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IS @ non-governmental protection organisation
operating globally. CAD provides holistic safety and security support to environ-
mental human rights defenders, Indigenous land defenders, climate justice activ-
ists, and wider civil society. CAD led the COP Safety Hub from COP27 to COP30
and initiated this report to make its outcomes publicly available as a resource for
advancing rights, freedoms, and protection in multilateral climate governance.
www.climateactivistdefenders.org

is a research and advocacy
organisation working at the intersection of global climate justice, false solutions,
geopolitics, and human rights. PICS developed the analytical framework and
methodology for this report, led the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the
Safety Hub dataset, and authored the findings and recommendations.
www.palclimateinstitute.org

The COP Safety Hub was founded in 2022 emerging as a collaborative effort
between several organisations, independent risk specialists and youth climate
justice activists initially focusing on the challenges and needs of youth activists
attending the conference. Coordinated by Climate Activist Defenders (CAD),
it provides holistic safety and security support to Indigenous land defenders,
environmental human rights defenders, climate justice activists and wider civil
society attending UNFCCC conferences.

The Safety Hub’s model is built around four phases of support. Before each
conference, it conducts local risk assessments tailored to the host country
context, produces safety guides for participants (available at ycmsafety.org),
delivers online safety briefings, and runs capacity-building programmes for civil
society organisations with limited safety infrastructure. During the conference,
it operates a confidential emergency helpline, provides on-the-ground physical
presence, manages individual cases, and coordinates with relevant actors where
needed. After the conference, it provides follow-up support, documents residual
risk for participants returning to restricted civic space contexts, and contributes
to institutional learning for subsequent events.

The Safety Hub is staffed by holistic security professionals and operates on
principles of confidentiality, solidarity, and care. It functions independently
of any governmental or inter-governmental institutions and does not operate
under the UNFCCC Secretariat and receives no institutional support from the
conference process it serves.

Between COP27 and COP30, the Safety Hub documented 216 cases across
five conference cycles. The Palestinian Institute for Climate Strategy (PICS) led
the systematic analysis of that data, developing the codebook and analytical
framework jointly with CAD that structure the findings in this report. This report
is the first public analysis of the Safety Hub dataset and provides a structured
evidence base for understanding the risks, barriers, and protection challenges
experienced by civil society actors participating in UNFCCC processes. The
report seeks to advance discussions on civic space, participation rights, and
the enabling conditions necessary for meaningful engagement in multilateral
climate governance.
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01 EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

PUH Vﬁ\ ‘ .

Over four years and five United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) conferences, the Safety Hub — documented 216 cases of climate ad-
vocates and environmental defenders facing security incidents, safety breaches,
and participation barriers at or around COP (Conference of the Parties) and SB
(Subsidiary Bodies meetings) venues: COP27 in Sharm el-Sheikh, COP28 in Dubai,
COP29 in Baku, SB62 in Bonn, and COP30 in Belém.

[1]

TABLE [1] TOTAL CASES ANALYSED 216
KEY FIGURES ACROSS COP27, COP28,
AT A GLANCE: COP29, SB62, AND COP30

SECURITY INCIDENTS 122 (56%)
DOCUMENTED (TYPE A)

OF WHICH: PREPARED- 94 (44%)
NESS AND ADVISORY
REQUESTS DOCUMENTED

(TYPE B-D)

CONFERENCE CYCLES 5
COVERED

RECOMMENDATIONS DIRECTED 21

ACROSS 5 INSTITUTIONS

This report, produced jointly by PICS and
CAD, is the first systematic public anal-
ysis of that record.
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The report finds that the risks documented here are not isolated incidents but reflect systemic
governance gaps and institutional failures within the UNFCCC process. These failures not only
undermine the protection of civil society participants, but in some cases actively place them at risk,
despite civil society being widely recognised as crucial to the process itself. Drawing on incident data,
practitioner testimony and first-hand accounts from affected activists, the report demonstrates how
these failures operate across borders, regardless of the conference location, venue arrangements,
security systems, or institutional procedures.

Each of the 216 cases is an instance in which civil society had to divert time, resources, and
capacity from climate advocacy to crisis response. The cost of operating in an environment that does
not protect the people is the loss of strategic and directed advocacy to change the very conditions
that have caused climate change.

with
44 documented incidents recorded across
COP27, COP28, COP29, SB62 in Bonn, and
COP30. These incidents occurred across con-
ference spaces, including within the Blue Zone,
and were documented at every conference
cycle. Perpetrators include host-state security
actors, UN Department of Safety and Security
(UNDSS) officers, and government delegation
members with government representatives
accounting for a significant proportion of in-
cidents that are often overlooked in analyses
focused solely on host-country restrictions.

— the use of
visa systems, travel bans, and entry con-
trols to prevent activists from reaching the
conference location —

of exclusion
identified in the dataset, with 42 documented
occurrences across COP27-COP30. The
findings suggest that mobility and migration
infrastructures are increasingly being used
as tools to regulate access to international
climate governance spaces and shape who
is able to participate in negotiations.

All case data was collected and analysed under
rigorous confidentiality and consent protocols.
ldentifying details have been anonymised or with-
held to protect individuals. This report’s quanti-
tative analysis focuses on the 122 Type A cases.
The full 216-case dataset is referenced where it
illustrates broader patterns of anticipatory risk,
self-censorship, and barriers to participation.

when UNDSS personnel and
UNFCCC Secretariat staff are combined,
actors operating within the UN system
account for 34 occurrences. This is com-
parable to host-state actors as a whole
(host-state security forces and govern-
ment officials combined, 39 occurrences,
32 percent) and exceeds any single host-
state code on its own. It challenges the
assumption that civic-space restrictions
originate solely from host governments
and underscores the need for account-
ability within UN governance structures.

were among the most
consistently targeted forms of expression
in the dataset, appearing across all con-
ference cycles on freedom of expression,
peaceful assembly, and political advocacy.

Process to strengthen observer
engagement in the UNFCCC, 25 May 2022,
Briefing notes
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PROTECTING CIVIC SPACE

This includes debadging, harassment by
government delegations, and censorship
of specific terms and symbols.

Several cases
were documented across multiple confer-
ence cycles, extending harm well beyond
the venue perimeter, including border de-
tention on return, secondary screening at
airports, passport confiscation, surveil-
lance by home-country authorities, and
travel bans affecting subsequent confer-
ence participation.

While the UNFCCC has codes of
conduct and event-based reporting channels
for certain forms of harassment, the analysis
shows the absence of an independent, com-
prehensive, participant-centred accountability
mechanism capable of addressing the wider
range of civic-space harms documented in
this report, including surveillance, arbitrary
or unjustified debadging, border obstruction,

and post-conference reprisals. The reprisals
policy is not publicly available, leaving open
questions around the effectiveness and con-
fidentiality of any reported incidents. UNDSS
operates without formal civil society oversight,
while Host Country Agreements are not public-
ly available for civil society to be aware of the
responsibility of the host country and contain
no enforceable civic-space or human-rights
safeguards. The UNFCCC Secretariat also
does not systematically document, publish,
or analyse data on safety incidents affecting
civil society participants.

This report puts forward recommendations addressed to at least six audiences: the UNFCCC
Secretariat, previous and future host governments, Parties to the UNFCCC, UNDSS, civil society
organisations, and philanthropic actors. establish a transparent,
accessible and comprehensive civil society safety mechanism within the UNFCCC framework based
on civil society and Indigenous Peoples consultation and inputs second, and begin systematic
collection and publication of participant safety data.

ensure that Host Country Agreements include enforceable
participant-protection provisions, and commit explicitly to freedom of expression and assembly for
all persons in the conference vicinity. embed collective duty of care into conference
organising, including pre-conference safety protocols and post-conference wellbeing support,
particularly for delegations from restricted civic space contexts. provide multi-year core
funding for civil society safety infrastructure rather than conference-cycle grants. Full recommenda-
tions are set out in Section 13.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the first UNFCCC Conference of Parties (COP) in 1995, the UNFCCC
and international climate diplomacy have been strengthened and publicly legiti-

Civil society groups, including movements,
NGOs, children, youth, farmers, workers,
women, gender-diverse people, and Indigenous
Peoples, are crucial actors in increasing the
political ambition of multilateral climate nego-
tiations, particularly those who bear the brunt
of climate collapse and interconnected crises.
Through years of involvement in socio-envi-
ronmental movements and safety response,
the Safety Hub has witnessed the systematic
occurrence of incidents that endanger climate
advocacy by putting climate defenders at risk.

A portion of the increase in documented
incidents reflects the Safety Hub’s growing reach
and the trust it has built over five conference
cycles — meaning more incidents are being re-
ported, not necessarily that more are occurring.
Both effects are likely real. Host country selec-
tion has brought climate negotiations repeatedly
to jurisdictions where freedom of expression,
assembly, and association are systematical-
ly restricted. Notably, the report finds similar
patterns in host countries rated higher on civic
space indices. The data indicates that security
architectures designed for high-level diplomatic
gatherings have been applied to civil society
spaces in ways that are disproportionate, dis-
criminatory, and in documented cases, target-
ed. The UNFCCC Secretariat lacks systematic
mechanisms to receive, investigate, or act on
complaints from civil society participants who
face harm. In some cases, the UNFCCC has

mised by civil society participation. Observers,
NGO delegates, Indigenous Peoples’,\Y2) youth
activists, and frontline community advocates
have attended COPs and other UNFCCC
meetings in growing delegations, providing
expertise, bearing witness, and holding govern-
ments to account.

perpetuated mechanisms that result in harm.
While the UN system maintains a reprisals mech-
anism for cases where individuals face harm for
engaging with UN processes, this mechanism
does not cover the full range of incidents doc-
umented here — in particular, those involving
UNDSS conduct, host-country restrictions, or
non-host government delegation activity.

The authors of this report acknowledge
Indigenous Peoples as more than civil society.
The report and analysis is based on the UNFCCC
framework under which Indigenous Peoples are not
institutionally recognised as rights holders but
part of civil society constituencies. When re-
ferring to civil society under the UNFCCC this
includes Indigenous Peoples.
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The host-country pattern is not the sole struc-
tural finding: incidents documented at Bonn
(Germany, rated ‘Narrowed’ by CIVICUS at the
time of the conference) and in Belém (Brazil,
rated Obstructed) demonstrate that civic space
restrictions are not reducible to the selection
of more restrictive host states. They are em-
bedded in the UNFCCC’s own governance and
safeguarding architecture.

During COP3Q0, civil society actors across dif-
ferent regions and contexts faced significant re-
strictions on civic space, shaped by heightened
securitisation measures and the deployment
of law enforcement by the host government
as well as UNDSS personnel surrounding the
conference venue. These restrictions dispro
portionately affected local and regional civil
society: local Brazilian activists and Amazonian
Indigenous groups encountered a markedly more
restrictive enforcement environment than many
internationally accredited delegations. In com
parison, pre-conference requests decreased
for COP30, which corresponds to a lesser risk
perception of the host country environment.

UNFCCC Executive Secretary
Simon Stiell (2025). Letter to
the COP30 Presidency (EC-2025-
263), November 2025.

CIVICUS Monitor (monitor.
civicus.org), a global civil
society monitoring project that
rates civic space conditions
worldwide on a fdve-point scale
from Open to Closed. Germa-
ny was rated ‘Narrowed’ at the
time of SB62 (June 2025) and
subsequently downgraded to ‘Ob-
structed’ in 2025.

These developments raised serious con-
cerns regarding equitable participation and pro-
tection within climate multilateral processes and
contributed to the compilation of this report.
Safeguarding civil society participation in mul-
tilateral spaces remains essential to ensuring
that the most affected communities have a
meaningful voice in decisions that determine
their futures.

This report examines patterns of system-
atic exclusion and harassment experienced by
civil society groups. It is addressed to multiple
audiences: UNFCCC Secretariat officials re-
sponsible for observer engagement and con-
ference logistics; state parties negotiating or
considering Host Country Agreements; civil
society organisations supporting the safety
of their delegations; and philanthropic actors
supporting civil society participation in climate
governance. It serves as a tool for the move-
ment and impacted communities, to defend their
presence in a process that determines their very
existence and future.
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03 METHODOLOGY

The primary data source is the Safety Hub case
management database. Cases are document-
ed through three channels: direct intake from
activists facing security incidents, and NGO
staff members who reach out to the Safety
Hub team on-site; referrals from organisations
whose members have experienced incidents;
and proactive outreach by trained Safety Hub
members who witness or become aware of

incidents. Each case record captures the con- |

ference context, the nature of the incident or
safety support needed, the participant’s profile
(gender, nationality, constituency, historically
marginalised background), the actors involved,
the timeline, and the incident response provided.

For this analysis, the dataset was cleaned and
standardised to produce a final analytical set
of 216 cases across five conference cycles -
COP27, COP28, SB62, COP29, and COP30.
Cases from non-UNFCCC contexts were

excluded.

Zol "

All case data was collected through the Safety Hub case management
system under a consent-based framework. Participants who sought support
were informed that anonymised data might be used for research and advocacy
purposes. Cases are de-identified in this report; no names, locations, or details
that could identify individuals are published without explicit consent. Interview
participants were given the opportunity to review relevant sections of the report

prior to publication.

For this analysis, the dataset was cleaned and standardised to produce
a final analytical set of 216 cases across five conference cycles — COP27,
COP28, SB62, COP29, and COP30. Cases from non-UNFCCC contexts were

excluded.

The dataset records incident type, actor, severity, and mechanism, but
does not disaggregate the type of response provided. Safety Hub interventions
frequently extend beyond incident documentation to include psychosocial
support, legal referrals, emergency documentation, digital security assistance,
and in some cases physical relocation support. This dimension of CAD’s work
is not captured in the quantitative analysis and should be read alongside the

qualitative testimony throughout this report.

From COP27 to COP29, the Safety Hub was established with the technical
support of the Climate Emergency Collaboration Group (CECG). For COP30,
the project was resourced through CAD’s internal budget.
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The quantitative analysis is supplemented by fifteen semi-structured expert interviews conducted
in April and May 2026. Interviewees were selected through purposive sampling to include civil
society participants with direct, multi-year experience across the COP cycles covered by the
dataset. Subjects represent a range of roles — constituency coordination, frontline activism, and
NGO-embedded advocacy — and span different geographic and identity positions within the
UNFCCC civil society community. The sample includes representatives from CAN International
Secretariat, the Centre for International Environmental Law (CIEL), the Human Rights and Climate
Change Working Group (HRCC), and independent climate defenders with direct experience of
the incidents documented in this report.

Interviews were conducted by members of the PICS and CAD research team via secure
recorded video call. All interviewees were informed of the research purpose and the report’s
intended use, and were offered the choice to be named, identified by first name only, or remain
anonymous. Direct quotations are used only where the subject has given informed consent;
testimonies from interviewees who chose anonymisation are paraphrased, with no identifying
detail beyond basic role description retained. Interview findings are integrated throughout Sections
5 to 12 where they corroborate, contextualise, or extend the quantitative data.

Cases are classified into four types according to the nature of
the report and the primary need it presents:

TYPE A - SECURITY DIRECT OR CREDIBLE SECURITY THREAT, HARM, OR RIGHTS VIOLATION 122 57%

INCIDENT AGAINST A CIVIL SOCIETY PARTICIPANT FROM A HOLISTIC

PERSPECTIVE.
TYPE B - PREVENTATIVE PROACTIVE REQUEST FOR SAFETY ADVICE, RISK ASSESSMENT, OR 50 23%
RISK DETECTION CONTINGENCY PLANNING SUPPORT BEFORE OR DURING A CONFERENCE.
TYPE C - LOGISTICAL/ PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY WITHOUT A DIRECT, IDENTIFIABLE SECURITY 37 17%
WELFAR TRIGGER — LOST DOCUMENTS, WELFARE CONCERNS, LOGISTICS

SUPPORT. CASES IN THIS CATEGORY MAY STILL ARISE WITHIN
A BROADER CONFERENCE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT.

TYPE D - HUB OPERATIONAL RECORD OF SAFETY HUB ACTIVITY — COORDINATION 7 3%
PROGRAMMATIC MEETINGS, INTERNAL PROTOCOLS, PARTNER COMMUNICATIONS -

RATHER THAN AN INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANT CASE. INCLUDED IN

THE TOTAL DATASET COUNT FOR COMPLETENESS BUT EXCLUDED FROM

ALL ANALYTICAL FINDINGS

The table shows the classification of all 216 analysed cases. More than half of all
recorded cases are confirmed security incidents (Type A), while nearly one quarter
are preventative risk detection (Type B). The volume of Type B cases suggests
a growing awareness of the risks associated with attending UNFCCC confer-
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ences among civil society networks. %Y
This pattern was most pronounced .,
ahead of COP28 and COP29, where
the Safety Hub received a higher volume 100
of pre-conference requests.
80
An overview of the distribution of case
types across the conference can be oo
found in the Annex Figure 1. 40
20
0

TYPE A

TYPE B TYPE C TYPE D

FIG [1] CASE TYPE DISTRIBUTION, FULL DATASET (N=216)
MORE THAN HALF OF ALL CASES ARE CONFIRMED SECURITY
INCIDENTS; NEARLY A QUARTER ARE PREPAREDNESS REQUESTS.

3.4 Coding Framework

Type A security incidents were coded across three dimensions. The coding was developed inductively
from the dataset and applied by a single analyst with a review pass for consistency. Codes are
not mutually exclusive: cases may carry a primary and secondary code, reflecting the compound
nature of harm in this dataset.

TYPE INCIDENT TYPE OCCURR- % OF PRESENT AT
ENCES TYPE A
INC-HARAS HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION 44 36% ALL 5
CONFERENCES
INC-SURV SURVEILLANCE AND MONITORING 30 25% ALL 5
CONFERENCES
INC-TRAVEL TRAVEL RESTRICTION / 18 15% copP28, 29, 30,
BORDER DENTAL SB62
INC-ACCESS ACCESS DENIAL / DEBADGING 10 8% CcopP27, 28, 29,
30
INC-REPRISAL POST-CONFERENCE REPRISAL 10 8% ALL 5
CONFERENCES
INC- RESTRICT-  SPEECH RESTRICTION 9 % coP28, 29
SPEECH
INC- PROPERTY PROPERTY INCIDENT 7 6% copP27, 28, 29
(CONFISCATION, DAMAGE) 30
INC-DIGITAL DIGITAL SECURITY INCIDENT 7 6% copP27, 28, 29
INC- VIOLENCE PHYSICAL VIOLENCE 7 6% COP28, COP30
INC- RESTRICT-  ASSEMBLY RESTRICTION 5 4% COP30 ONLY
ASSEMBLY TABLE [3]
" INCIDENT TYPE
INC-GBV GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE 2 2% COP29, COP30 CODES (TYPE A
“CASES, N=122)
INC-CSO CIVIL SOCIETY/ WELLBEING INCIDENT 8 % COP29, COP30
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Note: occurrences exceed 122
because cases may carry two or more codes.

(e}
(¢}
~
o
~
[¢)}
N
[}
\)
[6)]
%)
(=}

OCCURRENCES 35 40

HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION

SURVEILLANCE AND MONITORING

TRAVEL RESTRICTION / BORDER DENIAL

~
(¢4}

ACCESS DENIAL / DEBADGING

POST-CONFERENCE REPRISAL

SPEECH RESTRICTION

PROPERTY INCIDENT (CONFISCATION, DAMAGE)

DIGITAL SECURITY INCIDENT

PHYSICAL VIOLENCE

ASSEMBLY RESTRICTION

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

L]

FIG [2] INCIDENT TYPE FREQUEN-
CY, TYPE A CASES (N=122)

CODE ACTOR CATEGORY OCCURR- % OF  KEY CONFERENCES
ENCES TYPE A

ACT-HOST- HOST-STATE SECURITY FORCES 22 18%  ACROSS ALL

SECURITY

ACT-GOV-DELEG GOVERNMENT DELEGATIONS (NON-HOST) 17 14% CcopP27, 28, 29

PAKISTAN, EGYPT, ISRAEL, GERMANY,
AZERBATJAN, INDONESIA (AMONG OTHERS)

ACT- UNKNOWN UNKNOWN / UNIDENTIFIED ACTORS 14 11%  ACROSS ALL
ACT-HOST- GOV HOST-STATE GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 17 14% CcopP28, 29, 30 |
ACT-UNDSS UNDSS (UNITED NATIONS DEPARTMENT 16 13% CcopP28, 30, 8862.
FOR SAFETY AND SECURITY)

ACT-UNFCCC UNFCCC SECRETARIAT 18 15% CoP28, 29, 30 |
ACT-CSO CIVIL SOCIETY / OTHER NGO 24 20% copP28, 30 |
ACT-MEDIA MEDIA 6 5% cop27, 28
ACT-LOCAL- LOCAL SOCIETY / PRIVATE SECTOR 7 6% CcopP27, 29
SOCIETY
ACT-HOME-GOV HOME-COUNTRY GOVERNMENT 4 3% COP27, SB62
ACT- STRUCTURAL STRUCTURAL / SYSTEMIC 11 9% COP29

- UN INSTITUTIONAL 34 28% COP28-COP30

(UNFCCC + UNDSS COMBINED)

TABLE [4]  ACTOR TYPE CODES
(TYPE A CASES, N=122 - ALL 11 CODES)
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Note: UNDSS carries the highest mean sever-
ity score of any actor category in the dataset.
The UNDSS + UNFCCC Secretariat combined
figure (28 percent) reflects the interconnected
operational and institutional responsibilities of
UNDSS and the UNFCCC Secretariat within the
broader UN conference governance framework.

Additional Coding Dimensions

12

Each case was also coded for temporal location (pre-conference, during, or
post-conference). Type A cases were additionally coded for severity on a 1-5
scale. UNDSS carries the highest mean severity score of any actor category
in the dataset — a finding that bears on the accountability analysis in Section
7.2. Coding confidence (high/medium/low) is recorded in the dataset but not

analysed further in the body of this report.

OCCURRENCES

45

HOST-STATE

UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM*

CIVIL SOCIETY/ OTHER NGO

GOVERNMENT DELEGATIONS (NON-HOST)

UNKNOWN/ UNIDENTIFIED ACTORS

STRUCTURAL/ SYSTEMIC

LOCAL SOCIETY/ PRIVATE SECTOR

MEDIA

HOME-COUNTRY GOVERNMENT

*UN SYSTEM: 34 OCCURENCES
(28% OF TYPE A) - THE
SECOND LARGEST ACTOR GROUP

**UNITED NATIONS DEPARTMENT
OF SAFETY AND SECURITY

FIG [3] ACTOR CATEGORY FREQUENCY,
TYPE A CASES (N=122)
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3.5 Analytical Approach

This report adopts a mixed-methods approach, combining incident-based
documentation with qualitative research and desk-based secondary
analysis.

The quantitative component draws on the Safety Hub case
management database, populated through the three intake channels
described in Section 2.1. Cases are documented using a structured
incident reporting format and coded inductively across the dimensions
set out in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. Data collection, safeguarding, and
consent protocols are described in Section 2.1. The qualitative compo-
nent comprises the fifteen semi-structured expert interviews described
in Section 2.2.

The contextual analysis in Section 4 draws
on desk research and document analysis, includ- |
ing CIVICUS Monitor ratings, UNFCCC proce- 4
dural documents, Host Country Agreements, )
media monitoring, and open-source reporting £
on conference-related incidents. ‘

The analysis combines quantitative [
mapping of incident frequencies, actor i
distributions, and participant profiles with qual-
itative interpretation of case descriptions and
practitioner testimony. Cross-conference com-
parisons are treated with caution given variation \
in Safety Hub capacity across cycles; relative patterns and qualitative
shifts are more analytically significant than raw counts. The dataset’s
growth from COP27 (21 cases) to COP30 (97 cases) reflects both a
genuine increase in documented incidents and the deepening reach and
trust of the Safety Hub — more activists now know the support exists
and feel safe reporting to it.

Interview findings are integrated throughout Sections 5 to 12 where they corroborate,
contextualise, or extend the quantitative data.

3.6 Limitations

The dataset reflects cases that reached the
Safety Hub - not a census of all safety incidents
at UNFCCC conferences. Under-reporting is
structural: activists facing transnational reprisal
may not report because doing so compounds
their risk; survivors of gender-based violence
face stigma; those with no knowledge that the
Safety Hub exists cannot report to it. COP30’s

97 cases are as much a measure of what an
adequately resourced Safety Hub can document
as they are a measure of incident frequency.
Cross-conference comparisons of raw counts
should be treated as indicative rather than
definitive.



SAFETY HUB PROTECTING CIVIC SPACE 14

04 THE UNFCCC
CONFERENCE
L ANDSCAPE

The five conference cycles covered by this dataset span a period of growing
ambition and growing contestation in international climate politics. Each took
place in a distinct geopolitical and civic space context.

copP27 SHARM EL- SHEIKH, EGYPT NOV 2022 CLOSED 21

Ccop28 DUBAI, UAE NOV-DEC 2023 CLOSED 39
COP29 BAKU, AZERBATIJAN NOV 2024 CLOSED 41
ééééwmwuHébNN;.éééMAN;WWHHHH.HHH.HJuﬁméaééuHH.HHHNAéééwésmuuu.uuu.uiémmwm
COP30 BELEM, BRAZIL NOV 2025 OBSTRUCTED 97 |

Three of the five conferences covered in this report were held in countries rated ‘Closed’ by
the CIVICUS Monitor - the most restrictive category in the global civic space index. Bonn offered
a different risk profile: an apparent democratic host-state setting with stronger rule-of-law protec-
tions and an established civil society tradition than the other conferences in this dataset. Germany
was rated ‘Narrowed’ by CIVICUS at the time of SB62, which is a significant downgrade from its
long-standing ‘Open’ status following the criminalisation of Palestine solidarity activism in 2022-2023.
It has since been further downgraded to ‘Obstructed’ (2025), the third most restrictive category.

COP27 was held in a purpose-built resort complex under Egyptian
security architecture. Egypt governs under emergency law and is rated
‘Closed’ by the CIVICUS Monitor. Civil society organisations raised
pre-conference concerns about visa restrictions, surveillance risk, and
freedom of assembly before the conference began.
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The Safety Hub deployed for its first full conference cycle, re-
cording 21 cases. The venue’s physical configuration - remote, enclosed,
with minimal public space outside the conference perimeter - made
surveillance ambient and pervasive. The 21-case total reflects the limits
of the Safety Hub’s initial deployment as much as the limits of harm.
COP27 cases were concentrated in the ‘during’ phase: on-site incidents
dominated.

COP28 drew the largest civil society registration in COP history - into
a country where expression critical of the government and government
owned companies is criminalised, LGBTQIA+ individuals are criminalised
and accredited participants who held a refugee document or stateless
passport were not allowed to enter the country.

For LGBTQIA+ participants in particular, the UAE’s criminalisation
of same-sex relationships and limitations in gender expression presented
a direct threat that the UNFCCC'’s accreditation framework did not ac-
knowledge or address. For participants with refugee or stateless status,
the UAE presented an additional barrier: the country does not recognise
the 1951 Refugee Convention or its 1967 Protocol, meaning refugees
holding UNHCR-issued travel documents had no legal pathway to enter,
an exclusion that the UNFCCC’s accreditation process did not account
for. The Safety Hub documented 39 cases, with a distinct concentration
of access restriction and speech suppression. Palestine solidarity ex-
pression - keffiyehs, armbands, pins, verbal statements - became a focal
point of enforcement, with multiple cases of activists being approached,
questioned, and in some instances removed from the venue. This oc-
curred in the context of the escalation of the genocide in Gaza. COP28
is examined in detail as a critical case study in Section 8.

Azerbaijan presents one of the most restricted civil society environments
of any UNFCCC host country in the dataset period. Based on reports
by several international human rights organisations. The government has
systematically suppressed domestic civil society, imprisoned political
opponents, and curtailed press freedom.

The Safety Hub documented 41 cases, including travel restriction,
harassment of activists with family ties to Azerbaijan, systematic and
overt surveillance of protesters inside the Blue Zone, and accreditation
irregularities. Several civil society organisations chose not to attend,
citing perceived risk - a deterrence effect not captured in the dataset
but widely reported by practitioners. Participation of civil society with
Armenian passports was impossible due to Azerbaijan’s restrictive
policies.

a
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Bonn offered a nominally different risk profile from the preceding con-
ferences. Germany’s civic space rating of ‘Narrowed’ at the time of SB62
— and its subsequent downgrade to ‘Obstructed” — reflects a documented
pattern of repression of Palestine solidarity activism that predates the
conference. The criminalisation of protest, bans on demonstrations, and
surveillance of Palestinian diaspora communities establish a baseline that
is distinct from Germany’s formal rule-of-law institutions. The Safety
Hub documented 18 cases, consistent with lower participant numbers
at subsidiary body sessions. Nevertheless, Bonn produced surveillance
incidents and digital security cases. The five SB62 Palestine-solidarity
preventative risk detection requests — all centred on the legality of
protest under German law — illustrate how a formally permissive legal
context can generate its own specific forms of activist anxiety..

The Bonn Climate Camp, an annual gathering of climate activists
held parallel to the conference, was an active site of organising during
SB62 and several Safety Hub incidents are connected to activities at
or around the Camp. The Camp itself faced restrictions during SB62,
including limitations on protest formats and, in some documented in-
stances, restrictions on language use.

Moreover, six weeks before SB62 opened, German police forcibly
shut down the Palestine Congress in Berlin, arresting speakers, banning
entry to international participants, and deploying hundreds of officers
against a lawful political gathering. The crackdown was part of a
broader pattern of criminalising Palestine solidarity activism in Germany
that had intensified since October 2023, including bans on demonstra-
tions, criminal charges for the use of terms like ‘intifada,” and monitoring
of Palestinian diaspora communities.

While Brazil's formal democratic setting differs from Egypt, the UAE, and
Azerbaijan, this did not amount to an unrestricted civic-space baseline.
The COP30 cases point instead to a complex and contested environment

marked by significant securitisation of the conference venue, restric- ! i

tions on local civil society access, and the militarised response to the
Indigenous-led protest in the first days of the conference. Brazil has
consistently ranked among the world’s top five deadliest countries for
land and environmental defenders for over five consecutive years.
While legal frameworks for civic space exist, inconsistent enforcement
allows police brutality against marginalised groups and corporate profiling
leading to criminalisation and murder to persist. Brazil maintains varying
levels of armed forces, some of which are legacies of the military dictatorship.

During COP30, participants noted an unprecedented military
presence, which aligned with the UNFCCC Secretariat requirements
to manage civic space. Furthermore, the conference exposed uncer-
tainties within the Host Country Agreement regarding safety jurisdic-
tion in between local and UN security personnel. The data suggests
these ambiguities contributed to the sudden shutdown of civil society
demonstrations on multiple occasions.
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05 PAT TERNS
OF RISK

The 216 cases documented across COP27 to COP30 reveal a consistent,
cross-conference pattern of risk for civil society actors in UNFCCC processes.
These are reported cases, not a representative sample — they do not allow
prevalence claims, but a characterisation of the kinds of risks that arise, who
bears them, and where they concentrate. The analysis in this section is grounded
primarily in the 122 Type A security incidents.

and 7 Hub programmatic
records (Type D, 3 percent)

37 logistical and
welfare cases (Type C)

The remaining 94 cases
are themselves analyt-
ically signifdicant: 50
preventative risk sup-
port request (Type B)

are classified as
confirmed security
incidents (Type A)

A dataset in which nearly one in four contacts
involves someone seeking preventative advice
rather than reporting an incident signals a par-
ticipation environment experienced as inherently
risky — a condition that precedes and shapes
what activists decide to say and do at the con-
ference itself.

The distribution across conference cycles
Is uneven and must be treated with caution.
COP30 accounts for 97 cases (45 percent of

the total dataset), against 21 at COP27. This
does not straightforwardly indicate COP30 was
more dangerous. The Safety Hub grew from one
staff member at COP27 to three at COP30,
with substantially broader civil society networks.
Raw case counts are not directly comparable
across years. The more defensible reading is
that COP30 represents what a better-resourced
Safety Hub can document, while COP27 is a
partial record from a smaller, less-networked
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deployment. COP30’s expanded civil society organising
outside the official venue also broadened the scope of
support cases: previously, Safety Hub efforts focused
on the Blue Zone, due to stricter external restrictions
on civic space at prior host countries.

5.2 Incident Types: What Happened

Peaceful assembly and protest are protected civic activities and a
long-standing, recognised part of UNFCCC participation; treating them
as security events, rather than as expression to be facilitated, is itself
the shift this report documents.

Across 122 Type A incidents, several risk types predominate.
Incidents were coded using 11 categories derived inductively from the
data. Thirty-six cases (30 percent) carried two or more co-occurring
incident codes, reflecting the compound nature of harm in this dataset.

Harassment and intimidation is the most prevalent incident type
by a substantial margin, present at every conference and coded in 44
cases (36 percent of Type A incidents). It takes multiple forms: verbal
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confrontation at pavilions and plenaries, hostile photography intended
to identify or intimidate, systematic following by security personnel, and
online abuse following high-profile advocacy.

Surveillance and monitoring is the second most prevalent type,
coded in 30 cases (25 percent of Type A incidents), present across alll
five conferences. Its character changed substantially across the dataset.
At COP27 it appeared primarily as individual incidents. At COP29 it
became systematic and overt: 13 of the 30 coded surveillance cases
describe the same operational pattern across consecutive days, with
security personnel photographing activists during protests inside the
Blue Zone, in some cases photographing identification documents.
Activists describe choosing not to participate in advocacy actions or
leaving spaces when security cameras were directed at them. Under
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the UNFCCC, advocacy actions are an
alternative method for communicat-
ing civil society demands, being COPs
and SBs the only UN conference where
demonstrations are allowed as a way of
advocacy within the code of conduct.
This has allowed increased possibilities
for advocacy when the conferences
have been hosted under jurisdictions
with no right to peaceful assembly.

A Latin American activist interviewed for this
report described the experience at COP28: activists
from her organisation working on Palestine solidarity
found themselves unable to communicate normally
inside the venue. “At some points it has been such the
case that we could not mention things in the way that
they were. We had to be speaking in terms of choco-
lates and pies, just because we didn’t know how the
surveillance was in the corridors.” She also described
witnessing a woman who appeared at one of their inter-
nal meetings with accreditation from one organisation,
then the next day with a different accreditation photo-
graphing people inside the space. The surveillance, the
self-censorship it produced, and the uncertainty about
who was watching combined into a single operational
condition that shaped every conversation and decision
inside the venue.

Travel restriction and border denial was recorded in 18 cases (15 percent), present
at COP28, SB62, COP29, and COP30. It is the most geographically distributed risk
type — occurring in the activist's home country, in transit states, or in the host country,
before, during, or after the conference. Three of the five highest-severity cases involv-
ing this code resulted in activists being unable to return home or being held at borders
without legal recourse.

Post-conference reprisal was coded in 10 cases (8 percent), present across
all five conferences — a finding that underscores that documented harm extends well
beyond the conference perimeter. Access denial and debadging was coded in 10 cases
(8 percent), present at COP27, COP28, COP29, and COP30. Speech restriction ap-
peared in 9 cases (7 percent), concentrated at COP28 and COP29.

Physical violence was coded in 7 cases (6 percent). Six of the seven cases are
at COP30; one is at COP28 (severity 3, during-conference). Of the six COP30 violence
cases, three are severity 4, making physical violence the incident type with the highest
concentration of high-severity cases at a single conference. Assembly restriction was
coded in 5 cases (4 percent), all at COP30. Gender-based violence was coded in 2
cases (2 percent), at COP29 and COP30.
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The actor analysis establishes that the risks documented are not exclusively a function of host-state
authoritarianism — they emerge from a multi-layered governance architecture in which the UNFCCC'’s
own institutional structures play a consistent and documented role.

Host-state security forces are the second most frequently identified named actor category, coded in
22 cases (18 percent of Type A incidents), driven particularly by the COP29 and COP30 data. But
the more striking finding concerns the UN system: when UNFCCC Secretariat and UNDSS codes are
combined, UN institutional actors appear in 34 cases (28 percent of Type A incidents), placing the UN
system on par with host-state actors as a whole (host-state security and government combined, 39
occurrences, 32 percent) and ahead of any single host-state code. The analytically significant point is
not which grouping ranks first, but that the UN’s own institutions are implicated at a scale comparable
to host states, a pattern largely invisible in analyses focused only on host-country governance.

UNDSS alone carries the highest mean severity score among all named actor categories (mean
3.31, n=16), and the UNFCCC Secretariat the third highest (mean 3.11, n=18). Home-country gov-
ernments, while less frequent (4 cases, 3 percent), carry the highest mean severity of all (mean 4.00),
reflecting cases where home-state action against returning activists produces the most severe long-
term harm.

Dylan Hamilton, a Scottish activist who has attended COPs
since COP25, described the structural position of UNDSS in
terms that illuminate why no individual encounter is truly sepa-
rable from the system behind it:

The point about collective
punishment refers to the UNFCCC'’s accreditation structure,
under which an activist’s debadging can extend consequences
to the entire organisation that nominated them. Hamilton noted
that the uncertainty about whether UNDSS personnel acted on
instruction or individual initiative made accountability harder to
locate, not easier:

Government delegations from non-host countries appear in 17 cases (14 percent),
a pattern largely invisible in existing analyses, which focus on host-country gover-
nance. The data shows that delegations can and do use COP spaces to monitor,
photograph, and intimidate their own nationals. Several of the most serious COP27
cases — activists receiving threatening messages on return, facing difficulties
at home-country borders — are coded against government delegations, not the
host state. This raises significant concerns about long-term profiling and targeting
extending beyond the conference.

Incidents within civil society organisations, such as delegation organisers
and individual activists, also become apparent in the data set. Most of these
incidents revolve around duty of care failure of delegation organisers, missing
resources and interpersonal conflict between civil society members.
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The distribution of harm in this dataset follows identifiable patterns of structural vulnerability.

RACIALISED PEOPLES ACROSS INCIDENT TYPES; DISPROPORTIONATELY 53 (43%)
REPRESENTED IN HIGH-SEVERITY CASES

INDIGENOUS PEOPLES ACCESS DENIAL, TRAVEL RESTRICTION, 27 (22%)
HARASSMENT WITH CULTURAL SUPPRESSION
DIMENSION, PHYSICAL VIOLENCE

GLOBAL SOUTH / POST-CONFERENCE REPRISALS, HOME-COUNTRY 65 (53%)

CLIMATE-AFFECTED SURVEILLANCE, LIMITED CONSULAR PROTECTION

REGIONS (CONTINENT PROXY)

REFUGEES / ALL TYPE A, ALL SEVERITY 3 OR ABOVE; NO 5 (4%)

STATELESS PERSONS STATE TO ADVOCATE; NO CONSULAR PROTECTION

WOMEN AND GENDER ALL TYPE A, 36 OF THESE CASES RANK SEVERITY 61 (50%)

DIVERSE PEOPLE

3 OR ABOVE; HEIGHTENED VULNERABILITY

27 of 122 Type A incidents (22 percent) involve Indigenous
peoples or groups, making them the most disproportionately represented marginalised
identity category in the dataset. The Mesoamerican Caravan at COP30 — denied
crossing at Nicaragua and Honduras (two separate Type A incidents), with several
Caravan participants subsequently facing harassment, surveillance, and property
confiscation on arrival — is the dataset’s sharpest concentration of compounded
risk. Two cases document the same individual debadged at COP28 and denied
reaccreditation at COP30: a two-conference targeting pattern that illustrates how
exclusion accumulates across cycles.

51 Type A cases (42 percent) involve par-
ticipants from Africa, the Americas outside
North America, and Asia. The pattern of post-
conference reprisals, threatening messages,
home-border difficulties, employment conse-
quences, is concentrated among participants from
regions with restricted civic space and is almost
entirely absent from European or North American
participant profiles.

10 cases across the full
dataset involve LGBTQIA+ participants: two are
Type A security incidents (2 percent of Type A), six
are Type B preparedness requests, and two are

Categories are not mutually exclusive; an indi-
vidual may be counted in more than one

It is worth noting that many recorded incidents
were not part of only one of the above mentioned cate-
gories but fell into several marginalised categories.

logistical or welfare cases. Type B requests predom-
inate, concentrated at COP28 in Dubai and COP29
in Baku, both countries where LGBTQIA+ identity is
criminalised. This preponderance may reflect effec-
tive Safety Hub outreach before incidents occur, or
under-reporting by those most fearful of exposure.

5 cases (4 percent
of Type A), all severity 3 or above. The most severe
case in the dataset (severity 5, COP29) involves a
refugee left in a bureaucratic void — refused re-entry
to her country of residence and unable to remain
in Azerbaijan — resolved only through emergency
visa arrangements to a third country. The UNFCCC
Secretariat provided no assistance in any of these
cases, neither facilitating entry nor acknowledging
the structural gap in its accreditation framework that
leaves refugee and stateless participants without re-
course. The stateless or refugee condition converts
a travel complication into a life-threatening situation
because there is no home state to provide consular
protection or advocacy leverage.
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Women and Gender-diverse People. Out of 61
cases (50 percent of Type A), 53 women and
gender-diverse people were also part of other
marginalised groups, including the only 2 cases
with highest severity in the dataset (severity 5,
COP29) involve a female refugee (mentioned

5.5 The
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above) and a case of gender-based violence.
In addition, 15 cases involved other forms of
harassment demonstrating the overall need for
stronger safeguarding mechanisms trotect
women and gender-diverse peoples.(dL)

emporal Dimension:

Betore, During, After

Of 122 documented Type A incidents, 96 (79 percent) occurred during the
conference itself. The 26 pre- or post-conference incidents (21 percent) are

DURING
PRE CONFERENCE  CONFERENCE
N=12 N=96 N=13
100
80
60
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)

POST CONFERENCE

SEVERITY 5 (CRITICAL)
B SEVERITY 4 (HIGH)
B SEVERITY 3 (MEDIUM)
B SEVERITY 2 (LOW)
|

FIG [4] FOR SEVERITY DISTRIBUTION BY
TEMPORAL PHASE.

SEVERITY 1 (MINIMAL)

disproportionately severe: 10 of the 27 high-se-
verity cases (severity 4 or 5), or 37 percent,
occurred before or after the event, compared
with 17 of the 96 during-conference cases (18
percent). (See Annex Table 2 and Figure 4 for
severity distribution by temporal phase.)

Pre-conference risks cluster around three mech-
anisms: visa denial and travel restriction (the
most common), digital threats and surveillance

preceding travel, and advance monitoring of ac-
tivists known to be planning attendance. Post-
conference risks include online defamation,
threats received at home, border difficulties
on return, and in one COP30 case a sustained
media smear campaign following a high-profile
role in the Mesoamerican Caravan.
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Many activists at
risk of post-conference
reprisals are already
connected to local human
rights protection organi-
sations and may not engage
the Safety Hub, meaning
this segment of the dataset
reflects Safety Hub reach
rather than the full scope
of post-conference harm.

A Latin American activist interviewed for this report
described what pre-conference risk assessment looks
like for someone holding a passport that carries its own
structural vulnerability. “If you are vocal in a place and
holding such a passport,” she said, referring to her travel
documentation, “then there is a higher probability that
you're going to be stopped.” She spoke of the multiple
layers of calculation involved in planning COP travel: not
just whether to attend, but what to say before leaving,
what not to put in writing, what to do if held at a border.
An Irish activist described the particular anxiety gener-
ated by COPZ28’s visa structure - the fact that for most
participants, visas were issued as conference-specific
documentation: “Nobody really knew what would happen
to the visa if you got debadged.”

The uncertainty was not abstract. It meant that activists
who spoke publicly on Palestine at the start of the con-
ference spent the remainder of it uncertain whether their
visa remained valid - and in at least one case, unsure
whether a colleague who had been debadged would be
able to leave the UAE. Planning travel to a COP under
those conditions is a risk assessment of what to say,
and to whom, and at what point, before crossing a
border from which one might not be permitted to return.

The post-conference dimension is the least represented in the dataset but arguably the most
consequential for long-term civil society participation.(32) An activist who faces reprisals at home,
such as surveillance, questioning, detention, as a consequence of their UNFCCC participation
has no pathway to report or seek remedy within the conference’s own governance structures.
The harm occurs outside the Blue Zone and after the conference ends, rendering it invisible

to any institutional accountability process. In several
documented cases, severe threats from home countries
have forced civil society members to delay or forgo their
return. The UNFCCC cannot treat post-conference
harm as outside its jurisdiction simply because it occurs
after the Blue Zone closes. This makes post-conference
accountability a prospective governance imperative.
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06 MECHANISMS
OF RESTRICTION

Behind the statistical distribution of incident
types and actor categories lie the operation-
al mechanisms through which civil society

operational logic and implicates different actors
and accountability frameworks.
By frequency, border instrumentalisation

participation is restricted. Understanding the
mechanism identifies where in the governance
architecture accountability lies, and therefore
where reform must be directed.

Six primary mechanisms are docu-
mented in the dataset. They are not mutually
exclusive - a single case may involve border
instrumentalisation, surveillance, and a chilling
effect simultaneously - but each has a distinct

is the most prevalent mechanism ,
followed closely by chilling effects :
surveillance and monitoring , eX-
clusion and access restriction :
duty-of-care failure , and militarisation

OCCURRENCES

Border control is the most prevalent mechanism in the full dataset — 42 cases across all case
types, the highest of any mechanism. The volume of preventative risk detection cases within
this total (15 of the 42) reflects the specific structure of COP participation: activists must cross
an international border to attend, and states understand this. Border control operates as the
primary point at which participation is determined, before activists reach the conference venue.

The mechanism operates in several modes: visa denial, airport detention and questioning, con
fiscation or loss of travel documents, and denial of right of return to country of residence. It is
present across all five conferences, concentrated at COP28 and SB62 :
The SB62 figure is notable: despite Germany’s formal rule-of-law context, border-related cases



were the second highest in the dataset at that conference, reflecting activist anxiety about
Germany’s broader crackdown on Palestine solidarity travel and expression in that period.

At COP28, this mechanism appeared through categorical exclusion: participants holding
refugee or stateless travel documents were denied entry because the UAE did not recognise
UNHCR-issued documents. At COP29, the same mechanism reached its most severe form when

an accredited participant was left unable either
to re-enter her country of residence or remain
in Azerbaijan. In addition, COP29 also limited
participation by excluding specific nationali-
ties. These cases show how border control can
convert accreditation into a hollow guarantee:
participants may be formally admitted to the
UNFCCC process while being materially unable
to reach or safely leave it.

Many border-related incidents affecting
Indigenous participants reflect a structural po-
sition that predates the conference itself. Nine
Indigenous participants across all five confer-
ences appear in border mechanism cases, all
at severity 4 — the highest concentration of

high-severity border cases in any par-
ticipant group. The UNFCCC’s accred-
itation framework does not account
for the structural relationship between
Indigenous peoples and state borders.
The conference becomes the context
in which a pre-existing exclusion
materialises.

A veteran activist with more than
a decade of experience across multiple

UNFCCC conferences described the post-con-
ference consequences of advocacy extending
beyond the COP. After co-authoring a formal
report documenting disruption at a parallel UN
forum — areport submitted to and endorsed by
a UN Special Rapporteur — he and all co-au-
thors were barred from entering Germany for
the subsequent UN human rights conference at
which the report was to be presented.

he said.

He noted that the UN Special Rapporteur
himself, holding a UN laissez-passer, was also
denied entry.

An accredited observer denied a visa or detained
at an airport has no UNFCCC-based recourse
mechanism to invoke.

“Azerbaijani officials were saying that Armenians are welcome at COP, they were basi-
cally inviting Armenians publicly and saying it’s safe to go there.” Arshak Makichyan, an
Armenian environmental human rights defender shared. He further shared:

from the UNFCCC, and shared:

Arshak was seeking support



Surveillance appears in 32 of the 216 cases — 30 Type A and 2 Type B — and is the third most
frequently documented mechanism. Its character changed substantially across the dataset. At
COP27, it appeared primarily as individual incidents . At COP29, it became systematic
and overt, accounting for 16 of the 32 total cases: security personnel photographed activists
during protests inside the Blue Zone across consecutive days, in some cases photographing
identification documents directly.

The effect of overt surveillance
differs from covert monitoring. Overt
surveillance — cameras directed at ac-
tivists’ faces during protests —
produces immediate behavioural modi-
fication. Activists in the COP29 dataset
describe choosing not to participate
in actions, removing identifying mate-
rials, or leaving spaces when security
cameras were turned toward them.

The Latin American activist
quoted in Section 5.2 described a similar
surveillance environment at COP28. The
knowledge that surveillance was oper-
ating — regardless of where specifically
it was coming from — became itself a
mechanism of restriction. It produced
self-censorship not simply as a response
to a known threat, but as the only viable
operational choice when the threat’s

scope was unknown. Her account of
speaking in code about organising plans
reflected a collective judgment by her
delegation that open communication
carried unspecified but credible risk. In
these cases, behaviour modification
had already occurred before any direct
confrontation happened. This is how
surveillance functions as a mechanism
of restriction: it narrows what activists
feel able to say, where they feel able to
gather, and whether they participate at all.

Access restriction operates at the intersection of UNFCCC governance and
host-state authority. Of the 26 cases, 20 are Type A and 6 are Type B preven-
tative requests. The mechanism is most concentrated at COP28

and COP30

, with a notable presence at SB62

Debadging, or the removal of accreditation, appears in the most severe
access restriction incidents. Its distinctive feature is formal legality: the UNFCCC
accreditation system grants the authority to remove accreditation, and this author-
ity has been exercised against activists engaged in protest, cultural expression,
and solidarity advocacy. In one documented case, an individual debadged at
COP28 was subsequently excluded from all future UNFCCC conferences — a
decision upheld without the affected party being given access to the evidence
cited, which remains in the possession of UAE authorities.



Debadging for smudging
ceremony (cultural practice)

UNDSS / UNFCCC

Removal from high level
event badge suspended

Debading for alleged
physical violence

UNFCCC

Individual blocked from speak-
ing after ongoing harassment

UNFCCC

Persistent non-reaccreditation
of activist debadged at COP28

: UNFCCC / UNDSS

Three Indigenous participants

Partially resolved after Safety
Hub intervention, provided
well-being support

Badge suspension - resolution
unclear (see case COP30)

Preventative landing plan
created and monitoring several
weeks after conference; digital
threats followed

Reported to Safety Hub; inter-
vention ensured no debadging
or other consequences; pro-
vided well-being support

Intervention by Safety Hub
with UNFCCC during COP30,
resolution currently not possi-
ble, due to missing UNFCCC
processes; provided well-being

Safety Hub intervened; partial

denied access to specific zones
: UNFCCC

Access restriction does not require a formal debadging act. Activists in the dataset report
being blocked from entering zones, being followed to deter attendance at events, and being
told to leave spaces without formal procedure. These informal exclusions do not trigger the
accreditation review process but produce the same practical effect.
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Militarisation is unique to the COP30 dataset and represents a qualitative shift in conference
governance. Five cases involve this mechanism directly: three incidents of protests being stopped
by host-state security forces (with assembly restriction and harassment coded alongside), and
two incidents of physical violence by security personnel. All five cases identify host-state security
forces as the primary actor; all are severity 3 or above, with two reaching severity 4.
The deployment of armed military forces in response to civil society protests at a UNFCCC
conference marks a threshold no prior conference had crossed in the Safety Hub’s operational
record. The immediate trigger was an Indigenous-led march that
entered the venue’s Blue Zone perimeter. Following the incident, UNFCCC
Executive Secretary Simon Stiell wrote to the Brazilian government urging
an increase in uniformed security presence at the conference perimeter.
The Human Rights and Climate Change Working Group condemned the
letter directly:

“Following a “security incident” at the COP30 venue last week,

this letter urges the Brazilian Presidency to step up the presence

of uniformed security forces around the COP30 venue and to

intervene to disperse protests. In doing so, the letter contributes

to an increasing global trend towards the silencing of dissent,

militarised response to protest, and marginalisation of those

defending land and the environment, including the Indigenous

Peoples of the Brazilian Amazon. The consequence of the

letter has been a massive escalation of security force presence

in and around COPS30, creating a chilling effect and a feeling

of unsafety for Indigenous Peoples, Environmental and other

Human Rights Defenders, civil society, and activists standing

up for their rights.”
Following the increased securitisation, Safety Hub data and testimonies UN Special
collected for this report indicate a significant decline in conference acces- Fapporteurs (2025).

g . . . . Statement on Civic
sibility and a sharp increase in psychosocial support requests. The right  p,ticipation at cOP30.
to peaceful assembly was effectively suspended outside the Blue Zone. A
compounding factor was ambiguity in the Host Country Agreement regard- World Organisation
ing jurisdiction between UN security personnel and local authorities over #gainst Torture (OMCT)

. o ) (2025). COP30: Defend
the grounds surrounding the venue. That ambiguity allowed for high-level = 1.4;4en0us Peoples’
UN interference to override local dynamics without a clear accountability Protest Rights.
pathway, causing direct and indirect harm to most observers.

Chilling effect is coded in 39 cases — the of consequences. An activist who moderates
second most common mechanism in the full their language after being photographed, or
dataset, present across all five conferences. who decides not to join a protest after a col-
It differs from the others in being indirect: league was debadged, has experienced a chilling
rather than enacting a prohibition, it produces effect — even though no direct action was taken
behavioural change through the anticipation against them personally.
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Of the 39 cases, 29
are Type A and 10 are Type
B preventative risk detection
requests — the latter illustrating
how the anticipation of restric-
tion shapes engagement before
the conference even begins.
Chilling effects are distributed
across all conferences, with
the highest concentration at
COP29 (11 cases) and COP30
(13 cases combined A and B).

[13]

The mechanism is systematically undercounted in the dataset. By definition, it generates
no reportable incident in many cases, where the activist simply does less and says less, and
never contacts the Safety Hub. The real scale of chilling effects across five conferences is
unknowable from this data. What the data establishes is the conditions most associated with
chilling: post-conference reprisals, debadgings, and overt surveillance all generate chilling effects
in bystanders as well as direct targets.

Dylan Hamilton captured the dynamic directly: “We've been lured more
into these kind of... filibustering, almost, of negotiations with us, where
they spend hours with us arguing about banners, and telling us if we
do this, this will happen, and if we do that, that will happen, and it’s
more mental games now... Mental is worse in a lot of ways, because
now we police ourselves. They don’t have to do it for us.” A veteran
activist with more than a decade of experience framed the shift similarly:
actions that in earlier years would simply happen - “we would decide
ourselves what we would do. We would just notify the UNFCCC,
and we would just do it” - now require extended pre-negotiation with
the COOL team (the UNFCCC’s Conference Operations and On-site
Logistics team) that itself produces a compliance orientation. The process
of seeking permission has become part of the chilling mechanism.

6.6 Duty-of-Care Failure
(MECH-DELEG-FAIL, n=18)

N

Duty-of-care failure is coded in 18 Type A cases — all | sﬂ” &
concentrated at COP28 (4 cases), COP29 (4 cases), B
and COP30 (10 cases). The mechanism captures two
analytically distinct failure modes that the data now
reflects at scale.

The first is institutional silence in response to
reported incidents. The most severe example is the
COP29 reading-of-names incident — activists harassed
on a near-daily basis during the recitation of Palestinian
victims’ names, formally reported to the UNFCCC, and met with no institutional response. One
of the other extreme cases in the full dataset (severity 5, COP29) involves a badge provider —
a CSO that had agreed to accredit an activist — subsequently demanding sexual favours as a
condition of continued accreditation. No formal UNFCCC review process was triggered.
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The second is organisational failure by civil society bodies themselves. The COP28 and
COP30 data contain multiple cases in which the ACT-CSO code and MECH-DELEG-FAIL are
coded together — cases where civil society organisations failed to protect their own members
from surveillance, harassment, or travel difficulties, either through inadequate safety planning
or an underestimation of conference-associated risk.

A Latin American activist with experience across multiple
conference cycles described the institutional gap: “I don’t think
that they have at all... no idea on that [what happens to ac-
tivists at borders and at home]. And even though with the
incidents that have happened, still there is no structure or
guarantees that have been put in place.” She described a
single instance in Egypt where informal personal support was
offered - a Secretariat staff member who helped arrange an
escort after repeated profiling - but emphasised that this was
personal rather than institutional: “It was more like this kind
of personal support... but perhaps not the whole institutional
support, or the whole institutional metrics that one would
expect from a UNFCCC process.”

The only effective response mechanism documented in this data is a
workaround that depends on personal relationships and individual goodwill, and
disappears with personnel changes.

6.7/ Cross-Mechanism
Patterns

The mechanisms documented here do not operate in isolation. The most severely
affected activists typically experience multiple mechanisms in sequence: sur-
veillance precedes border control; access restriction is accompanied by chilling;
reprisals follow public advocacy. This sequencing reveals a participation-chain
attack, specifically a structurally reinforcing series of restrictions that collectively
degrades the conditions for meaningful civil society engagement.

The cross-mechanism pattern also reveals a structural asymmetry in
accountability. Mechanisms inside the Blue Zone - debadging, UNDSS con-
frontations, session exclusions — are formally subject to UNFCCC institutional
authority. Mechanisms at borders and in home countries are subject to host-
state and home-state authority respectively, and are currently entirely outside
the UNFCCC’s accountability reach. Institutional reform confined to the venue
will address a minority of the mechanisms documented in this data.
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0/ STRUCTURAL

CONDITIONS

As detailed in Section 4, three of the
five conferences in this dataset were
held in countries rated ‘Closed’ by the
CIVICUS Monitor, the most restrictive

category in the global civic space index.

Brazil, the host of COP30, presents a
formally democratic profile, but with a
documented record of high violence
against environmental and Indigenous
defenders and one of the highest rates
of murdered environmental defenders
globally.

The UNFCCC’s process for
selecting conference hosts contains
no formal human rights or civic space
assessment of candidate states. The
dataset’s distribution of incident types
broadly reflects host-state governance
profiles: Egypt produced surveillance
and government-delegation harassment;

The patterns documented in Sections
5 and 6 are produced by identifiable
structural conditions that shape the
civic space environment at UNFCCC
conferences before a single activist
arrives.

the UAE produced access denial and
identity-based harassment; Azerbaijan
produced overt and systematic surveil-
lance; COP30 produced heavy milita-
risation and physical violence. Notably,
the volume of pre-conference preven-
tative requests ahead of COP30 was
lower than for COP28 and COP29, con-
sistent with Brazil's comparatively open
civic space rating. This underscores
that activists are making real-time risk
assessments based on host-country
context, and that the location of the
COP meaningfully shapes who partic-
ipates and how.

The UNFCCC is not a passive observer of civic space conditions at its confer-
ences; it is an active participant in their governance. Three structural gaps in its
institutional design are the conditions under which the incidents documented in

this report become possible.
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The UNFCCC’s Rules of Procedure
grant the Secretariat broad discretion
to suspend or withdraw accreditation
without defining what conduct warrants
such action, establishing an indepen-
dent appeals mechanism, or requiring
transparency. There is no time limit on
continuing exclusion. On several occa-
sions, organisational debadging on the
basis of individual behaviour has been
used as a threat of collective punishment.
The COP28 cases illustrate the gap
precisely: activists were debadged
without review, without challenge, and
in one case remained non-reaccredited
at COP30, two years later.
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UNDSS provides security services
under arrangements that leave its
accountability to conference partic-
ipants undefined. UNDSS personnel
are not UNFCCC employees and are
not directly subject to UNFCCC com-
plaints procedures. Several cases in
the dataset involve UNDSS personnel
described as ‘extremely aggressive’ or
physically intimidating, with no record-
ed institutional response.

Although the UNFCCC has recently
begun publishing Host Country
Agreements with greater transparency,
these agreements still do not provide
sufficiently robust, enforceable
participant-protection provisions, par-
ticularly for participants from occupied
territories, stateless communities, or
countries with restricted civic space.

The gap is one of implementation, not recognition: at SB62 (June 2025) the
SBl itself affirmed that host country agreements should reflect obligations under
international human rights law, protect all participants against abuses

made publicly available.”

facilitate inclusive participation, and “be

The use of private security companies, private accom-
modation contractors, and private badge providers at
UNFCCC conferences creates accountability diffusion.
When an activist is harassed by a private security guard,
the guard is an employee of a company contracted by
the host country or the conference facilities manager,
which has a contract with the UNFCCC, which has a
Host Country Agreement with the host state. Each link
provides an opportunity for accountability to dissipate.
The badge provider dynamic illustrates this most sharply.
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The worst case documented in this dataset - sexual exploitation con-
ditioned on continued accreditation - emerges directly from the struc-
tural arrangement in which some activists access conferences through
SBT conclusions on accreditation holders who hold leverage over their continued presence.

o e (.4 Geopolitical Pressures
(AIM), SB62, Bonn, June

2025, paras 21, 23 and . . . Lo
25 (FCCC/SBI/2025/L.7). For activists from countries where advocacy is itself criminalised, the

UNFCCC conference does not represent a suspension of domestic
repression - it represents a new arena in which that repression contin-
ues internationally. Government delegations from such states attend
the same conference, share the same spaces, and operate under no
obligation to leave their domestic security practices at the door. The
UNFCCC'’s observer framework provides no protective barrier between
civil society participants and the governments that persecute them
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03 PALESTINE
SOLIDARITY AS
A CRITICAL CASE

Palestine solidarity advocacy at UNFCCC generated a distinct pattern of documented cases
across three conference cycles, with wider solidarity activity visible beyond the cases coded in
the dataset. Though the solidarity with Palestine was very present during COP30, the majority
of the actions took place outside of the UNFCCC space. Actions within the UN spaces showed
the same pattern.

The chilling effect documented earlier at COP29 carried forward, where the public reading
of Palestinian victims’ names, a form of witness practice with precedent at prior conferences,
did not occur at COP30. Activists interviewed for this report indicated that the near-daily ha-
rassment at COP29 had effectively deterred the practice, illustrating how intimidation produces
self-censorship without requiring explicit prohibition.

Thirteen cases in the dataset are coded as Palestine-related: five are Type A security
incidents, eight are Type B preventative requests.

The majority of Type A incidents involve speech re-
striction, surveillance by government delegations, and
identity-based harassment connected to visible symbols
of solidarity. The majority of preventative risk requests
involve legal advice about the right to wear keffiyehs
or display solidarity materials, and risk assessments for
advocacy referencing Gaza.

The five documented Type A incidents follow a consis-
tent typology. Activists wearing keffiyehs, armbands, or
carrying solidarity materials were approached by security
personnel or conference officials, questioned about
their materials, and in some cases required to remove
them or leave the space. In several cases, government
delegation officials photographed activists during soli-
darity expressions inside the Blue Zone. The systematic
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rather than incidental character of the photography is notable: the same activist or group was
photographed on multiple consecutive days, suggesting a coordinated monitoring operation.

A COP28 press conference incident illustrates the escalatory dynamic. When civil
society participants used a scheduled press conference to speak about Palestine, a practice
with precedent at prior COPs, the UNFCCC declared the event an unauthorised protest
and threatened mass debadging. Because COP28 visas were issued as conference-specific
documentation linked to badge status, the threat of debadging carried an immigration con-
sequence that had not existed at prior conferences.

Multiple activists interviewed for this

report described sitting through over-

night negotiations, uncertain whether
colleagues who had spoken at the
press conference would be detained
or deported.

The incident also triggered a
broader restriction on language. Several
phrases that had been used without

objection at prior COPs were subse-
quently banned from use inside the con-

ference perimeter. According to multiple
interviewees, the bans were attributed
to complaints from unnamed state

parties, with the UNFCCC character-

ising the terms as security concerns at

human rights documentation became
impermissible inside a UN climate forum.

An Irish activist who was present
at the press conference described what
followed:

“There were issues with them potentially

being debadged for quote-unquote
turning a press conference into a rally,
which of course they did do, but people
have also been doing since the begin-
ning of time in the UNFCCC, and this
suddenly became an issue because
they were speaking about Palestine.”
They described sitting with a colleague
calculating whether his visa would
remain valid if debadged:

the request of those parties rather than
on its own institutional initiative. The
effect was a conference-specific speech
code, applied not through published
rules but through ad hoc enforcement,
in which language used routinely in UN

“We were dealing with this issue of
people going to be debadged and then
potentially deported.

The internal UNFCCC consequences
were kind ot becoming external
UNFCCC conseqguences in a way that
hadn’t been true for us as people in an
extremely privileged position betore.”
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8.2 The Preparedness

Dimension

Eight Palestine-related cases in the
dataset are Type B preventative re-
quests. These cases document antici-
patory suppression - the restriction that
precedes any incident. Activists sought
advice about whether wearing keffi-
yehs was safe at COP28, about their
legal rights during Palestine solidarity
protests under German law (SB62, five
separate requests representing what
appears to be a coordinated outreach
by a single activist group), and about
managing digital security in connection
with their Palestine-related advocacy.

The volume of Palestine-specific
preventative requests illustrates how
the conference context shapes anticipa-
tory behaviour. When activists arrive at
a UN conference needing legal advice
about whether a culturally significant
garment might get them removed from
the space - even without violating
official regulations — the conference has
already functioned as a site of restric-
tion of expression - before any direct
incident occurs.

8.3 What This Case Reveals

This report does not position Palestine
solidarity as the central finding of the
Safety Hub analysis: 5 Type A inci-
dents out of 122 is a significant but not
dominant pattern. What the Palestine
solidarity cases provide is a high-visibil-
ity illustration of dynamics the broader
dataset establishes more extensively:

the use of government delegations as
instruments of political surveillance; the
treatment of advocacy expression as
a security threat; the absence of insti-
tutional accountability for harassment
within the conference space; and the
chilling effects that follow from visible
repression of one advocacy position;
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the intensified repression of Human
Rights related content.

These dynamics are present in the
data for fossil fuel lobbying restrictions,
Indigenous cultural expression, and
advocacy related to the human rights
and environmental impact of the East
African Crude Oil Pipeline (EACOP).
In stark contrast to repression against
civil society working against fossil fuel
lobbying are especially the practices
that lobbyists only need to declare their
conflicts of interest on a voluntary basis.
They are concentrated and visible in the
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Palestine solidarity cases because the
political stakes are high and the actors
most visible. This makes Palestine soli-
darity a critical case in the methodolog-
ical sense - a case whose specificity
illuminates the structure of the general
phenomenon, rather than constituting
an exception to it.

First, as the actor analysis in Section 5.3 establishes, government delegations
use COP spaces to monitor and intimidate civil society actors whose advo-
cacy positions they oppose. The Palestine solidarity cases make this dynamic
most visible, but it is present across the dataset for anti-fossil fuel advocacy,
EACOP-related activism, and Indigenous rights advocacy. The Palestine cases
are a high-visibility instance of a general pattern, not an exception to it.

Second, visible symbols of iden-
tity and political solidarity are treated
as security risks within the institution-
al logic of the conference space. The
keffiyeh cases illustrate how a cultural
garment becomes a site of institution-
al enforcement. If expression asso-
ciated with a political conflict can be
treated as a venue security risk, the
boundary between ‘safety’ and ‘speech
suppression’ becomes administratively
permeable.

Third, the COP29 reading-of-
names incident - in which activists
were harassed on a near-daily basis
during the recitation of Palestinian
victims’ names, formally reported to
the UNFCCC, and met with institutional
silence - is the clearest illustration of
institutional indifference in the dataset.
The activists were not engaging in dis-

ruptive conduct. The harassment they
faced was conducted by other confer-
ence participants. The UNFCCC had
both the knowledge and the institutional
authority to act but did not.

Fourth, the pattern across all con-
ference cycles - with increasing volume
of preventative requests as each COP
approached - suggests that activists
are themselves updating their expecta-
tions of what the UNFCCC space will
permit. Censorship extended to lan-
guage itself: activists reported that use
of the word ‘siege’ to describe condi-
tions in Gaza, terminology employed by
multiple UN agencies, including UNRWA
and UNOCHA, was challenged or sup-
pressed within the UNFCCC space, cre-
ating an asymmetry in which UN human
rights documentation could not be cited
within a UN climate forum.
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09 IMPACTS ON
CIVIL SOCIETY
PARTICIPATION

The incidents documented in the preceding sections
do not occur in isolation from the broader civil society
presence at UNFCCC conferences. They have conse-
quences that extend far beyond the individuals directly
affected, shaping the composition, character, and quality
of civil society engagement across conference cycles.

The most pervasive and least
measurable impact of the pat-
terns documented in this report
is the suppression of advocacy
that does not take place. An
activist who was debadged at
one conference and did not
return to the next. A group
that decided not to conduct an
action because a colleague was
photographed at the last one. A
speaker who self-censored on
Gaza because she witnessed
what happened to someone

who wore a keffiyeh at a pa-
vilion. All of these are examples
of successful suppression.
The chilling effect mech-
anism is the primary pathway
through which localised inci-
dents become structural condi-
tions. A debadging that affects
one person creates a precedent
that shapes the behaviour of
hundreds. Overt surveillance
that targets one group creates
risk calculations across an
entire movement. The Safety

Hub’s preventative request data
- 50 cases of activists seeking
advice about potential risks
rather than reporting harms -
provides a partial window into
this dynamic: each preventa-
tive request is evidence that a
person has assessed the con-
ference environment as risky
enough to warrant professional
safety advice before attending.
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Muhammed Lamin Saidykhan, CAN International’s representative and a
veteran of multiple UNFCCC cycles, described how collective punish-
ment transforms individual incidents into organisational self-regulation:

The mechanism
he describes operates without direct enforcement. The threat of collective
consequence is sufficient.

Saidykhan also described the chilling effect from the organiser’s
side, where pre-negotiating actions with the COOL team channels
protest into spaces where it cannot be seen. Activists, he noted, are
assigned action locations in advance, often in corridors where no del-
egates pass:

The process of seeking permission, and
the terms on which it is granted, has itself become part of the chilling
mechanism

The cumulative effect is not only harmtul
to individuals: it erodes the legitimacy
and impact of the UNFCCC itself, by
hollowing out the civil-society participa-
tion on which the process depends for
its credibility.

The risk distribution documented in this dataset
is not equitable. Indigenous Peoples, activ-
ists from climate-affected and Global South
countries, LGBTQIA+ participants, Palestinian
solidarity advocates, and refugee and stateless
individuals bear a disproportionate share of the
incidents recorded. These are, in many cases,
also the communities with the greatest material
stake in UNFCCC negotiations - the people for
whom climate change is an immediate survival
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Within the UNFCCC,
civil society “actions”
(demonstrations and ad-
vocacy activities held
inside the conference
venue) must be arranged
in advance with the
Secretariat team that
coordinates them, known
to participants as the
COOL team, which ap-
proves the timing,
location, and format of
each action.
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guestion.

The structural effect of differential risk is a systematic
skewing of civil society presence at UNFCCC conferences
towards those who can participate safely. European and North
American civil society organisations appear less frequently in
the incident data because the host-country governance envi-
ronments, the government delegation dynamics, and the border
instrumentalisation mechanisms that generate the most serious
risks bear less heavily on them. Not all Global North civil society
operates from the same position: groups whose advocacy poses
no challenge to host-state or economic interests, including some
European climate youth movements and technology-focused
advocacy, operate with significantly lower personal risk than
organisations focused on political prisoners, Palestine solidarity,
or Indigenous land rights. Differential risk is not simply North/
South; it tracks the political threat posed by the content of
activism.

The identity of participants is frequently connected to
their advocacy content. The dataset reflects this clearly where
activists from high-income, Open-rated countries account for
a disproportionately small share of Type A incidents relative to
their registration numbers. As a result, those critical of system-
ic oppression, extractivism, and human rights abuses face a
higher risk of targeting compared to advocates whose agendas
align with state and corporate driven interests. A participation
environment in which safety risk correlates with marginalisation
reinforces existing power asymmetries in the climate governance
space.

A Latin American activist interviewed for this report identified
this dynamic in terms of what it may mean to hold a Global
South passport at a COP: “If you are vocal in a place and
holding such a passport, then there is a higher probability that
you're going to be stopped.” The structural vulnerability is not
primarily about the conference. It is about what the conference
reveals about who is protected and who is not in the broader
governance architecture.

The Safety Hub exists because
the formal governance institu-
tions of UNFCCC conferences
do not provide adequate pro-
tection to civil society partici-
pants, and civil society groups
often lack the capacity and
infrastructure to respond to
safety incidents. Its 216 cases
represent 216 instances in
which activists had to seek help
from an unofficial, under-re-

sourced support structure
because no official institution-
al mechanism was available or
adequate. The Safety Hub’s
growth from one on-ground
staff member at COP27 to
three on-ground staff members
at COP30 reflects the expan-
sion of need, not the resolu-
tion of the underlying problem,
while continuing to be under
resourced.
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The UNFCCC is an active participant in their conferences’ civic
space governance. The accountability gap documented here
is a structural condition: a multilateral process that has never
been required to account for what happens to the civil society
participants on whose legitimating presence it relies.

10.1 No Independent
Complaints Mechanism

While the UNFCCC has conduct rules and event-
based reporting channels for some forms of
harassment, it still lacks an independent, com-
prehensive, participant-centred accountability
mechanism for the wider range of civic-space
harms documented in this report, including sur-
veillance, debadging, governmental harassment,
border obstruction, and post-conference repri-
sals. The Observer Status guidelines establish
conduct standards but contain no enforcement
procedures accessible to civil society com-
plainants. UNDSS operates a general complaint
system within the UN framework, but it is not
designed for conference participants and pro-

vides no timely redress. The host-country legal
systems of Egypt, the UAE, and Azerbaijan offer
no realistic accountability pathway for activists
harassed inside a UNFCCC venue.

In practice, civil society participants who
experience harassment, intimidation, or access
denial at UNFCCC conferences have no insti-
tutional channel through which to seek redress.
The Safety Hub has served as an informal triage
and documentation function by default - but its
case records carry no formal standing in any
UNFCCC process. There have been incidents
in which UN Staff members have referred cases
to the Safety Hub.
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Host Country Agreements are negotiated bilaterally between the UNFCCC
Secretariat and the host government. They are not routinely made public.
Analysis of partially disclosed HCAs from COP28 and COP29 identifies no pro-
visions addressing host-state security forces’ conduct towards participants, no
provisions on border access for accredited observers, no clear jurisdiction over
conference premises and protest regulations, and no complaints mechanisms
applicable to civil society.

This opacity has direct consequences. When accredited participants are
denied entry at the border, when their badges are suspended without expla-
nation, when they are subjected to surveillance or harassment by host-state
security forces, or when regulations for demonstrations are shifted overnight,
the agreement that governs the conference contains no applicable protections
and no recourse.

UNDSS personnel appear as an actor in 16 of the 122 Type A incidents - making
UNDSS one of the five most frequently coded actors in the dataset. UNDSS
carries the highest mean severity score of any actor category in the dataset.
It operates without civil society oversight, without publicly available standard
operating procedures for its conduct towards NGO participants, and without
an accessible complaint mechanism for those who experience its enforcement.

UNDSS personnel are not UNFCCC employees and are not directly subject
to UNFCCC complaints procedures. Several cases in the dataset involve UNDSS
personnel described as ‘extremely aggressive’ or physically intimidating - with
no recorded institutional response.

The UNFCCC Secretariat does not collect systematic data on incidents affecting
civil society participants. No aggregated incident reporting is published. No dis-
aggregated analysis of access denial, harassment, or surveillance is incorporated
into conference evaluations or post-COP reviews. No mechanism exists within
the UNFCCC framework to hold state delegations accountable for the conduct
of their members towards civil society participants. Delegates who engage in
surveillance, intimidation, or harassment of observers face no formal sanction
under UNFCCC Rules of Procedure, a structural impunity that the incidents
documented in this report make concrete.

This absence is itself a policy choice. It means that the pattern of incidents
documented in this report - 216 cases across five conference cycles - exists
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The COP30
Host Country
Agreement was
made public;
see Amnesty
International
(Oct 2025)

Visual
documentation
of the security
response at
COP30, including
the conduct of
UNDSS and Bra-
zilian federal
police, is on
file with CAD
and PICS.
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only because a civil
society-funded Safety
Hub chose to record
it. The institutional ar-
chitecture of UNFCCC
conferences generates
no comparable record.

The accountability gap extends beyond the conference period. No accountability exists for
incidents that emerge after the conference ends: responsibility falls between jurisdictions,
and no protection is offered to participants who face risk on returning home. Post-COP
follow-up on incidents is not systematic. There is no formal mechanism through which
the UNFCCC reviews incidents from one conference cycle in preparation for the next.
Incident data from COP27 did not visibly inform the security architecture at COP28.
The pattern documented in this report, rising severity, narrowing civic space, entrenched
actor dynamics, has continued across four conferences without institutional interruption.

The most detailed picture the dataset provides
of accountability in practice comes from the
50 Type B preventative cases. That it falls to
a civil society-run Safety Hub to manage the
safety risk of civil society participation at a UN conference reflects a governance gap
the UNFCCC has never formally acknowledged. The preparedness function should not
be an emergency workaround. It should be a formal, institutionally supported part of
how the UNFCCC manages its observer programme.




SAFETY HUB

PROTECTING CIVIC SPACE 47

EVIERGING
RISKS AND RISK
HORIZON

Seven INC-DIGITAL cases in the dataset represent a significant
under-count and are potentially under-reported. Though many activists and de-
fenders are starting to strengthen their digital security skills, some threats might
stay undetected for a longer period of time, or even indefinitely, exposing civil
society to uncertain degrees of risk levels. Digital threats in this context include
device seizure or inspection at borders, targeted phishing campaigns directed
at activists, compromise of communications, and covert monitoring of digital
activity at or around conference venues.

As surveillance infrastructure becomes more sophisticated, digital risk at
UNFCCC conferences will grow. Hosting conferences in countries with a high
capability of digital surveillance remains a continuous threat towards defenders.
Climate advocates and environmental defenders are becoming increasingly vul-
nerable, especially in contexts where the host country has a geopolitical interest
towards a defender’s country of residency, providing room to share access and
data through digital surveillance. Given the complexity of its characteristics,
more resources are needed to approach this threat systematically rather than
individually.

Some digital threats may never be detected at support from a local protection organisation.
all, leaving participants uncertain about their This harm often materialises already during the
exposure indefinitely, even after the confer- conference, through active monitoring and direct
ence ends, which makes this the hardest risk threats by officials of repressive countries of

to prepare for.

residency governments. This harm amounts to

Post-conference reprisals and long-tail threats on return, border difficulties, or employ-
harm: Ten Type A incidents are coded as re- ment consequences establishing that conference
prisals. The dataset likely reflects significant participation can have lasting adverse conse-
under-reporting: activists experiencing reprisals quences. With shrinking civil society spaces
may not reconnect with the Safety Hub after the across the globe, the number of incidents of
conference ends or they may receive on-ground post-conference reprisals are anticipated to rise.



SAFETY HUB PROTECTING CIVIC SPACE

Expanded participant communities: As the
UNFCCC civil society space grows and di-
versifies - attracting participants from sectors,
geographies, and identities not traditionally part
of the COP ecosystem - the risk landscape
expands. Youth activists, frontline community
representatives, and participants from deeply
restricted environments bring new risk profiles
that existing Safety Hub protocols may not fully
address.

Long-term psychosocial risks: Climate advo-
cates and environmental defenders face signifi-
cant mental-health impacts from the high-paced

___________________________________________________________

Daria Egereva, a Selkup Indigenous leader and
Co-Chair of the International Indigenous

Peoples’ Forum on Climate Change (IIPFCC), |
coordinated the Forum’s work at COP30.
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conference environment, the continuous mon-
itoring of civil society, the recurrent obstacles
to participation, and the outcomes of the ne-
gotiations. These impacts, including anxiety,
depression, and burnout, are compounded by
the near-absence of dedicated mental-health
support and accessibility within the conference
framework. The Safety Hub responded to 85
incidents by providing psychosocial support,
on-site during the conference or through referral
to online resources, but this is a civil-society
stopgap, not an institutional provision.

__________________________________________________________

| Weeks later, on 17 December 2025, Russian Federal Security Service (FSB) officers 1

© raided her home and arrested her on terrorism charges under Article 205.5 of the
Criminal Code, based on alleged association with the Indigenous rights network Ab-

+ origen Forum, which the authorities had arbitrarily designated first “extremist” '

© and then “terrorist.” Human rights defender Natalia Leongardt, who worked along- ;
side her, was detained in the same operation, part of a coordinated wave target-
ing at least 17 Indigenous leaders. Their pre-trial detention has been extended to
June 2026; if convicted, they face up to 20 years’ imprisonment. Several Indige-
i nous-rights organisations have assessed the timing as a direct reprisal for Egere- |

. va’s work at COP30. More than 100 organisations, including CAD, have called for !

i CC’s reach.

Human Rights and
Climate Change Working
Group and others (2026).
Daria Egereva and Natalia
Leongardt’s Arbitrary
Detention in Russia,
joint civil-society
statement, 20 April 2026.

See also the Free Daria
Egereva campaign.

their immediate and unconditional release.

'+ This case falls outside the Safety Hub dataset, but it illustrates, in its most E
i+ severe form, the post-conference reprisal pattern this report documents: harm that
follows participation across borders and into jurisdictions far beyond the UNFC-

The Safety Hub is a civil-so-

ciety-run initiative created to safeguard participants and their
advocacy. Climate Activist Defenders has operated it without
sustainable or predictable funding, which means that each year
the deployment of Safety Hub services is delayed and constrained
by whatever funding can be secured. Without the Safety Hub,
there is no other independent avenue for direct holistic incident
response, which makes the fragility of its funding a horizon risk
in its own right.
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have the capacity to respond to their own risks during moments
of emergency, whether due to lack of knowledge, insufficient
resources, or the reality that threats put political objectives and
advocacy work at risk. The Safety Hub was implemented to
build capacity prior to attending a conference and to respond to
urgent incidents so that civil society groups and movements can
focus their capacities on advocacy and influencing conference
outcomes.

In the past 4 years the Safety Hub contributed to build-
ing those longer-standing collective safety structures among
civil society groups and is aiming to continue this crucial work.
The Safety Hub involves key components beyond incident re-
sponse, including conducting risk assessments with local experts
which inform capacity building through open sessions, safety
travel guides, and tailored programmes for youth delegations.
Additionally, the Safety Hub provides support tailored to civil
society-led mobilisations and spaces that occur in the lead-up to
or alongside UNFCCC conferences, such as the Bonn Climate
Camp, the Mesoamerican Caravan, and the Yaku Mama Flotilla.

Satety and Security are deeply personal,
and the needs of individuals and movements
vary greatly according to context and identity.
However, when organising in collective
spaces, it becomes essential to learn about
each other’s risks and risk perceptions.

By centering the wellbeing and security of
those doing the work, the conditions, where
meaningtul climate justice organising can
tflourish without sacriticing the people who
make it possible, are created.



13 RECOMMEND-
ATIONS

The 22 recommendations below are addressed
to specific institutional actors. They are ground-
ed in the dataset, in the accountability analysis
of Section 10, and in the recommendations of
the UN Special Rapporteur on human rights and
climate change.

Uphold civic-space and human-rights obligations within the multilateral space.
State parties carry obligations under international law both towards their own
nationals and towards all participants in the processes they convene. Parties
should refrain from surveilling, photographing, intimidating, or pursuing reprisals
against civil society participants, including their own nationals, at UNFCCC
conferences.

Adopt a zero-tolerance policy on reprisals, and appoint a dedicated focal
point. Given the documented incidents of intimidation, harassment, surveil-
lance, threats, and other forms of reprisals affecting civil society participants,
the UNFCCC Secretariat should publicly affirm a zero-tolerance approach to
reprisals and other acts that undermine safe and meaningful participation in
climate governance. To operationalise this commitment, the Secretariat should
designate a dedicated focal point responsible for receiving reports, monitoring
incidents, collecting and analysing relevant data, facilitating appropriate referrals,
and supporting mechanisms for accountability and remedies.

Mandatory human rights due diligence in host country selection. Integrate a
formal civic space and human rights assessment of candidate host countries
into the COP site selection process, using established methodologies such as
the consultations among local and international civil society group, CIVICUS
Monitor and other available tools. Publish the assessment findings.

Full transparency and human rights compliance of Host Country Agreements.
The UNFCCC Secretariat should ensure the full public disclosure of Host Country
Agreements for past, current, and future COPs as a matter of transparency and
accountability in multilateral climate governance. In line with international human
rights standards on participation, freedom of expression, and peaceful assembly,
these agreements should include explicit and enforceable provisions guaranteeing
the rights of accredited participants. This should include protections for freedom
of expression and assembly within COP venues, clear and facilitative visa and
border entry procedures for accredited observers, and defined standards of
conduct and accountability for security personnel operating within the Blue Zone.



Reform the debadging process. The UNFCCC should establish clear, written,
and publicly available criteria governing the suspension or withdrawal of ac-
creditation. In line with international human rights standards on due process
and the right to participate in public affairs, any decision to suspend or revoke
accreditation should be subject to timely and accessible review. To this end, the
Secretariat should create an independent review mechanism accessible to affect-
ed participants within 24 hours of a debadging decision. In addition, an annual
public summary of accreditation suspensions, withdrawals, and related decisions
should be published to enhance transparency and institutional accountability.

Publish clear, stable rules for advocacy actions, and end content-based restric-
tions on protected expression. The criteria governing permitted actions, including
the recurring, ad hoc restrictions on naming individuals, on “climate-related only”
messaging, and on Palestine-solidarity and political-prisoner advocacy, should
be published in advance, applied consistently across conferences, and brought
into line with international human-rights standards. Content-based restrictions
on protected expression, and their use as grounds for debadging, should end.

Commit to visa facilitation. Host countries should commit, within the Host
Country Agreement, to a documented process for facilitating visas for all ac-
credited observers, with clear timelines, an escalation mechanism for delays,
and a process for emergency visa requests. Visa denial for accredited observers
should require formal written explanation. This should include visa protection for
accredited observers that get their badges removed without a formal process.

Guarantee freedom of expression and assembly. Host states should explicitly
commit, within the UN HCA, to not applying speech or assembly restrictions
outside or inside the conference Blue Zone or Green Zone for international and
especially local civil society and Indigenous Peoples.

Uphold civic-space and human-rights obligations within the multilateral space.
State parties carry obligations under international law both towards their own
nationals and towards all participants in the processes they convene. Parties
should refrain from surveilling, photographing, intimidating, or pursuing reprisals
against civil society participants, including their own nationals, at UNFCCC
conferences, and should publicly support the establishment of an independent
participant-safety mechanism.

Keep domestic security practices out of UNFCCC spaces. Delegation access
should not be used to monitor or profile activists. Parties should ensure their
delegations operate consistently with the civic-space standards the process
depends on.

Develop and publish civil society conduct standards. UNDSS should develop
and/or publish standard operating procedures governing its interactions with
civil society conference participants, addressing: use of photography and data
collection and retention, grounds and procedures for participant questioning or



removal, escalation pathways, and participant rights during security interactions.;
All procedures should be aligned with international human rights standards, in-
cluding protections for freedom of expression, peaceful assembly, privacy, and
non-discrimination.

Establish an independent and accessible complaints and accountability
mechanism. UNDSS should establish a dedicated confidential and accessible
complaints mechanism through which accredited participants can report mis-
conduct, intimidation, discriminatory treatment, excessive security measures,
or procedural violations by security personnel. The mechanism should include:
clear timelines for response; protection against retaliation; independent review
capacity; multilingual accessibility; and the publication of anonymised aggregate
data on complaints received, actions taken, and outcomes.

Prohibit retaliatory or intelligence-style monitoring of civil society actors.
UNDSS should adopt and publicly communicate safeguards prohibiting the
monitoring, profiling, photographing, or documentation of civil society partici-
pants outside clearly justified security purposes and due process standards. Any
collection of participant data should be necessary, proportionate, time-bound,
and subject to oversight and transparency requirements.

Establish mandatory, culturally sensitive human rights and civic space training
for conference security personnel. All UNDSS personnel and contracted security
staff deployed to UNFCCC conferences should receive mandatory training on
civic space protections, rights-based crowd management, engagement with en-
vironmental human rights defenders, de-escalation practices, cultural sensitivity,
and protections for peaceful protest and political expression.

Publish post-conference transparency reporting on security-related incidents
affecting civil society. Following each COP and SB session, UNDSS should publish
a public transparency summary outlining the number and general categories of
security incidents involving accredited civil society participants, including removals,
badge deactivations, restrictions on protest activities, complaints received, and
remedial actions taken, while respecting confidentiality and protection concerns.

Prioritise safety planning for conference attendance. All groups sending
representatives to UNFCCC conferences — and other spaces involving increased
exposure - should include safety planning as a standard part of attendance
preparation: pre-conference risk assessment, duty of care protocols (including
escalation measures in case of incidents), holistic safety trainings, emergency
budgets, on-ground check-ins with their delegates, landing plans, and post-con-
ference debriefs. In addition, there should be a careful emphasis on psycho-social
support for participants during and after the conference to ensure long-term
advocacy is possible.

Report incidents. Organisations experiencing incidents should report them
to the Safety Hub and, where appropriate, to the UNFCCC Secretariat, UNDSS,
or host-country authorities. Under-reporting is the primary obstacle to building
a public evidence base adequate to drive institutional change.

Build collective safety infrastructure. Civil society groups must go beyond
conference planning by implementing collective assessments and practices tailored



to their specific contexts and capacities. While CAD & Safety Hub support can
build capacity and respond during periods of heightened risk or limited resources,
organisations, collectives and communities ultimately need self-driven processes
to safeguard themselves. Collective care strategies that are non-westernised
approaches for psycho-social support and conflict resolution are encouraged
to be implemented.

Include safety and security budget lines in delegation support grants. Ensuring
that groups have emergency funds to support their delegations in case incidents
arise. This should be paired with access to capacity building services so groups
know how to operate the resources to meet their needs.

Multi-year core funding for civil society safety and wellbeing infrastructure.
The Safety Hub has operated on short-term project funding. The evidence base
in this report establishes a long-term, structural need. Funders should provide
multi-year core funding sufficient to maintain Safety Hub capacity across confer-
ence cycles, including non-COP subsidiary sessions, capacity building, collective
safety infrastructure among decentralised civil society groups, and sustained
psychosocial and wellbeing support embedded within movements — available
beyond moments of acute crisis, rather than only at the conference.

Fund post-conference reprisal monitoring. Designate resources specifically
for tracking and documenting post-conference reprisals - the least visible com-
ponent of the risk landscape and the one most in need of dedicated resources.

UN Special Rap-
porteur on the promo-
tion and protection
of human rights in the
context of climate
change (2025). Report
A/80/114. (dncludes
a recommendation ad-
dressed to the UNFCCC).



14 CONCLUSION

The 216 cases in the Safety Hub dataset are 216 instances of activists, advocates,
and Indigenous Peoples’ representatives experiencing harm, restriction, or threat
in the context of their participation in international climate governance. They
span five conferences, four years, and every mechanism of restriction from a
missed visa to a military confrontation.

The central finding of this report is structural. These risks are produced by a
governance architecture that has consistently prioritised diplomatic convenience
- in host-country selection, in HCA negotiation, in the institutional design of
accreditation and security - over the protection of the civil society participants
on whom the UNFCCC'’s claim to legitimacy depends.

An Irish activist who has attended COPs since COP25 described
the trajectory from Madrid to the present in terms that capture
both what has been lost and what the data in this report es-
tablishes:

She was describing the moment at COP28
when visa conditions became linked to badge status - when the
threat of debadging ceased to be a venue inconvenience and
became a potential immigration emergency.

Dylan Hamilton, speaking of the shift from physical
repression to systemic pressure, was more direct about the end
state:

What
the five conferences in this dataset represent, cumulatively, is the
construction of a participation environment in which meaningful
civil society engagement is formally permitted and functionally
inhibited. The recommendations in this report describe what it
would take to reverse that.

PICS and CAD are publishing this report to provide the evidence base for insti-
tutional change. The real scale of restriction, deterrence, and harm in UNFCCC
civil society spaces is larger than these 216 cases can capture. What this data
establishes is sufficient: that the institutions with the power to solve it have, so
far, chosen not to, and that it is solvable if they choose to act.
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