs. A clear transition 
would allow expertise that was build with the CDM mechanism to be transferred. Technology and 
MRV experience can be used when designing, implementing, and generating international support of 
NAMAs. Project development and financing expertise can be used to realize investment opportunities, 
created for example with feed-in tariffs. 

�����������������������������

COP15 Development and Climate Change took place from 11-14 December in DR Byen, Copenhagen.  

Development and Climate Days has been a feature of the UNFCCC negotiations since 2002. It provides 
an opportunity for participants to share information on key development and climate change issues. In 
Copenhagen, approximately 800 participants attended the four-day event, including representatives of 
governments, international organizations, academia, research institutes, business and non-
governmental organizations. The event was organized by the International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED), the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD), the Stockholm 
Environment Institute, the RING alliance of policy research organizations, and the Capacity 
Strengthening of Least Developed Countries for Adaptation to Climate Change (CLACC). The event 
was sponsored by the UK Department for International Development and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of Denmark. 

The event featured more than 70 speakers and numerous extended discussions and question-and-
answer sessions. Over the four days, the event focused on the following issues: 

� land, water and forests (day one); 
� justice, ethics and humanitarian issues (day two); 
� planning adaptation (day three); and 
� mitigation, finance and the private sector (day four). 

The event also included a film festival on climate and development issues, featuring short films from 
around the world. On Friday evening, 11 December, the Stockholm Environment Institute and Global 
Climate Adaptation Partnership (SEI) hosted a reception and interactive discussion that included 
Wangari Maathai and several other speakers talking about “innovations, partnerships and solutions.” 
The reception also showcased the Google Earth/weADAPT online tour of forests and livelihoods. 

 



8 
 

#$#���������������������
����������������
In the early days of Copenhagen the UNFCCC secretariat released its periodic summary of the 
‘pledges’ of Annex I countries to reduce their emissions in the second commitment period of the Kyoto 
Protocol. In terms of the future of the planet the picture did not look good. Very little had changed 
since Barcelona, the last time the assessment was done. 

The only significant change was an increase in Russia’s pledge by 10%, which is not very significant 
since it still involves an increase in their current emissions levels (the target is specified in relation to 
1990, and their emissions collapsed dramatically after that in the wake of the economic collapse 
which followed the collapse of the Soviet Union). As a result, all Annex I countries (assuming the US, 
who is not a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, manages to implement currently 
tabled legislation) are planning to cut their emissions by less than 25% in 
relation to 1990 levels, which, taken with current offers from developing 
countries, would put us on a path which would see a global temperature rise of 
3.5 °C. This is way above the ’safe’ level, which i s now being reassessed by 
many climate analysts as 1.5 °C rather than the mor e commonly-endorsed 2 °C 
target.  

A side event hosted by CAN-International, in collaboration with Ecofys, 
presented the Climate Action Tracker tool, which showed that even the GHG 
emission reduction targets presented during the negotiations will not be 
sufficient to reach the 2 °C target as presented in  the Copenhagen Accord. 
Accordingly additional reductions of 4 to 8 billion tonnes above and beyond 
those tabled in Copenhagen would have to be achieved. These could be 
reached for example by any combination of: 

- Developed countries as a group agreeing to increase ambition to a 30% reduction below 1990 
in 2020 (from currently maximum of 19% without forestry credits) - 2 billion tonnes; Increasing 
this to 40-45% below 1990 level in 2020 would reduce a further 2-3 billion tonnes. 

- Developing countries as a group to reduce to 30% below their stated business as usual 
emissions in 2020 - 4.5 billion tonnes. The resulting emission level would be sufficient to be in 
the range consistent with IPCC and would require financial and technical support from 
developed countries.  

- Halt deforestation by 2020 - 2 billion tonnes. Brazil and Indonesia together have already 
announced plans to reduce deforestation emissions, which globally represent about 40 to 
50% reductions from recent levels by 2020 (or about the same from estimated 1990 
deforestation emissions). This would also need financial and technical support from 
developed countries.  

- Reducing international aviation and marine (shipping) CO2 emissions, which are currently 
uncontrolled and expected to grow fast, to half of the expected levels in 2020 - 1 billion 
tonnes. 

- Removing the crediting for forestry and other land-use management activities would reduce 
allowed developed country emissions by - 1 billion tonnes/year (these credits add to the 
emissions allowed by countries). 

%
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There was high drama as negotiators sought to conclude text in preparation of the arrival of 
Presidents and Prime Ministers for the last two days of the COP. Negotiations in the Convention track 
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went through the night from Tuesday to Wednesday. It became very clear that a ‘clean’ text, i.e. 
agreement, would not be reached and what ended with the country leaders was ‘bracketed’ text, 
meaning documents that clearly frame the options and where the differences lie. Working through the 
night many tempers were left frayed and the text ended up looking messy. What would have been 
needed in the last days was leadership. As the banner on a Greenpeace boat in Copenhagen harbour 
says: “Politicians talk, leaders act”. But what came out of the final round was talk by politicians.  

As some commentators from the International Institute for the Environment and Development state 
“The biggest failure in Copenhagen was one of leadership. It was a failure of powerful leaders to 
realise that COP15 was not about money or politics but about the future security of their own 
grandchildren. For true climate leadership we should start looking South.”  

Towards the end of the COP15 negotiations, the talks were going on in 
two completely separate processes. First, negotiations among all 192 
parties to the UNFCCC continued. Second, and behind closed doors, a 
select group of about 29 world leaders came up with the Copenhagen 
Accord, into which most of the vulnerable countries had very little input. 
The official UNFCCC process was herewith broken. Some of the blame 

can be directed at the Danish Prime Minister Rasmussen, who took over from the Danish Minister 
Hedegaard as chair of the meeting. Rather than opening the floor to choose the “friends of the chair” 
group as is usually done in the UNFCCC negotiations the group of leaders chosen to discuss the 
Copenhagen Accord were pre-selected. 

Although there seemed to be some effort to have all regional group chairs represented, the group of 
29 failed to include the Latin American ALBA group (Bolivia, Venezuela, Cuba). As the Accord was 
agreed, President Obama told the US media that a deal had been struck. The only trouble was that it 
had yet to be presented to and adopted by all 192 countries. The Copenhagen Accord was taken to 
the COP plenary on the morning of Saturday 19th December, where it was objected by Tuvalu and 
blocked by the ALBA group. Hence the document only became “noted” in the formal COP. 

������������������

In two years of UNFCCC negotiations it is surprising how much they have changed – from an old 
boys’ club to a movement being driven by the youth. 

The NGO party at COP15, a party traditionally organised for all observer organisations present at 
the UNFCCC negotiations, saw the Vega venue packed to the brim with a young and energetic 
group. Faces from all corners of the world were presented, and the sexual tension on the dance 
floor flowed between all cultures and races. Coming from South Africa, a country still struggling to 
get over the cultural and racial divisions inherited from Apartheid, the NGO party was a welcome 
display of unity. The party seemed to shout: “We were all connected by the climate cause. We all 
want to save the future and get an outcome at Copenhagen. Let us party our way to it.”  

 

Climate Change finally entered the mainstream media from 2007 and since the rise of the youth at 
the negotiations has been unstoppable. Their presence has become very visual with actions such 
as the “tck tck tck” campaign and the presence of the “Fossil of the Day” awards. Copenhagen 
was another step up in youth mobilization, with daily demonstrations and mass march on the 12th 
of December.  

Such civil society involvement is exceptionally refreshing and it marks the point that the failure of 
Copenhagen is reminder to not only rely on politicians and international agreements to save us.  
As one analyst writes: “Now is the time to put sustainability goals among your New Year’s 
resolutions, to contribute to building a green economy by buying green products and services and 
to work with other like-minded people to create the society we want to live in.” 
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The outcome of Copenhagen, the Copenhagen Accord, has been widely interpreted and read in very 
different ways by different people. After much research into the Copenhagen outcome the ERC held a 
seminar at the University of Cape Town entitled: “What happened in Copenhagen and what next?”  

Twenty-nine countries and leaders were eventually represented in the “commitment circle” of the 
Copenhagen Accord: 

1. Sudan 

2. Algeria 

3. Ethiopia 

4. Lesotho 

5. Grenada 

6. Bangladesh 

7. Maldives 

8. Columbia 

9. China 

10. India 

11. Brazil 

12. South Africa 

13. Saudi Arabia 

14. Indonesia 

15. EU Sweden 

16. EU Commission 

17. UK 

18. France 

19. Germany 

20. Spain 

21. USA 

22. Russia 

23. Australia 

24. Norway 

25. Japan 

26. South Korea 



11 
 

27. Mexico 

28. Papua New Guinea 

29. Gabon  

In summary the Copenhagen Accord agreed to a 2°C gl obal warming goal, though no mention of “pre-
industrial levels” was made and the pledges on the table do not seem to add up to such a target. 
Although there are no numbers on economy-wide binding emission reduction targets in the text, it was 
instrumental in bringing the US in to proposing targets, which should be tabled 31st of January 2010. 
Nonetheless, these are expected to be of a low level of ambition, in the range of 14-19% below 1990 
levels by 2020. Mitigation actions by the more advanced developing countries, such as South Africa, 
China, India and Brazil are also meant to be tabled by this date, whereby the Copenhagen Accord is 
facilitating the establishment of a schedule of mitigation actions and a mechanism to register these 
actions. The need to measure, report and verify is mentioned in the text. 

The Accord makes no clear statement on continuing Kyoto with commitments by developing countries 
for the 2nd commitment period, though it does make some references to the Kyoto Protocol, who’s fate 
remains in balance. Nonetheless, it agrees to continue the existing working bodies and makes 
references to the IPCC’s AR4 publication. Significantly though, the Accord dropped any reference to a 
long-term target to cut emissions, such as along the lines of 50% by 2050 from 1990 levels. This is 
because there was no agreement formulated on the equitable sharing of the world’s carbon space. 

On finance the Accord highlights transparently accounted pledges of $10 billion per year immediately 
approaching $30 billion per year by 2012, and $100 billion by 2020 to be transferred from the 
developed world to the developing world. Although these may be beset with conditionalities it is a step 
up from the $18 billion climate financing recorded from 1994 to 2009. Though where the money will 
come from has not been mentioned. Furthermore, there were no developments on technology 
transfer or capacity building.  

Overall the Copenhagen Accord is not considered to be fair, ambitious, or legally-binding, as was 
demanded by civil society through the Climate Action Network. There certainly was no agreement on 
an adaptation framework, or even whether some of the finances presented will be aimed at climate 
change adaptation. UNFCCC Executive Secretary Yvo de Boer sums up “the challenge is now to turn 
what we have agreed politically in Copenhagen into something real, measurable and verifiable."  


