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Introduction

• Strong expectations
• What went wrong in Copenhagen?
• Formal outcomes
• Risks and opportunities for developing 

countries
• What must come next?



A Fair, Ambitious & Binding agreement
• Industrialised country mitigation targets (> 40% below 

1990 by 2020 for at least 75% through domestic cuts )
• Developing country mitigation actions (NA1 funded to 

NAMAS & BICSA -15 to 30 % below BAU)
• Industrialised country financing for developing countries 

(Adaptation – Mitigation - REDD) (fast start + long term)  
for a total annual amount of at least $ 150 to 200 billion 
by 2020 of public funds, new & additional ODA+, 
Predictability & compliance, equitable governance & 
effective institutions



An unprecedented civil 
society mobilisation all over 
the world !





What went wrong in Copenhagen?
• Problems with 

process, lack of 
transparency and 
breakdown of trust

• Flood of texts and 
negotiations based 
on entrenched 
positions

• Chaos and near 
collapse in High 
Level segment



The Copenhagen Accord
Summary
• Totally inadequate to 

protect the lives and 
livelihoods of poor people 
vulnerable to climate 
change

• Product of an 
untransparent & distrusted 
process 

• A snapshot of current global political will. Key is relationship to 
Bali Action Plan mandate.

• Useful only to the extent that it helps deliver outcome under two 
AWGs in 2010.



Not fair, ambitious or binding
• LEGAL FORM

– Not legally binding, and no process foreseen

• MITIGATION
– 2°C objective
– No pathway (no aggregate or individual developed 

country targets; no global long-term target; no peak 
year - just deadline of 31 Jan to submit pledges)

– 1.5°C in context of Review by 2015 (too late for 
1.5°C)



• FINANCE
– $30bn 2010-2012 pledged in fast start finance

• Serious concerns over “recycling” existing 
commitments

– $100bn / year to be “jointly mobilised” from both public and 
private sources by 2020

• No guarantee of scale of public long-term finance
• No guarantee that is additional to aid commitments 

– Copenhagen Green Climate Fund
– High Level Panel on alternative sources of finance

• ADAPTATION
– Calls for enhanced action and international co-operation 

and need for support
– Places “response measures” on equal footing
– No mention of need to address “loss and damage” of 

unavoidable climate impacts





Implications for developing countries:
Risks and Opportunities
RISKS
• Uncertainty over process going forward

– Legally binding outcome?
– Replacement of UNFCCC by alternative fora (G20 –

G8 ?)

• Mitigation pledges made by 31 Jan likely to 
mean between 3,4 & 3,9 °C global warming
– Locks-in low ambition
– Locks-in bottom-up pledge & review, not science 

driven top-down effort sharing  



RISKS (continued)

• Emphasis on uneffective & false solutions decided without civil 
society participation ( offsets – biomass CDM – agrofuels - carbon 
speculation : jeopardizing sustainable development & MDGs) 

• Based on a 4°C world, scale of finance pledges are 
catastrophically inadequate

• No / few / difficult discussions on AAUs or  FTT (risk of diversion)

• Climate finance commitments will raid aid commitments , and/or 
be “mobilised” through the private sector

• World Bank emerges as de facto channel for climate finance, short 
and long-term



OPPORTUNITIES
• Operationalisation of fast start finance

– Chance to demonstrate case for climate spending

• Using High Level Panel to get agreement on 
innovative sources of finance in 2010
– Financial transactions tax
– Levy / trading scheme on aviation / maritime 

emissions

• Strengthen key elements under LCA track
– Additionality to aid commitments
– Governance arrangements



Fast start finance
• “Approaching” $30bn 2010-2012

– EU: €2.4bn / year 2010-2012

• Large amounts are not new
– Part of “existing budgets”

• Only very little likely to be additional to 
aid commitments

• Transparency , accountability is critical
• Show that money is needed , can be 

moved effectively , and scaled-up



CIFs, bilateral, 
Forest Carbon 
Partnership, 
biodevelopment

Only $70m is 
guaranteed new. All 
counts as ODA.

$25-30m / yrNew Zealand

Bilateral; mix of 
grants and loans

Re-announced money 
under Cool Earth 
Partnership. 60% 
counts as ODA.

$5bn / year 
($3.6bn in public 
finance)

Japan

Bilateral; World 
Bank (CIFs); GEF 
etc

“A mix of new and old 
resources”; “from 
existing funds”

$3.3bn / yr
(€2.4bn / yr) 

EU

Likely World BankUnclear$1.3bn / yr (based 
on appropriations 
for 2010)

USA

Channel/s?New & additional?Fast Start pledge 
2010-2012

Party



EU Member State Pledges (not complete)

1/3 through World 
Bank (CIFs)

Half already announced, 
allocated or spent. All 
counts as ODA. 

$807m / yr 
(£500m / 

€578m)

UK

CIFs, bilateral, 
Forest Carbon 
Partnership, 
biodevelopment

Only $70m is 
guaranteed new. All 
counts as ODA.

$586m / yr 
(€420)

Germany

Additional to 0.7% ODA, 
0.1% non-ODA 
development co-
operation

$140m / yr 
(€100m)

Netherlands

Nearly all bilateral 
(20% forests, 40% 
adaptation, 40% 
mitigation)

Unclear what has been 
announced before. All 
counts as ODA.

$587m / yr 
(€420m)

France



Bilateral, World 
Bank, UNEP

Will count as 
ODA.

$175m / yr (€125m)Spain

A mixture of 
existing bilateral 
and multilateral 
flows.

Almost entirely re-
packaging of 
existing ODA 
commitments

$1117m for 3 years

(€800m for 3 years)

Sweden

GEF is likelyAt least 1/3 will 
count as ODA.

150m for 3 years 50m 
2010 not additional is 
oda

Belgium

Unclear.Some will be new. 
Some will be 
additional to ODA.

$140m for 3 years

(€100m for 3 years)

Ireland

Unclear.First spending on 
climate change in 
developing 
countries. Likely 
to count as ODA.

$838m for 3 years
(€600m for 3 years)

Italy



Where now to save the deal?
• Secure political conditions for legally-

binding agreement
– No credible pathway to future global regime 

without a treaty instrument including all 
countries

– US / BASIC are key targets
– EU-ACP co-operation and Spain / Belgian 

presidency to place at top of foreign 
policy/diplomatic agendas from 2010



• Ensure effective delivery of fast start finance
– Transparency & accountability of contributions
– Conditions for scaled-up long-term climate finance

• Identification of programmes / needs in countries after 
effective participation of civil society organisations 
representing the most vulnerable to CC 

• Ensuring accountability of spending on the ground with 
effective participation of civil society organisations 
representing the most vulnerable to CC (budget tracking) 

• Secure agreement on long-term finance 
scale, sources and architecture by COP-16
– Guarantee of additionality to aid commitments
– New & innovative sources for more public funds and New 

governance architecture under UNFCCC
– Equitable burden-sharing arrangements in line with 

responsibility & capability



• Bring back EU leadership
– EU has influence by setting terms of global debate – leading 

from the front – not last night deals. Belgium must push for a 
maximum of work finalized before its presidency

– Joint parliamentary (EU-ACP) can lead EU engagement with 
developing countries on CC

– Push to reverse EU positions that are damaging to developing 
countries

• Additionality of finance to aid commitments
• More public funds & Governance architecture
• False & unsustainable solutions (offsets – biomass CDM –

agrofuels - carbon market speculation …) decided without 
effective civil society participation 

– Push to set ambitious terms of debate
• Move to 30% reduction target, and start process to move far 

beyond
• Drive the debate on long-term innovative sources 



Conclusions
• COP-15 did not achieve a fair, ambitious and 

binding deal, and in many ways moved us 
further away from it

• Real risks for developing countries
• But some opportunities to grasp in 2010
• Vital that national governments, North and 

South, continue to advocate for a legally-binding 
deal under the UN process and engage as soon 
as possible in more frequent “sleeping bags”
high level meetings before Mexico (4 to 5)

• There is no alternative, except catastrophe for ¾
of humanilty



Merci - Dank u


