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Topic | Common but Differentiated Environmental Responsibility 

 In 1992, when the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) treaty was signed, the principle of common but differentiated 

responsibilities (CBDR), after being designated as one of its defining principles, was 

made a clear aspect of the future of environmental law. Common but differentiated 

responsibilities was then further incorporated in other examples of universal 

legislation, starting with the Kyoto Protocol signed in 1997. It was then referenced 

implicitly and explicitly in the Sustainable Development Goals of 2015, the United 

Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), the amendments to the 

Montreal Protocol, and more (Stone, 276).  The principle of common differentiated 

responsibilities is in essence, a reconciliation; it combines the idea that the risks of an 

unhealthy environment (affected by climate change or otherwise) are common to all of 

mankind, but are not equal in terms of which countries have contributed to the causes 

and which countries will suffer greatly from the effects of a suffering environment. 

 Previously, the notion of a common responsibility for all nations was brought up 

during the UN General Assembly in 1967 by Maltese Ambassador Arvid Pardo. His 

speech mainly focused on the loss of natural resources affecting all, since it is an 

open resource (specifically, in this resolution, oceanic resources and their loss), and 

most famously, his speech featured the phrase “common heritage of mankind” 

(Treves, 1) . Though his speech is well credited for resulting in the United Nations 

Convention on the Law of the Sea, this idea alone fell short in addressing the lack of 

technology, infrastructure, and resources developing countries have for alleviating 
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such common problems. In addition, his speech avoided the greater role developed 

countries have historically had in causing environmental problems by way of industrial 

revolution, development, and other factors.  This issue though was later addressed 

with the notion of differentiated ability and responsibility in the Stockholm Declaration.   

In CBDR literature, most definitions of the word “differentiated” refer to 

“multilateral agreements that are non-uniform in how the undertakings are formally 

verbalized...” (Stone 277). This notion was explicitly stated in the Stockholm 

Declaration, which specified various response groups to the problem that countries 

could join and thereby commit themselves to taking on a pre-set expectancy for that 

group (“common but differentiated responsibilities”). This was the polar opposite of 

common responsibility, as all states were given different guidelines to be a part of the 

solution. 
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Background Information 

1992 Kyoto Protocol 

CBDR directly manifests through several aspects of legislation. First, it affects 

the metrics used in target-setting as some metrics are misleading and lack 

transparency, while others are not feasible for use by a developing country. The first 

major metric used, carbon emissions as a percent of a designated year’s emissions, 

was used at the 1992 UNFCCC and in the Kyoto Protocol, and in both cases the 

base-year was 1990. However, though relative carbon emissions were measurable 

and universal amongst both developing and developed countries, they were also 

misleading about the effectiveness of mitigation policies. For example, since the Kyoto 

Protocol Conference, Russia’s emissions stayed steadily below levels relative to 1990; 

however, this was not due to any change in policy or mitigation efforts. Instead, it was 

due to the stagnation of the Russian economy . Thus, the metric of emissions can be 

misleading because of economic growth; countries can be penalized for economic 

growth despite having grown sustainably, and countries with declining economies can 

be rewarded, as seen with Russia (Aldy and Pizer 169-171).  

Further problematic features of the Kyoto Protocol were the lack of any targets 

set for developing countries, which resulted in major developed nations, most notably 

the United States of America, refusing to sign the protocol (Hovi, Sprinz, and Bang 

133-135). The reasoning for omitting set targets for developing countries was the lack 

of equity in the ability to reduce carbon emissions between developing and developed 

countries (Ellerman et. al, 2). If developing countries had been involved with the Kyoto 
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Protocol, the metric used to define emissions targets would not have been telling of 

emission abatement efforts, as in the case with Russia. Many developing countries 

already had low emissions in 1990, and the developing countries with the larger 

economies (i.e. Brazil, China, and India) were projected to experience large economic 

growth in the period of the protocol, therefore reflecting economic growth over 

emissions abatement efforts. 

2009 Copenhagen Climate Change Conference  

The misleading appearance of effort, as seen in Russia’s case, along with the 

criticism of the Kyoto Protocol for not including any efforts from developing countries, 

lead to the noted concept of “comparability of effort” in the Bali Action Plan of 2007. 

This concept served as a guideline for considering efforts of developing countries. The 

idea materialized into legislation at the 2009 Copenhagen Climate Change 

Conference, where developed nations announced they would exceed their emission 

mitigation targets with further efforts if developing nations committed to comparable 

efforts. However, the definition of “comparable” was not clearly stated, and thus 

remained vague in the final resolution.  

Another dilemma that presented itself at the Copenhagen Conference was 

whether rapidly growing economies like China and India should be included into the 

target setting process. To alleviate the aforementioned problems that arose with the 

Kyoto Protocol’s metric of carbon emissions relative to 1990 level, both China and 

India proposed that carbon intensity (tonnes of CO� per GDP) be measured instead; 

this alleviated the previous dilemma where economic growth could cause misleading 

results in emission reduction. If Russia, in the example with the Kyoto Protocol, were 
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held to this metric instead, there would be little evidence of progress as the emissions 

levels did not change relative to Russia’s GDP.  

However, even with the metric of carbon intensity, there were still confounding 

factors. With economic growth and technological development, carbon emissions 

generally decline, regardless of mitigation efforts. Therefore, it is difficult to discern 

whether a decline in carbon emission intensity is due to economic growth or 

abatement efforts. Other alternatives, such as emission levels relative to a future 

forecast, though comprehensive, are extremely subjective and easily manipulated. 

(Aldy and Pizer 169-171). In the end China and India’s proposed target metric of 

carbon intensity and prices was included. The decision was praised as a way to 

involve the private sector as they were engaging on the basis of commerce rather than 

aid. In addition, the intensity and price of carbon are impacted by the actions of the 

private sector. The call for mid-term targets, set to be achieved by 2020, was also 

included and considered a success for promoting low-carbon business decisions. 

Despite its largely positive reception, there were still negative responses to the 

Copenhagen accord as it was criticized for being business-as-usual, non-binding, and 

ineffective (Spak 8-11). 

Growing from the “comparable” efforts that were yet to be defined in the 

Copenhagen Accord, the 2014 Lima talks were able to finally present a solution to the 

target-setting dilemmas that had been lingering with for almost two decades. Since 

countries had begun to provide variegated forms of pledges at the Copenhagen 

Conference, simple calculations could not be achieved as in the Kyoto Protocol. 

Starting with the 2014 Lima talks, countries began submitting “Intended Nationally 
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Determined Contributions” (INDCs), which allowed for countries to submit data, 

analysis, and methods of implementation for their individual mitigation policies. As a 

result, economic data and the resulting analyses will now be used to determine the 

credibility of countries’ mitigation efforts (Aldy and Pizer 170).  
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Considering CBDR in Climate-Change Solutions  

Energy and Carbon Prices 

Beyond just emissions, metrics considered for carbon mitigation efforts are 

energy and carbon prices and economic costs. While these have not yet been used 

widely in international legislation, except with some inclusion into INDCs, they are 

important to consider as viable alternatives. Energy and carbon prices have the clear 

advantage of being linked to mitigation efforts, as the price reflects the country’s 

economic incentives for carbon abatement.  

For example, if a country creates a high incentive to reduce carbon emissions 

through a carbon tax or subsidies for emission-reducing technology, carbon prices will 

rise. However, the first disadvantage when applying the comparison of energy and 

carbon prices globally is the necessity currency exchange rates which fluctuate often. 

Second, energy and carbon prices do not take into account any efficiency or 

renewable mandates. Finally, carbon prices are not applied to every emission source 

and can be manipulated through a practice called fiscal cushioning where countries 

adjust the taxes specifically for businesses affected by the carbon price.  

Energy prices considered without carbon prices are extremely transparent for 

all countries as it provides a net assessment of all mitigation policies, and it removes 

concerns of fiscal cushioning while giving direct understanding of how much end-use 

efficiency is encouraged. However, energy prices have the same problem as carbon 

prices, for they do not reflect the effect of non-price policies (Aldy and Pizer 173). 

While energy and carbon prices are advantageous for developing countries which 
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typically lack the resources necessary for measuring more complex metrics, and are 

transparent for the entire global community, it disregards countries who have invested 

in non-price policies, such as the United States of America, Germany, France, and 

China, albeit to varying degrees (Magill).  

Economic Expenditure 

 Another alternative metric to consider is economic expenditure (measured by 

percent GDP per capita). Since the cost of combatting climate change is often the 

primary limitation on the passing and implementation of mitigation policies, the use of 

economic costs could be used to ensure that this is equitably distributed amongst 

countries. This metric is most suitable in considering the investment efforts of 

individual countries; however, on the downside, it favors certain policies over others. It 

can favor costly but inefficient policies which may not necessarily be best for the 

country’s mitigation efforts. A proposed policy to counter this downside would give 

more credit for the countries with the least economic spending, but this will only 

incentivize cheaper policies, which again may not necessarily be beneficial.  

Because of the difficulty in deciding with which perspective economic costs 

should be approached, they are often not used alone. Furthermore, calculating 

economic costs requires an array of resources such as economic monitoring and 

modeling systems. Also, since these inputs for calculation are provided by the 

respective domestic governmental bodies of each country, a lack of transparency 

arises resulting in a difficultly for international bodies to monitor and compare metrics. 

Finally, considering the degree of inaccessibility for developing countries results an 

even larger downside to measuring economic costs as several developing countries 
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lack the resources for economic monitoring and modeling systems (Aldy and Pizer 

173-174).  

 With the costs and benefits of each of these metrics in mind, it is clear that not 

all are accessible and applicable to developing countries and therefore do not follow 

the principle of CBDR. In addition, they are not necessarily expressive of a country's’ 

“true” efforts towards carbon emissions abatement. When applying CBDR to the 

legislation surrounding compensatory mitigation, metrics used to define credits will 

once again be instrumental in determining where the burden of achieving targets falls.  
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Considering CBDR in funding solutions  

The Adaptation Fund 

CBDR also affects legislation beyond the selection of metrics; more commonly, 

CBDR takes the form of funding. The first appearance of CBDR in funding was The 

Adaptation Fund which was agreed upon in 2001 and launched more recently in 2007. 

The fund is financed by 2% of the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development Mechanism 

(CDM) projects and public and private donors. The main initiative of the Adaptation 

Fund is to “finance projects and programmes that help vulnerable communities in 

developing countries adapt to climate change. Initiatives are based on country needs, 

views and priorities.” Several of these projects focus on building resilience to the 

effects of climate change in developing nations and reducing vulnerability through 

various methods; the greater a country’s funding, the greater the vulnerability they 

exhibit (“Afadmin”).  

The developing countries it benefits are specifically those that were part of the 

Kyoto Protocol, and and the contributors are mostly major European Union countries 

The distributed funds are intended for smaller projects and are built upon a 

microfinance model (Igoe). The Adaptation Fund though has faced criticism for setting 

a cap on an individual nation’s funding, which in an effort to be equal, results in a 

largely inequitable distribution; some nations are more vulnerable to climate change 

than others. Furthermore, The Adaptation Fund faces criticism for its changing 

evaluation criteria and lack of transparency in its review process for proposals 

(Persson and Remling 1) as the evaluation criteria was initially extremely vague and 
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thus amended twice in its first two years (TANGO Intl. 33). Finally, a growing problem 

for The Adaptation Fund is its lack of funding and donations as they are mostly 

dependent on donations from various governments (“Afadmin”). 

The Green Climate Fund 

 At COP16, the sixth meeting of parties of the Kyoto Protocol in 2010, the Green 

Climate Fund (GCF) was established with the goal of “[supporting] projects, 

programmes, policies and other activities in developing country Parties” (UNFCCC 

COP 16). The Green Climate Fund, funded by sources similar to the Adaptation Fund, 

serves to target projects, initiatives, and policies of scale relative to the Adaptation 

Fund. Marcia Levaggi, manager of the Adaptation Fund’s secretariat, describes the 

relationship between the Adaptation Fund and the Green Climate Fund as “a first step 

for accreditation with the GCF” (Igoe).  

The Green Climate Fund though faces significant funding problems. The 

agreement of COP16 called for 100 billion USD in climate aid by 2020, but did not 

specify this for the Green Climate Fund specifically, making donations to the GCF 

non-binding and subject to reductions because of foreign exchange rates. Thus, 

pledges exceeding 10 billion USD from developed nations have been made, but 

amounts have been reduced by foreign exchange rates in addition to the lack of mode 

for holding contributor countries accountable. The United States was one of the 

countries which pledged 3 billion USD for the Green Climate Fund but did not sign any 

formal agreement. This lack of contribution to the Green Climate Fund stems from the 

contributing countries’ desire to have control over their aid, which begs the question of 

whether the United Nations is efficient in handling situations of CBDR. Generally, 
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contributor countries prefer to monitor their monetary donations and have control over 

which projects their contribution funds. 

Along with this major obstacle for the Green Climate fund are problems of 

transparency, information disclosure, and accountability (Kumar 419-420). Though 

common but differentiated responsibilities were never stated explicitly as a founding 

principle for the Green Climate Fund, the structure of developing countries being 

empowered to combat the effects of climate change by contributions from developed 

countries, along with the countries not contributing full funds, imply principles of CBDR 

being simultaneously addressed and ignored. 

 More recently, the application of CBDR in funding has led to a further emphasis 

on the 100 billion USD commitment made by developed country parties in Goal 13 of 

the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals. In response to the funding issues 

the Green Climate Fund has faced, Goal 13 called for nations “to fully operationalize 

the Green Climate Fund through its capitalization as soon as possible” (Nino). This, 

along with other aspects of the Sustainable Development Goals, represents what 

Brazil accurately claimed at the time as a universalized form of CBDR to other forms 

of development beyond environmental sustainability. The future of legal frameworks 

for the application of CBDR to matters beyond environmental sustainability remains 

unclear, as it contradicts previous statements made by developed countries when 

CBDR was first established (Ranii). The US, in reaction to the Rio Declaration of 1992, 

stated: 

“The United States understands and accepts that Principle 7 [of the Rio 

Declaration] highlights the special leadership role of the developed countries, 
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based on our industrial development, our experience with environmental 

protection policies and actions, and our wealth and technical expertise 

capabilities. The United States does not accept any interpretation of Principle 7 

that would imply a recognition or acceptance by the United States of any 

international obligations or liabilities, or any diminution in the responsibilities of 

developing countries.” (UN General Assembly Report) 

The question of applying CBDR to subjects beyond environmental sustainability 

remains unanswered, and as global compensatory mitigation is pursued along with 

several other initiatives defined by the Sustainable Development Goals, the need to do 

so is apparent. As developing countries near industrialization, questions of greater 

responsibility for sustainability targets and responsibility to industrialize with minimal 

damage to the environment arise. 
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Case Studies 

The Paris Agreement 

The Paris Agreement, which entered into force in 2016, is the most recent 

international effort to address climate change. As of November 2016, 109 countries 

had ratified the Paris Agreement, out of the 197 countries which are parties to the UN 

Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The goal of the Paris 

Agreement is to “strengthen the global response to the threat of climate change”. Its 

specific goals are to limit the temperature increase to 2 degrees Celsius or below, 

provide support to all countries dealing with the effects of climate change, and require 

all countries to put forth “nationally determined contributions” and reports on their 

“emissions and implementation efforts” (UNFCCC).  

 Written by the UNFCCC, the Paris Agreement is using the same classification 

system, dividing the world into “developed” and “developing” countries. These 

categories have been used to determine if and how much countries should contribute 

towards curbing climate change and developing new technologies. However, there 

have been contentions about this type of differentiation, especially when it comes to 

climate finance.  

For example, Peter Woolcott of Australia asserted that “the world has changed 

since 1992”, and that all countries should “act consistent with their national capacities” 

(ThinkProgress) and contribute as much as possible. After all, some countries 

classified as “developing” in 1992, such as Qatar and Saudi Arabia, now possess the 
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resources needed to significantly contribute while other developing countries such as 

Mexico, Vietnam, and China have already donated billions towards the cause (Meyer).  

On the other side, Professor Gurdial Singh Nijar, speaking for a group of 

developing countries including India and China, stated that countries with very low 

per-capita income cannot afford to contribute the same way developed countries can. 

He also argued that the parts of the Paris Agreement limiting industrialization would 

only harm the people, ending his speech with “we cannot accept starvation for the 

success of this agreement” (McGrath). For example, one possible financial burden the 

Paris Agreement could levy on developing countries is a firm stance against fossil 

fuels. Saudi Arabia and Venezuela, both of which depend on fossil fuels as a 

significant part of the GDP would be very adversely affected and thus oppose any sort 

of ban on greenhouse gas emissions or fossil fuels. 

 There are more than just economic considerations when it comes to 

differentiating the responsibilities that the Paris Agreement is trying to assign. Island 

nations and coastal nations are especially susceptible to climate change and rising 

sea levels, and are eager for firm and ambitious goals to stop global warming before 

their countries are too affected. This can be seen in the arguments over how often to 

decrease emissions caps. Island nations and developing nations such as the United 

States want to see them decreased every five years, while China and India want to 

see them reduced every ten years. To have the greatest impact though, countries 

must consider how some regions are more immediately affected than others by global 

warming.  
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 Overall, the contentions of the Paris Agreement are an example of how 

common but differentiated responsibility is an extremely complex issue. Even after the 

Paris Agreement has been enacted, these questions of responsibility, both moral and 

financial, remain. The Agreement notably did not address, for example, the concept of 

“loss and damage”, or attributing specific events to global warming and possible 

compensation (Clemecon). As the world proceeds towards upholding the Paris 

Agreement and halting the rising temperature, common but differentiated responsibility 

will remain a key issue for the future.  

Development Funding 

The UN Financing for Development Conference was held in 2002, and resulted 

in a pivotal piece of legislation, the Monterrey Consensus, which became the most 

distinct example of CBDR in development funding. The Monterrey Consensus defines 

the responsibility of developed countries to provide duty-free and quota-free access 

for all markets of developing countries. In addition to this, the Monterrey Consensus 

called for “appropriate institutions in source countries to increase their support for 

private foreign investment in infrastructure development and other priority areas.” This 

increases the responsibility held by developing countries by adding the facilitation of 

private capital. In doing so, this legislation and corresponding member-states 

acknowledge the varying capabilities of developing countries’ economies, and the 

mechanisms through which developed countries can aid economic development. 

Other responsibilities of developed countries in the realm of CBDR and 

development finance include debt relief for heavily indebted poor countries. In the 

Millennium Declaration, the main responsibilities of a developed nation include 
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implementing effective trade policy, encouraging foreign investment, debt relief, and 

increasing aid and its efficiency. Developing countries are not without responsibility; 

they instead are responsible for cooperating with other developing countries, lowering 

restrictions on trade, and investing in national institutions. These responsibilities also 

take form in the Monterrey Consensus, which calls for developing countries to reduce 

trade barriers between one another and the creation of institutions and policies that 

lead to lower restrictions on trade. Developing countries, as per the Monterrey 

Consensus, are also responsible for making sure the aid received is used efficiently in 

their established institutions. 

In general, the Monterrey Consensus along with the Millennium Declaration 

follow a similar yet distinct distribution of responsibilities between developing and 

developed nations. Developed nations are generally expected to provide the means to 

decrease the financial burden felt by developing countries, while developing countries 

are generally expected to function in a financially sustainable way. This can at times 

lead to targets not being met, as several developing countries undergo various 

instances of political instability and corruption, and cannot be financially sustainable 

until the political sphere is stable (Diez, 2-4). 
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Questions to Consider 

1. Considering the selection of Compensatory Mitigation metrics as analogous to 

carbon mitigation metrics, which metrics will work in both being measurable, 

universal, and comprehensive? Which ones will present the same dilemmas 

seen through history as being misleading, inaccurate, or ineffective? Finally, 

which policies are most advantageous for your delegation?  

2. How can data collection and dissemination techniques be improved upon 

through international law? If this were implemented, how would this affect the 

feasibility of certain metrics and their respective burdens on countries tasked 

with measuring them? 

3. Does the principle of CBDR have a place in international politics as developing 

countries have gradually started emitting more carbon? Is the international 

setting appropriate for regulating the prevalence of CBDR when contributor 

countries may want to have control over their contributions (as seen with the 

GCF)? If not, which settings are appropriate? 

 

 

  



 

 19 

 

Works Cited 

 

“About The Adaptation Fund.” Adaptation Fund. Accessed July 25, 2016. 

<https://www.adaptation-fund.org/about/>. 

Aldy, Joseph E., and William A. Pizer. "12 Comparing emission mitigation pledges: 

Metrics and institutions." Towards a Workable and Effective Climate Regime 

(2015): 167. 

Clemecon, Raymond. "The Two Sides of the Paris Climate Agreement." SagePub. University 

of California, Santa Barbara, 01 Mar. 2016. Web. 14 Nov. 2016. 

<http://jed.sagepub.com/content/25/1/3.short?rss=1&ssource=mfr>. 

"Common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR)". Encyclopædia Britannica. 

Encyclopædia Britannica Online. Encyclopædia Britannica Inc., 2016. Web. 17 

Jul. 2016 <https://www.britannica.com/topic/common-but-differentiated-

responsibilities>. 

Diez, Cristina. POLICY BRIEF AND PROPOSALS: COMMON BUT 

DIFFERENTIATED RESPONSIBILITIES. Issue brief. ATD Fourth World, n.d. 

Web. 14 Nov. 2016. 

Ellerman, A. Denny, Henry D. Jacoby, and Annelène Decaux. "The effects on 

developing countries of the Kyoto Protocol and CO� emissions trading." (1998). 

Hovi, Jon, Detlef F. Sprinz, and Guri Bang. "Why the United States did not become a 

party to the Kyoto Protocol: German, Norwegian and US perspectives." European 

Journal of International Relations (2010): 1354066110380964. 



 

 20 

Kumar, Sanjay. “Green Climate Fund Faces Slew of Criticism.” Nature 527, no. 7579 

(November 20, 2015): 419–20. doi:10.1038/nature.2015.18815. 

Magill, Bob. “Germany Is No. 1 in the World for Energy Efficiency; U.S. Ranks Near 

Bottom.” The Weather Channel, July 22, 2014. 

<https://weather.com/science/environment/news/energy-efficiency-ranking-

germany-us-20140722?_escaped_fragment_>. 

McGrath, Matt. "COP21: Ministers in Final Push for Paris Climate Deal." BBC News. BBC, 7 

Dec. 2015. Web. 14 Nov. 2016. <http://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-

35022090>. 

Meyer, Robinson. "The Still Unresolved Questions of the Paris Climate Agreement." The 

Atlantic. Atlantic Media Company, 10 Dec. 2015. Web. 14 Nov. 2016. 

<http://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2015/12/what-does-the-paris-agreement-

say/419577/>. 

Nino, Florencia Soto. “Climate Change.” United Nations Sustainable Development. 

Web. 1 Aug. 2016. <http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/climate-change-

2/>. 

Persson, Asa, and Elise Remling. "Equity and efficiency in adaptation finance: initial 

experiences of the Adaptation Fund." Climate Policy 14.4 (2014): 488-506. 

Ranii, Shelley. “Do Common but Differentiated Responsibilities Belong in the Post-

2015 SDGs?” Center on International Cooperation, March 21, 2014. Web. 

<http://cic.nyu.edu/blog/global-development/do-common-differentiated-

responsibilities-belong-post-2015-sdgs>. 

Spak, Brian. "The success of the Copenhagen accord and the failure of the 

Copenhagen conference." Substantial Research Paper, American University. 



 

 21 

Web. 1 Aug. 2016.  <http://www.American.edu/sis/gep/upload/Brian-Spak-SRP-

Copenhagen-Success-and-Failure. pdf> 

Stone, Christopher D. "Common but Differentiated Responsibilities in International 

Law." The American Journal of International Law 98.2 (2004): 276-301. Web. 

TANGO International in association with the Overseas Development Institute. 2015. 

First Phase Independent Evaluation of the Adaptation Fund. Washington, D.C.: 

World Bank.   

ThinkProgress. "4 Of The Most Controversial Issues At The Paris Climate Talks, Explained." 

ThinkProgress. Center for American Progress, 10 Dec. 2015. Web. 14 Nov. 2016. 

<https://thinkprogress.org/4-of-the-most-controversial-issues-at-the-paris-climate-talks-

explained-2c2b5f0b5c4e#.93thl4av5>. 

Treves, Tullio. "United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea." Choice Reviews 

Online 46.09 (2009): n. pag. United Nations Audiovisual Library of International 

Law. Web. 10 Nov. 2016. 

United Nations Framework Convention for Climate Change The Cancun Agreements: 

Outcome of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative 

Action under the Convention  FCCC/CP/2010/7/Add.1 15 Mar. 2011. Web. 

<http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf>. 

United Nations General Assembly REPORT OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

CONFERENCE ON ENVIRONMENT AND DEVELOPMENT A/CONF.151/26 

(Vol. IV) 28 Sept. 1992. Web. 

<http://www.un.org/documents/ga/conf151/aconf15126-4.htm> 

 


