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NOTE
This is a collection of 11 articles prepared by the Third World Network for and during the recent
United Nations Climate Change Talks – the fiftieth sessions of the two subsidiary bodies under the
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI 50)
and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA 50) – in Bonn, Germany
from 17 to 27 June 2019.
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17 June 2019

The Climate Talks in Bonn – What to Expect

To amplify the message, the SBSTA Chair
stated that he would ask the UNFCCC secretariat
‘to put the Keeling Curve showing the evolution
of global CO2 concentrations on the screen’ when
the SBSTA convenes*.
While emissions continue to grow, the Doha
Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol (KP) which
gives effect to the second commitment period (2CP
from 2013 to 2020) has yet to come into effect,
and is not likely to do so anytime soon, given the
lack of political will to do so, especially by major
developed countries.
As of 8 May, only 128 Parties have ratified
the Doha Amendment, while 144 are required for
it to enter into force. Some developed countries
such as Canada, Japan, the United States (US) and
Russia have indicated that they will not be Parties
to the Amendment, contrary to what was agreed to
in Doha in 2012, that then paved the way for the
negotiations on the PA.
Parties had agreed in Doha to amend the KP
to ensure that developed countries who are Parties
to the KP will undertake aggregate emission cuts
that would be at least 18% below 1990 levels under the 2CP. They also agreed that developed countries will revisit their emission reduction commitments by the end of 2014, with a view to increasing their ambition.
The lack of a 2CP essentially means that developed countries are off the hook again in revising and raising their pre-2020 emission cuts, and
continue to delay the closing of the emissions gap
by 2020 needed to limit temperature rise to well
below 2°C/1.5°C.

Bonn, 17 June (Meena Raman) – As students, youth
and environmental activists around the world staged
recent protests and continue to do so demanding
for urgent and greater climate action on the part of
governments in combatting climate change, Parties under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the Kyoto
Protocol (KP) and the Paris Agreement (PA) will
meet at the usual intersessional meeting taking
place from 17-27 June 2019 in Bonn, Germany.
The two Subsidiary Bodies, the Subsidiary
Body for Implementation (SBI) and the Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA), will meet to consider and decide on various issues, including a few unfinished items dealing with the PA implementation as well as in doing
further work on the decisions taken under the
‘Katowice Climate Package’ (which are the decisions adopted in Katowice, Poland last year on the
rules for the implementation of the PA). The June
session marks the 50th session of the Subsidiary
Bodies.
In a ‘reflections note’ for Parties, the Chair
of the SBSTA, Paul Watkinson (from France), asked
governments to consider that when the first session of the SBSTA was convened in 1995, the
weekly carbon dioxide (CO2) concentrations in the
atmosphere were about 359 ppm and that the average daily concentration on 11 May 2019 was 415
ppm, ‘for the first time in human history’. The note
also states that ‘global emissions continue to rise’
and that ‘this leaves a significant gap in the effort
needed to limit the temperature rise to 1.5°C’.

* According to Wikipedia, ‘the Keeling Curve is a graph of the accumulation of CO2 in the Earth’s atmosphere based on
continuous measurements taken at the Mauna Loa Observatory on the island of Hawaii from 1958 to the present day.’
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emission reductions, the use of ITMOs has raised
issues, including on whether there should be limits
to the quantity of ITMOs that can be used by a
Party towards its NDC.
Under Article 6(4), another mechanism has
been agreed to in order to ‘contribute to the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions and support
sustainable development’. Some Parties view this
mechanism as an expansion of the Clean Development Mechanism under the KP. Brazil has been a
major proponent of this ‘sustainable development
mechanism’.
Article 6(8) of the PA deals with non-market
approaches and states that ‘Parties recognize the
importance of integrated, holistic and balanced
non-market approaches being available to Parties
to assist in the implementation of their NDCs…
including through, inter alia, mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer and capacitybuilding, as appropriate…’. Further, the SBSTA
was mandated to undertake a work programme to
consider how to enhance linkages and create synergy between inter alia, mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer and capacity-building
and how to facilitate the implementation and coordination of non-market approaches.
Some developing countries, led primarily by
Bolivia, are major proponents of the non-market
approaches, as a counter to the market-based approaches.
There will certainly be push to ensure a balanced outcome in relation to the mechanisms under Articles 6(2) and 6(4) as well as 6(8). A major
challenge for developing countries is to arrive at
cooperative approaches that are able to reflect the
diversity of NDCs and account for future cooperative arrangements.
Negotiations on Article 6 are expected to start
based on the draft decision texts which were developed in Katowice last year. There were two texts
that were developed in Katowice – one was a text
forwarded by the SBSTA to the COP at the first
week of negotiations and another which was developed by the Polish COP Presidency which was
put forward on 14 December 2018.
Parties in Bonn are expected to discuss how
they will move forward given the two draft decision texts on the table. The SBSTA Chair in his
reflections note hopes that the work in Bonn will
deliver ‘a next version of the textual basis for negotiations, with a limited number of options…’ that
can provide ‘a solid foundation’ for the delivery of
decisions that operationalise Article 6 in Chile later
this year.

Some of the key issues to be discussed at the
June talks are the following:
Article 6 of the PA
Article 6 of the PA generally deals with what
is known as cooperative approaches among Parties, which include the use of market and non-market mechanisms. Parties had agreed that rules for
the implementation of the mechanisms would be
adopted last year.
However, negotiations in this regard have
proved difficult, contentious and complex, with
Parties having different understandings on how the
mechanisms are to be implemented. Hence, the
rules, modalities and procedures to be applied in
the implementation of Article 6 were not part of
the package of decisions adopted in Katowice last
year, and remain an unfinished agenda item that
will be a major focus of the talks in Bonn, with the
expectation that the rules will be finalised for adoption at the 25th session of the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (COP 25) in Santiago, Chile,
in December this year.
Under Article 6(1), it was agreed that Parties
can ‘choose to pursue voluntary cooperation in the
implementation of their nationally determined contributions (NDCs) to allow for higher ambition in
their mitigation and adaptation actions and to promote sustainable development and environmental
integrity’.
Article 6(2) of the PA allows Parties to engage ‘on a voluntary basis in cooperative approaches that involve the use of internationally
transferred mitigation outcomes (ITMOs)’ towards
their NDCs, that promote sustainable development,
ensure environmental integrity, transparency and
avoid double counting.
The reference to ITMOs has allowed the
opening of the door for the establishment of an international carbon market, despite years of lack of
consensus on this among Parties in the negotiations
under the COP since 2010.
The EU has been a major proponent of this,
along with Japan and other members of the Umbrella Group, while countries such as Bolivia and
Venezuela have strongly resisted such mechanisms,
primarily because they allow for offsets, i.e. where
developed countries can transfer their mitigation
actions to be undertaken by developing countries
by paying for them, with the consequent emission
reductions in developing countries being counted
as the emission reductions of developed countries.
In the context of NDCs, where developing
countries have an obligation to undertake their own
2

NDCs – common time frames

sented, and how programmes for the training of
experts taking part in reviews should be elaborated.
The task of the SBSTA is to produce the operational tools for Parties to be able to implement the
agreed ETF, which comprises common reporting
tables and common tabular formats.
A key issue in developing these common reporting tables and formats would be on how the
flexibility provided to developing countries that
need it could be reflected in the different outlines.

In Katowice, it was agreed that Parties ‘shall
apply common time frames to their NDCs to be
implemented from 2031 onward’. The SBI was
tasked to consider this matter at its present session
in Bonn. This issue was the subject of intense negotiations in Katowice, with developed countries
pushing for a common time frame for the NDCs of
all Parties, while some developing countries were
of the view that countries should have the flexibility of deciding whether to have a five-year or a 10year time frame.
Presently, in relation to the first NDCs, most
countries have a 10-year time frame, while only
two countries (the United States and Marshall Islands) have a five-year time frame. Hence, the talks
in this regard can be expected to be contentious
over what the time frame ought to be.

Loss and damage
An important agenda item under the SBI and
SBSTA relates to the development of the terms of
reference (TOR) for the 2019 review of the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage associated with climate change impacts (WIM).
The WIM was established at COP19 in 2013
in Warsaw, Poland, to address loss and damage
associated with impacts of climate change, including extreme events and slow-onset events. The
implementation of the functions of the Loss and
Damage Mechanism is guided by the Executive
Committee (known as the Excom), that acts under
the guidance of the COP.
In 2016 at COP 22, it was agreed that there
be a process to periodically review the WIM, which
will take place in December 2019. The Subsidiary
Bodies at the June talks are tasked with finalising
the TOR for the review.
COP 22 also recommended the preparation
of a technical paper on loss and damage finance as
an input for the next review. The technical paper
can be found at https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/
resource/tp201 9_1_advance.pdf and reviews existing sources of financial support relevant for addressing loss and damage. This paper is relevant in
enabling progress in fulfilling one of the functions
of the WIM that relates to enhancing action and
support, including finance, to address loss and damage which has thus far been inadequately addressed.
The issue of finance to address loss and damage is expected to be highly contentious between
developed and developing countries.

Enhanced Transparency Framework
Under Article 13(1) of the PA, Parties agreed
to the establishment of an enhanced transparency
framework (ETF) for action and support, with builtin flexibility which takes into account developing
country Parties’ different capacities.
In Katowice, the modalities, procedures and
guidelines (MPGs) for the ETF were adopted,
which provide comprehensive requirements regarding the information that must be reported by Parties in relation to their NDC implementation and
how this information would be considered.
It was also decided that Parties shall submit
their first biennial transparency report (BTR) and
national inventory report (NIR), in accordance with
the MPGs, at the latest by 31 December 2024.
This replaces the current biennial reports
(BRs) for developed countries and biennial update
reports (BURs) for developing countries under the
Convention. Parties had also agreed that the BTRs,
the technical expert review and the facilitative
multilateral consideration of progress are prepared
and conducted in accordance with the MPGs and
shall replace the BRs, BURs, the international assessment and review (for developed countries) and
international consultation and analysis (for developing countries), following the submissions of the
final BRs/BURs in 2022/2024 respectively.
The Conference of Parties meeting as the
Parties to the PA (CMA) requested the SBSTA to
undertake further technical work on a number of
issues in relation to how the information to be reported and reviewed should be organised and pre-

Adaptation Fund
In Katowice, the CMA decided that the Adaptation Fund (AF) shall serve the PA effective 1
January 2019. The SBI is tasked to consider the
membership of the AF Board, which will comprise
members from developed and developing countries
who are Parties to the PA.
3

1.5°C Special Report

development of tools and methodologies to assess
the impacts of the implementation of response
measures.
The decisions also provided for the creation
of the Katowice Committee of Experts on the Impacts of the Implementation of Response Measures
(KCI) to support the work programme of the forum. The forum is expected to develop and recommend in June a six-year workplan in line. The first
meeting of the KCI will be convened on 13-14 June.
Opposition from developed countries, especially from the US, can be expected in operationalising the decisions adopted in Katowice in this
regard.

At COP 24, world media coverage of the
Katowice talks was mainly on how governments
could not welcome the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC)’s 1.5°C Special Report
(SR), given objections raised by the US, Russia,
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The US said explicitly
that it could not endorse the findings of the report.
In the decision adopted in the final hours, the COP
only managed to ‘welcome the timely completion’
of the SR.
The COP also requested the SBSTA to consider the SR with a view to strengthening the scientific knowledge on the 1.5°C goal, including in
the context of the preparation of the IPCC’s Sixth
Assessment Report (AR6) and the implementation
of the Convention and the PA.
Given how the SR was mired in controversy
last year, how Parties consider this matter at this
SBSTA session will be indeed interesting to watch.

UN Secretary-General’s Summit
At COP 24, Parties welcomed the UN Secretary- General’s initiative to convene a Climate Summit, to be held in September this year in New York.
A special briefing on the Summit along the
side-lines of the climate talks will be held on 21
June, and is expected to draw much attention from
Parties as to what is being planned at the Summit
and what outcomes are intended. In fact, soon after the Bonn talks, a meeting is being convened in
Abu Dhabi from 30 June to 1 July by the UN and
the government of the United Arab Emirates in relation to the Summit.
A major concern of developing countries that
is expected to be raised along the side-lines of the
Bonn session is on whether the Summit will be
mitigation- centric or if it will also focus attention
on adaptation as well as on the means of implementation for developing countries.

Forum on response measures
The impacts of implementation of response
measures is understood as the effects arising from
the implementation of mitigation policies and actions taken by Parties under the Convention, the
KP and the PA, and how these mitigation policies/
actions could have impacts on countries, particularly developing countries, including cross-border
impacts. COP 17 (in 2011) established a forum on
the impact of the implementation of response measures.
Decisions were adopted in Katowice to relaunch the work of the forum on the impact of the
implementation on response measures. The decisions identified four areas for the work programme
viz. (a) economic diversification and transformation; (b) just transition of the workforce and the
creation of decent work and quality jobs; (c) assessing and analysing the impacts of the implementation of response measures and; (d) facilitating the

Conclusion
The above are just some of the main issues
that will occupy delegates at the Bonn session, before Parties meet once again in Santiago, Chile for
the next session of the Subsidiary Bodies and COP
25 which will take place 2-13 December 2019.
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Parties Outline Priorities for Climate Talks

dictable finance resources, particularly through the
Green Climate Fund (GCF). The G77 representative noted with concern the shortfalls in the pledges
by some developed countries to the GCF under the
initial resource mobilisation (IRM) and called on
developed countries to scale up their contributions
to the GCF so as to at least double the contributions from the IRM period, and result in an ambitious expected first replenishment by the end of
2019. He also stressed the need to depoliticise the
flow of international resources by all financial
mechanisms under the Convention and its Paris
Agreement (PA).
The G77 representative said that the work on
the terms of reference (TOR) for the review of the
Warsaw Implementation Mechanism on Loss and
Damage (WIM) was of great importance, and that
the review must result in a WIM that is able to avert,
minimise, and address issues of loss and damage
through facilitated access to functional and operational support in line with the principles of the Convention and the PA.
He also said that it was imperative to urgently
scale up action and support for adaptation, which
is a critical priority for developing countries, and
stressed that by doing so the much-needed balance
in the process would be restored.
In his closing remarks, the G77 representative said that at this session, and going towards
COP25 in Chile, ‘we have a new opportunity to
right our course and ensure that all of the elements
that had been so finely balanced under the Convention and its PA get reflected and implemented
in a balanced way in terms of the finalization of
their operational modalities to scale up action and
ambition’. This, he said, means that the foundational principles of common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) and equity must be reflected,
and that the real differences between developed and

Bonn, 18 June (Evelyn Teh) – The climate talks in
Bonn, Germany have kicked off on 17 June with
the convening of the 50th sessions of the
UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Implementation
(SBI) and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA), which are scheduled to complete their work on 27 June.
At the joint-plenary session of the Subsidiary
Bodies, Parties outlined their priorities for the session. Among the work to be undertaken are matters that were not completed at the 24th session of
the Conference of Parties (COP 24) to the UNFCCC
in Katowice, Poland, held last year.
Speaking for the Group of 77 and China,
Ambassador Ammar Hijazi, from the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the State of Palestine, stressed
that ‘the latest heat waves and severe temperature
fluctuations, as well as droughts and floods, that
have hit many parts of the world during the past
few weeks are only a reminder that the devastating
effects of climate change are real and sudden’.
The Ambassador also reiterated that pre-2020
action is the foundation for the post-2020 phase of
the climate regime, adding that the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol (KP) is one crucial element of the pre- 2020 effort. The Group was concerned that ‘a significant number of ratifications
of the Doha Amendment are still pending’ and
called on those Parties that have not yet done so to
‘ratify it as a matter of urgency’.
At this SB50 session, the G77 representative
said that it was of utmost importance that Parties
strive for greater balance in the work in accomplishing those items that we were not able to conclude at COP24.
He also called for urgency and ambition in
the mobilisation, provision and accessibility of financial resources from developed to developing
countries with adequate, new, additional and pre5

Egypt welcomed the doubling of pledges by
some Parties to the GCF, like Germany of their
contributions, but expressed concerns with the
growing appetite of some contributing Parties to
shift from grants to loans for the replenishment and
conditionality becoming a major requirement for
support. It said further that the group expects the
replenishment process to conclude with a doubling
of the resources provided in the IRM period and in
securing the grant-based instruments and resources
for developing countries particularly for adaptation.
On the broader finance architecture, it was
concerned with limitation of other sources of finance like the Climate Investment Funds at a time
when the Global Environment Facility climate allocation is reduced by 40% and the GCF has a shortfall of US$3 billion.
On adaptation, the Africa Group was apprehensive with the lack of prioritisation on the further work from the Katowice outcome, and the slow
progress of the adaptation discussion in the Adaptation Committee and absence of adaptation elements in the agenda of the Subsidiary Bodies.
Belize, on behalf of the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS), envisioned 2019 as the year
of ambition, which encapsulates enhanced mitigation, adaptation, loss and damage and finance. It
said that the IPCC Special Report on 1.5°C finds
that rapid and far-reaching transitions in land, energy, industry, buildings, transport and cities are
required to reduce emissions by about 45% by 2030
and achieve net zero by around 2050 if there is any
chance of limiting global warming to 1.5°C, beyond which is likely to trigger climatic, environmental, and ecological tipping points and thresholds from which the world would not be able to
reverse or recover. This, it said, implies the facilitation of feasible, yet faster, socio-technical transitions, the deployment of multi-sectoral mitigation
measures and the fostering of ambitious international cooperation and transformative policy environments in the short term that target both energy
supply and demand. It called on the international
community to deliver by 2020 new or updated
NDCs.
It also stressed that the GCF replenishment
process must also deliver adequate finances, in line
with the best-available science, and that new conditions and criteria are not imposed for developing
countries to access these much-needed funds.
Bhutan on behalf of the Least Developed
Countries (LDCs) referred to the IPCC Special

developing countries in terms of both historical responsibility and capability are fully taken into
account.
Iran, speaking on behalf of the Like Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC), also underscored
the need to treat adaptation with the same urgency
and importance as mitigation; and in the fulfilment
of the commitments by the developed countries to
provide means of implementation to developing
countries.
On the issue of common time frames for the
nationally determined contributions (NDCs), it
stressed that there should be full recognition that
Parties, in particular developing countries, will have
different national circumstances that may require
the application of different time frames.
As regards Article 6 (on voluntary cooperative approaches), the LMDC said that the purpose
of the provision is to allow Parties to implement
their NDCs as they define them. In this regard, it
said that there should be no limitations on NDC
types, projects, or metrics, adding that ‘the spirit
of Article 6 is cooperative efforts and not exclusive approaches’. It also said that the approaches
should be ‘bottom up and nationally driven’.
The LMDC also welcomed the outcome of
the work undertaken by the Facilitative Working
Group of the Local Communities and Indigenous
People’s Platform (LCIPP) and added that the participation of observers from indigenous peoples and
local communities should rightly be ‘considered
as contributors rather than just observers’, and that
‘it is the first time in the history of the UNFCCC
process that the indigenous peoples and local communities’ views are directly reflected in a workplan
that is directly related to them’.
Egypt, speaking on behalf of the Africa
Group, said that in the last months, the African
continent has witnessed climate-induced extreme
events which have displaced thousands of people
and resulted in deaths, has witnessed desert storms
and heatwaves which have affected livelihoods and
agricultural productivity. It has also affected livestock, water, crops, wildlife, and the energy sector.
It recalled the cyclones in Southern Africa, which
severely affected Mozambique and also
neighbouring countries, Malawi and Zimbabwe. ‘In
Mozambique, three million people are affected,
with estimated US$1.4 billion in total damage, and
US$1.4 billion in losses. The recovery and reconstruction cost is estimated to be US$2.9 billion. In
Malawi, devastating floods have affected the lives
of 870,000 people,’ it added.

6

Brazil, on behalf of itself, South Africa, India and China (BASIC), hoped that the talks would
enhance the WIM and its Executive Committee
so as to enhance capabilities on addressing current
and future climatic risks.
Other developing country groupings who also
delivered statements included the Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America (ALBA
Group) and the Coalition for Rainforest Nations.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity Group (EIG) also expressed the importance
of completing the work on Article 6, which must
help deliver the NDCs, and that can only happen if
double counting is avoided and sustainable development is ensured. It also said that there was a need
to focus on the review of the WIM.
Australia for the Umbrella Group underlined that COP24 was a significant milestone. It
highlighted the need to move forward on Article 6
of the PA, so that there is an outcome that ensures
markets with environmental integrity. It also looked
forward to the UN Secretary-General’s Climate
Summit in New York in September this year to build
and maintain climate actions and highlight the
ambition of Parties.
The European Union said that COP24 was
successful in making the PA come to life and operational. On the road to Santiago, Chile (COP 25),
it stressed the need to reach agreement on Article
6, which has to ensure rules to avoid double counting and maintain environmental integrity.

Report on 1.5°C and expressed disappointment that
Parties did not unanimously agree to welcome the
report last year. It added that as a global community come together to create a safe and prosperous
future for all, Parties should submit new and more
ambitious NDCs by March 2020 that represent
countries’ fair shares to achieve the pathways consistent with 1.5°C.
The LDCs identified the issue of loss and
damage as being very important and looked forward to finalising the terms of reference for an effective review of the WIM to ensure a review that
builds a stronger and more effective WIM, so that
the focus of its work can be on supporting concrete actions on the ground that protect poor and
vulnerable countries.
It also wanted to see robust rules for markets
under Article 6 that maintain environmental integrity and result in real overall mitigation in global
emissions. Amongst other things, it said that it was
critical that emission reductions cannot be double
counted and that perverse incentives are not created for unambitious reduction targets. On the Adaptation Fund, the arrangement of membership of
the Adaptation Fund Board should urgently be
finalised to ensure smooth transition with no major governance changes, added Bhutan.
Saudi Arabia on behalf of the Arab Group
referred to Article 6 and reiterated the importance
of allowing all Parties to participate within a cooperative approach if they so wish. It said that the
goal was to allow Parties to cooperate to implement their NDCs, which are bottom up.

Edited by Meena Raman
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19 June 2019

Negotiations on Market and Non-market Mechanisms to Resume
after Suspension

achieving nationally determined contributions
(NDC) under Article 4 of the PA’, and included
matters relating to Article 6.
Some developing countries were concerned
that proceeding with discussions on matters related
to Article 6 under the ETF agenda was not appropriate as Parties have yet to reach agreement on
what the Article 6 mechanisms look like and what
principles and rules should be applied. They therefore objected to the continuation of work on Article 6 in the contact group, and requested that discussions on the ETF agenda item 10(b) also be suspended until a resolution could be found on how to
take matters forward.
Discussions under both the agenda items
[item 11 and item 10(b)] were then suspended and
the SBSTA Chair called for informal consultations
with heads of delegations to resolve the impasse.
A way forward was eventually found which is
elaborated further below.
The major bone of contention was around the
decision adopted in Katowice last year (under paragraph 77(d) of decision 18 of the Conference of
Parties meeting as the Parties to the PA [CMA]) on
‘modalities, procedures and guidelines for the transparency framework…’. (Paragraph 77(d) relates to
Parties being mandated to provide information related to Article 6 to track progress in implementing and achieving their NDCs.)
(Paragraph 77 (d) of the decision states as
follows:
77. ‘Each Party shall provide the information… in a structured summary to track progress
made in implementing and achieving its NDC under Article 4, including:
(d) Each Party that participates in cooperative approaches that involve the use of internationally transferred mitigation outcomes towards an

Bonn, 19 June (TWN) – Negotiations to work out
the operational details of the market and non-market mechanisms under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement (PA) could not be launched as scheduled on
18 June, the second day of the ongoing climate talks
in Bonn.
The day was filled with confusion and it took
over three-and-a-half hours of informal consultations by the Chair of the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA) with heads of delegations to resolve the
issue of launching work on the Article 6 issue,
which will now begin on 19 June.
(Article 6 of the PA deals with cooperative
approaches among Parties, which include the use
of market and non-market mechanisms. Parties
were unable to arrive at an agreement on the operational details and rules to be applied in the implementation of Article 6 at the 24th session of the
Conference of the Parties (COP 24) held in
Katowice, Poland last year. COP 24 had adopted a
package of decisions on the rules to implement the
PA, except matters related to Article 6. Therefore,
a key focus of Parties in the ongoing Bonn session
is on Article 6.)
Confusion arose when SBSTA Chair (Paul
Watkinson from France) convened a contact group
in the morning of 18 June to discuss matters related to Article 6 under agenda item 11.
While the contact group was meeting, informal consultations under agenda item 10(b) of the
SBSTA on the enhanced transparency framework
(ETF - dealing with the reporting of information
on climate actions taken and support provided) were
also going on in parallel. The ETF agenda on item
10(b) was dealing with ‘common tabular formats
for the electronic reporting of the information necessary to track progress made in implementing and
8

NDC under Article 4, or authorizes the use of mitigation outcomes for international mitigation purposes other than achievement of its NDC, shall also
provide the following information in the structured
summary consistently with relevant decisions
adopted by the CMA on Article 6:
(i) The annual level of anthropogenic emissions
by sources and removals by sinks covered by
the NDC on an annual basis reported biennially;
(ii) An emissions balance reflecting the level of
anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks covered by its NDC adjusted
on the basis of corresponding adjustments undertaken by effecting an addition for internationally transferred mitigation outcomes
first-transferred/transferred and a subtraction for internationally transferred mitigation
outcomes used/acquired, consistent with decisions adopted by the CMA on Article 6;
(iii) Any other information consistent with decisions adopted by the CMA on reporting under Article 6;
(iv) Information on how each cooperative approach promotes sustainable development;
and ensures environmental integrity and
transparency, including in governance; and
applies robust accounting to ensure inter alia
the avoidance of double counting, consistent
with decisions adopted by the CMA on Article 6.)’
During the informal consultations organised
by the SBSTA Chair to resolve the impasse, sources
said that groups of Parties could be seen discussing
in huddles. The consultations ended around 8 pm.
It seems that despite arguments from developing
countries explaining their position, developed
countries led by the United States (US) wanted
assurance that Parties would get down to discussing
paragraph 77(d) in the ongoing session and did not
want the issue to be sidelined.
Developing countries from the Like-Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC), Africa Group
and Arab Group of countries proposed that discussions on the ETF agenda item 10(b) be suspended till negotiations on Article 6 are concluded.
They explained that they were concerned that work
in the transparency group would prejudice the negotiations on Article 6. They wanted the assurance
that nothing should prejudice the negotiations on
the rules of implementation in relation to Article 6.
Some negotiators from these groups also explained
that paragraph 77(d) had terms such as ‘corresponding adjustments’ and ‘internationally transferred

mitigation outcomes (ITMOs)’, which were still
pending agreement under the negotiations.
They also expressed alarm that discussing the
transparency framework of a subject that was not
even agreed to yet ‘was like putting the cart before
a horse’. Speaking to TWN, a developing country
negotiator lamented that the Article 6 mechanisms
are not in place yet. ‘Terms such as ITMOs do not
have definitions. We will have to negotiate and
arrive at a common understanding of ITMOs and
everything else under Article 6. How can we commit to providing information on something we have
not even agreed on?’ questioned the delegate.
Sources also revealed that developed countries led by the US, Australia and Switzerland
were of the view that Parties had the mandate to
discuss both the transparency framework and Article 6 and therefore they were not in a position to
accept any proposal to suspend discussions on any
matter related to the transparency framework. The
US wanted to discuss paragraph 77(d) and to share
their views and make submissions on it, added the
sources further.
Explaining the politics behind the issue, a
seasoned developing country observer told TWN
that there could be concerns among some developing countries that developed countries wanted to
advance work on the market mechanisms through
the transparency framework reporting, if the developed countries could not get what they wanted
in the ongoing negotiations under Article 6.
Following the huddles, Parties agreed on a
way forward. Sources said that the SBSTA Chair
said that according to his understanding, there was
agreement to proceed with work on Article 6 and
the transparency framework agenda, with the assurances that issues not related to Article 6 are
prioritised and paragraph 77(d) of the CMA decision is not prioritised as Parties work through the
issues under agenda item 10(b). The SBSTA Chair
also said that no discussions are conclusive unless
Parties so agree.
It was also decided that discussions on Article 6 and paragraph 77(d) would not overlap and
this would allow experts to participate in both the
discussions if they so wished. The Chair invited
Parties to bring to his attention any concern that
Parties may have in response to which the Chair
would find a way to respond to the concerns of
Parties.
The SBSTA Chair also said that he would
guide the co-facilitators to conduct work accordingly and that it was a ‘gentlemen’s agreement’.
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NDCs; information on financial, technology development and transfer and capacity building support
provided and mobilised; outlines of the biennial
transparency report, national inventory document
and technical expert review report and training
programmes for technical experts participating in
the technical expert review.)
The second day of the Bonn talks also saw
work begin in contact groups and informal consultations on several matters which included work on
the ETF; terms of reference for the 2019 review of
the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and
Damage, matters relating to the Adaptation Fund;
scope of the next periodic review of the long-term
global goal under the Convention and of overall
progress towards achieving it; and the programme
budget for the biennium 2020-2021 of the Secretariat.

It is expected that the SBSTA Chair will
organise another contact group on 19 June to launch
work on Article 6 (given its earlier suspension).
Work on agenda item 10 as a whole on the ETF
would also move forward, with the understanding
that those items not related to Article 6 would be
prioritised under the agenda item.
Sources also said that the US ‘reluctantly’
agreed to the assurances of the SBSTA Chair and
said that they would have to revisit the mode of
work in the session depending on the progress of
work.
(SBSTA agenda item 10 is on the ETF and is
titled ‘methodological issues under the PA’, with
five sub-components on: common reporting tables/
common tabular formats for the electronic reporting of information on national inventory reports of
greenhouse gases; information necessary to track
progress made in implementing and achieving
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Parties Begin Work on ‘Unresolved Issues’ over
Market/Non-market Mechanisms

Bonn, 20 June (Prerna Bomzan) – Work to develop
the operational details of the market and non-market mechanisms under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement (PA) was launched on 19 June, at the resumed
first meeting of the contact group organised by the
Chair of the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA), at the
Bonn climate talks.
Among the tasks identified was to begin work
by identifying the issues that are ‘unresolved’, before moving into the development of a negotiating
text.
(The negotiating text for the discussions is
an issue, as there are two texts that were developed in Katowice, Poland last year, at the
UNFCCC’s 24th meeting of the Conference of
Parties (COP 24) – one was a text forwarded by
the SBSTA to the COP (of 8 December) and another which was developed by the Polish COP
Presidency which was put forward on 14 December 2018.)
At the contact group meeting on 19 June,
SBSTA Chair (Paul Watkinson from France)
proposed the mode of work as follows:
•

•

•

place to allow for ‘inclusiveness’, taking note
of small delegations.
The first report on progress made would be
presented in the second meeting of the contact group later in the week and the informal
consultations are expected to finalise work
by 6 pm on 25 June, to allow the closing of
the contact group in its third meeting on 26
June.
Further, to ensure transparency in the negotiation process, the SBSTA Chair invited Parties to allow the informal consultations to be
open to observers with the understanding that
they would be closed for ‘sensitive’ issues at
the request of Parties.

Following the contact group meeting, at the
first informal consultations, the co-facilitators Hugh
Sealy (Barbados) and Peer Stiansen (Norway) proposed the working modalities as follows: first step
is to aim at ‘stabilising’ the draft negotiating text;
second step is to ‘identify unresolved issues’ that
need to be addressed in this session and in ‘more
informal setting in spin-off groups’; third step is to
launch the spin-offs and report back; fourth step is
to address the unresolved issues in informal consultations and capture progress made in the next
version of the text. Further, considering the concerns of small delegations, no parallel spin-offs
would be organised but ‘sequentially’ in ‘non-negotiation hours’. Parties were then invited to present
their opening statements.
Saudi Arabia speaking on behalf of the LikeMinded Developing Countries (LMDC) raised a
‘point of order’, and raised concerns over what issues would remain at informal consultations and
what issues would go to the spin-offs. Further, it
also pointed out its concerns over the scheduling
of informals and spin-offs given already ‘six hours’

The contact group will meet at least two more
times to track progress and it will be responsible for preparing the formal conclusions.
Substantive negotiations on all three agenda
items under Article 6 (i.e. on the international
transfer of mitigation outcomes (ITMOs) under Article 6.2; the sustainable development
mechanism under Article 6.4 and the framework for non-market approaches under Article 6.8) including the development of negotiating text will be managed by informal consultations and Parties would decide whether
spin-offs are required for ‘unresolved’ issues.
Also, no ‘parallel’ discussions would take
11

formed that in the second informal consultations
in the afternoon, the unresolved issues would be
taken up collectively.
At the second informal consultations held
later, the co-facilitators stated the objective of gathering all unresolved issues in a list of 10-20 issues
in order to unlock those issues in the third informal consultations the following day. Spin-offs
would be organised with Parties’ consent which
would ultimately lead to another iteration for the
draft negotiating text.
Saudi Arabia for the LMDC did not want a
limit to be placed on the number of issues as this
was ‘not conducive to a Party-driven outcome’. It
further said that ‘discussions should be open as
much as possible’ and that the issues to be resolved
could be based on the 14 December version of the
text, underlining that it would bring other issues
on the table if the other version of the text was
considered.
Egypt for the Africa Group also listed its
issues based on the 14 December version of the
text as well as India, who pointed out additional
issues to that of Saudi Arabia and Egypt.
The EU proposed that ‘fundamental disagreements need to be clustered’.
At the end of the session, after hearing statements from Parties, the co-facilitators came up with
a list of 14 clusters of unresolved issues across the
Article 6-related agenda items. Five of the clusters
of issues will be discussed in the third informal
consultations on 20 June, with a duration of one
hour for each cluster of issues.
Some of the unresolved issues include the
definition of ITMOs; linkages between ITMOs
under Article 6.2 and the sustainable development
mechanism under Article 6.4; governance and oversight; nationally determined contributions (NDCs)
and types of NDCs; reporting, review, recording
and tracking and sequencing with NDCs accounting; share of proceeds; response measures, etc.
The next informal consultations will consider
the following five issues: the governance issues
around the non-market approaches under Article
6.8 and the sustainable development mechanism
under Article 6.4; the design of activities under
Article 6.4; what are ITMOs under Article 6.2 and
all NDC types and metrics under Article 6.2.

of informals and going beyond non-negotiation
hours after 6 pm.
Egypt for the Arab Group echoed similar
concerns. It further sought clarification on what was
meant by the ‘stabilisation’ of the draft negotiating
text, given the two versions of the texts on the table.
Brazil expressed similar concerns on the
‘stabilising of the draft negotiation text’, as a first
step, stressing that Parties had to ‘tackle the issues
first before we tackle any text’. It underscored that
“there is no understanding that we have given you
the mandate to produce a text’ and that there are
‘risks of undermining the confidence to tackle the
substantive issues’. It stressed the need to reach a
‘collective understanding of the challenges and
progress made’ and then to discuss on how to move
forward on the negotiating text.
Saudi Arabia for the LMDC echoed Egypt
and Brazil and made clear that ‘there is no mandate to produce texts’ and that ‘Parties need to have
“all-inclusive” discussions on how we will begin
to formulate the text’.
Senegal for the Africa Group stated that it
will not ‘prejudge’ the need for spin-offs and if a
consolidated text is decided then ‘all options of both
the texts’ should be considered as well as ‘approved
by all Parties before substantive discussions’.
India also sought clarification on what was
meant by the ‘stabilisation’ of texts.
Belize for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) as well as Costa Rica for the Independent Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) welcomed the proposal for spinoff groups and a ‘stabilised text’, while Tuvalu for
the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) stated that
although the approach of ‘stabilising the text’ was
acceptable, ‘we need to find a way of nuancing that
in an appropriate manner’.
Canada and Australia welcomed both spinoffs and a stabilised text while the European Union
(EU), New Zealand and Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity Group (EIG) also supported the idea of a ‘stabilised text’. The United
States said that although concerns have been raised
about a consolidated text, it could support the proposal.
At the end of the first informal consultations,
given too many concerns around the approach for
a stabilised text, the co-facilitators acknowledged
that ‘for now, we do not have a mandate’ and in-
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Developing Countries Express Concerns over Arrangements for
UNFCCC Meetings

On the participation of non-Party stakeholders, while some developed countries highlighted
the importance of providing space to non-Party
stakeholders to promote their contributions in helping achieve the PA goals, developing countries
expressed the view that while the participation of
non-Party stakeholders was welcome, there should
be no doubt that it is the Parties who have legal
obligations to undertake actions and should therefore have the final say in the decisions they take.

Bonn, 21 June (TWN) – Agendas of the next
UNFCCC session, frequency of forthcoming meetings of the Conference of the Parties (COPs) and
participation of non-Party stakeholders in the process have proved contentious in discussions under
the agenda item on ‘Arrangements for Intergovernmental Meetings (AIM)’ under the UNFCCC’s
Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI).
These issues were discussed in informal consultations over 19-20 June during the ongoing climate talks in Bonn, Germany, and Parties will continue to deliberate on these matters further in subsequent consultations.
In relation to the proposed agenda for the next
UNFCCC session to be held in Santiago, Chile in
December this year, some developing countries
expressed surprise that the issue of adaptation was
dropped from the items to be included in the provisional agenda of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA) and at proposals by the Secretariat to
either remove or conclude on agenda items that did
not enjoy consensus among Parties for the sake of
efficiency. (See further details below.)
On the frequency of COPs, some developed
countries were of the view that the meetings should
not be held annually after a given timeframe, since
the focus of work was on in-country implementation of the Paris Agreement (PA) and its work
programme (PAWP). Developing countries on the
other hand underlined the urgency for climate action and the need to maintain the political momentum of the intergovernmental process through the
annual meetings.

1

Agenda of the next UNFCCC session
The next UNFCCC session is to be held from
2-13 December, where three of the governing bodies will meet, viz. the COP, the CMA and the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP), along with
the two subsidiary bodies – the Subsidiary Body
for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA)
and SBI.
Discussions in relation to the agendas of the
governing bodies became contentious with proposals from the Secretariat to improve the efficiency
of the process1.
According to the note by the Executive Secretary, ‘With most elements of the PAWP now having been adopted, the CMA will need to develop a
new agenda for its second session. The secretariat
suggests that this could also be an opportunity to
update the agendas of the COP and the CMP so
that they better address the outcomes of the Paris
and Katowice Conferences that relate to work under the COP and under the CMP with a view to
developing agendas that are relevant, well structured, concise and forward-looking.’

Document FCCC/SBI/2019/6 (Page 6)

13

approaches]; administrative, financial and institutional matters; the special needs and special circumstances of Africa under the PA; the high-level
segment; and other matters.)
China also expressed caution over the removing of agenda items without the consensus of Parties. Saudi Arabia said it was not in a position to
support removal of items from the agendas.

The Secretariat in its note also proposed the
following criteria to increase ‘efficiency’:
•

•

•

•

‘removing items that are traditionally referred
orally to the subsidiary bodies and are standing items on their agendas;
exploring ways to conclude the consideration
of items that have been held in abeyance for
several years;
exploring ways to conclude the consideration
of items that have repeatedly failed to reach
a consensus on an outcome; and
not including items that have not had matters
for consideration at recent sessions’.

Frequency of COPs and governing bodies
Ahead of the Bonn session, the UNFCCC
Secretariat had also prepared a synthesis report on
the submissions of Parties on the ‘views on the frequency and location of sessions of the governing
bodies after 2020 and their budgetary and other
implications’2.
According to the synthesis report, Switzerland in its submission noted that with the adoption
of the PAWP, climate change processes had reached
a level of ‘maturity’ that was similar to other environmental agreements that meet on a ‘biennial or
triennial cycle’. Switzerland also stated that ‘the
frequency of COP sessions needs to be consistent
with the new regime while taking into account the
cycles established by the PA’. (Emphasis added.)
(Several developing countries expressed concern to TWN that the term ‘new regime’ was misleading and should not be used, as everything that
was being done under the PA was to enhance the
implementation of the Convention and there was
no ‘new regime’.)
Switzerland’s proposal, as reflected in the
synthesis report, includes different options such as
COPs being held twice or thrice in five years, starting in 2028, with a leader’s event every five years
coinciding with the global stocktake (to assess the
collective progress of Parties in implementing the
PA goals).
The synthesis report also states that according to some Parties, making the cycle of the COP
sessions less frequent than annual ‘would ensure
an effective process while avoiding unnecessary
burdens on Parties and the secretariat’.
The synthesis report also notes that the Independent Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) held the view that consideration
of the frequency of sessions should be postponed
until 2028 and called on the Secretariat to prepare
‘an information note on the implications of any
change in the frequency of COP sessions on fulfilling the mandates and commitments of Parties

During the discussions on the issue, the European Union (EU) said that there was scope for
streamlining the agendas and encouraged the Secretariat and the COP Presidency to make further
advances in the area. The EU also encouraged the
Secretariat to pursue its ideas.
Egypt for the Africa Group wondered what
was driving such proposals as ‘removing or concluding items that did not reach consensus’. It said
that this was not the appropriate way to proceed,
adding that just because Parties could not agree on
something, did not mean those Parties who had
proposed the agenda items could be by-passed.
Egypt said that there were rules that dictated when
an agenda item could be reviewed or deleted and
these rules should be followed.
Egypt also referred to the items proposed for
the CMA provisional agenda (that was annexed to
the note by the Executive Secretary) and expressed
surprise that the issue of adaptation had been omitted from the agenda entirely, and asked if the issue
was being omitted entirely from the Convention
and the PA altogether. It proposed that the CMA
agenda follow the structure of the PA (which includes adaptation).
(According to the Executive Secretariat’s
note, the possible elements of the proposed provisional agenda of the CMA include: opening of the
session; organisational matters; reports of subsidiary bodies; public registries under the PA; the
Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and
Damage; matters relating to finance; development
and transfer of technologies; capacity-building
under the PA; report of the forum on the impact of
the implementation of response measures; cooperative implementation under the PA [relating to
the Article 6 market mechanisms and non-market
2

Document FCCC/SBI/2019/INF.1
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China said that the frequency of further sessions was closely related to governance matters
under the UNFCCC and the PA. It reminded Parties that when the PA and the PAWP were negotiated, the assumption was that COP would convene
every year and if the frequency was changed, it
would impact several processes. To increase efficiency, China suggested having shortened durations
of meetings and said maybe it could be a weeklong COP instead of the duration lasting two weeks.
According to the EU, given the divergences
of views on the topic of frequency, there should be
in-depth discussions on the issue, adding that it
would be important to discuss ways in which the
UNFCCC process could be improved to better fit
with enhanced ambition and implementation. The
EU said Parties should think about making the
ambition cycle the driving issue in the schedule
and time allocation of meetings. It added further
that at certain moments, Parties would need stronger political involvement, which should be considered as well.
The United States encouraged Parties to
think about increasing the ‘efficiency’ of the process, and added that while Parties may discuss the
issue further, they were unlikely to reach consensus on it.
Switzerland referred to its submission in its
intervention and said that while annual COPs had
played an integral role in providing guidance, following the adoption of the PAWP, the focus would
turn to technical work and implementation in each
country and that post-2020, one must have a
‘broader perspective’. It said that it agreed with
the AILAC and AOSIS that climate action and ambition must be rapidly scaled up, but having yearly
meetings would not measure effectiveness and lowering the frequency would reduce the financial
burden on Parties and the Secretariat.

under the PA and the outcomes of its work
programme’.
The Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) held the view that discussions on the frequency of meetings could be postponed until after
2030, ‘given the critical importance of the 20202030 period’, the synthesis report stated.
Egypt for the Africa Group in its submis3
sion said that the COP shall be held once every
year unless the COP decides otherwise. The Africa
Group in their submission stated that ‘notwithstanding the agreement on substantial parts of the PAWP
in COP 24, much work remains to be done for the
PA to become fully operational’. The group recommended that Parties should continue with the
current approach of annual sessions.
Referring to the submissions, Parties had an
interesting exchange during the Bonn session.
Egypt referred to the forthcoming UN-Secretary General (UN-SG) Summit on Climate Action in September 2019 in New York, and said that
the UN-SG Summit was a result of the outcomes
of Paris and Katowice under the UNFCCC, stressing that it was not UN-SG summits that led to the
outcomes. It said that the UNFCCC is the core
multilateral process that deals with climate change
and discussions on decreasing its frequency would
send out a wrong message to the world that the
UNFCCC is no longer relevant. The challenge of
climate change has not ended by adopting the PA,
Egypt said, and added that much remains to be
done.
The Maldives for the AOSIS provided examples of mandates from the various decisions
adopted lasting up to 2030, and added that the
momentum of the intergovernmental process needs
to be maintained given the scale of the challenge
at hand. The Maldives referred to the Special Report on 1.5°C (1.5 SR) by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to underscore the
urgency of climate action and for the need to engage in the issue.
Costa Rica for the AILAC said that it was
critical to ensure that the commitments of Parties
under the PA and PAWP are not undermined and
also referred to the 1.5 SR to say that ambition must
be scaled up over the next 10 years to ensure that
the PA’s objectives are met. Costa Rica added that
frequency was instrumental to keep the political
momentum ongoing. Referring to their submission,
it said that the discussion on frequency must be
deferred until 2028.
3

Participation of observers
In relation to participation of observers and
non-Party stakeholders, the EU said an outwardlooking approach or encouraging more special sessions where international organisations get a space
to promote their contributions in helping to achieve
the PA goals would be very useful. It also called
for the involvement of non-Party stakeholders, especially youth, in the process.

Document FCCC/SBI/2019/INF.1/Add.1
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China said that while it welcomed the engagement of non-Party stakeholders in the process,
it should be recognised that the process is intergovernmental, and this should be preserved. It also
called for effective, balanced participation and said
that Parties should think about enhancing the participation of non-Party stakeholders from developing countries to strike a balance in their participation. Saudi Arabia expressed similar sentiments
as China and Egypt.

Egypt for the Africa Group said it was not
against having different stakeholders in the process and welcomed non-Party stakeholders’ engagement, but that should not undermine the fact that
the UNFCCC is a Party-driven process where Parties undertake legal obligations through decisions.
Since decisions are the legal obligation of Parties,
they should have the final say in the decisions, it
elaborated further.
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Developed Countries Push for Changes to Adaptation Fund

had references to the annexes to the Convention.
They said that this needed to be changed, given
that the PA does not refer to Annex I and NonAnnex I, but uses the terms developed and
developing countries. Further, they proposed, in
their submissions, that the composition be changed
to 18 members (from the current 16 members), and
include representatives from Eastern Europe and
Western European groups.
These proposals were reflected in an informal
note by the co-facilitators for the informal
consultations, Amjad Abdulla (Maldives) and
Fiona Gilbert (Australia).
(Decision 1/CMP.3 decided that the AF Board
shall have 16 members, representing Parties to the
Kyoto Protocol [KP], taking into account fair and
balanced representation among these groups and
would include two representatives from each of
the five United Nations regional groups; one
representative of the Small Island Developing
States [SIDS]; one representative of the Least
Developed Country Parties; two other
representatives from the Parties included in Annex
I to the Convention [Annex I Parties]; two other
representatives from the Parties not included in
Annex I to the Convention [non-Annex I Parties].)
Further, developed countries also said that
when the Fund exclusively serves the PA, the
composition would have to be adjusted. As an
outcome of the Bonn session, they wanted the draft
conclusions to also reflect that when the AF serves
the PA exclusively, the issue of changing the
composition of the Board be taken up by the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting
of the Parties to the PA (CMA). Some developed
countries also said that the rules of procedure of
the AF need to be amended.
The AF currently serves both the KP and the
PA. In Poland last year, it was decided that the AF

24 June, Bonn (TWN) – Discussions over the
composition of the Adaptation Fund (AF) Board
and eligibility of Parties to the Board have become
contentious at the ongoing climate talks in Bonn,
Germany. This was due to the proposals by
developed countries, including the United States
(US), to change the composition of the AF Board.
Developing countries were united that they
do not envisage any change in the composition of
the AF Board now. The exchange happened in a
series of informal consultations under the ongoing
talks of the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for
Implementation (SBI).
(In a decision adopted in December 2018 in
Katowice, Poland, [para 4 of decision 1/CMP] the
SBI was tasked to consider the membership of the
AF Board and to forward a recommendation to the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting
of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP) for its
consideration at its session later this year.)
During the discussions, several developing
country groupings under the G77 and China said
that the decision adopted in Katowice had made
clear that developing and developed countries that
are Parties to the Paris Agreement (PA) are eligible
for membership on the AF Board and therefore,
there was no need to discuss the matter further.
They stressed that under the SBI, they were not
tasked to reconfigure the number of members or
change the composition of the Board. They also
said that they would like to maintain the current
composition of the Board as is, while adding that
the AF was very dear to developing countries
because of its specific focus on adaptation and the
Fund’s unique direct access modalities.
Developed countries, led by the European
Union, Switzerland and Norway, however,
referred to past decisions (viz. decision 1/CMP.3),
which outlined the composition of the Board and
17

PA smoothly and to make recommendations to the
CMP at its next session, in December 2019.)
According to a senior developing country
delegate who spoke to TWN, the proposals raised
by developed countries have to do with the situation
of the US, which was not on the AF Board as it
was not a Party to the KP, and wants to get involved
in the AF under the PA and change the structure of
the Fund.
Divergences also arose on the next steps in
relation to whether the co-facilitators’ proposed
draft conclusions should refer to an informal note
prepared by co-facilitators which captures the
views expressed by Parties on eligibility,
amendments to the AF Board rules of procedure,
possible changes to the Board composition, and
an option of no recommendation to be forwarded
and for the next SBI session to continue
discussions.
The views expressed by Parties include that
of the US as well, which has an observer status in
the KP. Some developing countries sought legal
clarification of whether the US’s views could be
included in the submission and added that not all
the views were reflected in the informal note.
The Africa Group, Least Developed
Countries, India and China were against
including the informal note in the draft conclusions,
whereas Switzerland, Japan and Norway were
in favour of including the informal note.
Since there was no consensus, the next steps
are likely to be decided either in additional informal
consultations or at the closing plenary of the SBI
on 27 June, which is the last day of the Bonn talks.

shall exclusively serve the PA and shall no longer
serve the KP, once the share of proceeds under
Article 6.4 of the PA becomes available.
(Negotiations on the share of proceeds are
currently ongoing in Bonn. Article 6.4 establishes
a mechanism to contribute to the mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions and support sustainable
development for use by Parties on a voluntary
basis. Article 6 of the PA deals with cooperative
approaches among Parties, which include the use
of market and non-market mechanisms. Parties
were unable to arrive at an agreement on the
operational details and rules to be applied in the
implementation of Article 6 in Poland last year.)
In response to developed countries’ calls for
the SBI draft conclusions to reflect that the AF
serves the PA exclusively and for amendments to
the Board’s composition, developing counties said
that there was no hurry to do so. They said there
was no need for a recommendation on the AF
serving the PA exclusively when the CMP had
already decided on this, which was linked to share
of proceeds from the Article 6.4 mechanism, which
was still under negotiations.
On proposals to amend the rules of procedure,
developing countries said that the AF Board was
already considering issues in relation to rules of
procedure; hence, it was not necessary to provide
any recommendations to that effect.
(The decision from Katowice [in para 6 of
decision 1/CMP.14] requests the AF Board to
consider the rules of procedure of the Board, the
arrangements of the AF with respect to the PA and
any other matter so as to ensure the AF serves the
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Disagreements over Review of Achievements under the UNFCCC

the long-term global goal in the light of the ultimate objective of the Convention, and (ii) the overall progress toward achieving the long-term global
goal, including a consideration of the implementation of the commitments under the Convention.)
(The first periodic review was the 2013-2015
review. It led to the decision in Paris in 2015 on
the new long-term global goal ‘that the goal is to
hold the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels
and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels, recognizing that this would significantly reduce the risks
and impacts of climate change’ [which was also
reflected in the PA] and that ‘in the light of the
overall progress made towards achieving the longterm global goal, including consideration of the
implementation of the commitments under the
Convention, Parties should act urgently and ambitiously under the Convention while recognizing the
technological, economic and institutional challenges’.)
(In 2017, at the 23rd meeting of the UNFCCC
[COP 23], Parties requested the Subsidiary Bodies
to resume their consideration of this matter at the
current climate talks, with a view to forwarding a
recommendation to COP 25, to be held later this
year and for this to also take into account the relevant work on the GST.)
A key divergence at the present Bonn talks
was around whether the periodic review itself
should continue. While several developed countries proposed that there was no need to continue
with the periodic review, developing countries argued that the scope of the agenda item was not about
negotiating the mandate of the long-term goal review, but it was about defining the scope of the
second periodic review as mandated under the
Convention.

Bonn, 26 June (TWN) – Disagreements between
developed and developing countries arose over the
need to review the progress on achievements under the UNFCCC, at the Bonn climate talks. The
talks, which began on 17 June, are scheduled to
end on 27 June.
Developing countries led by the G77 and
China wanted a review of the overall progress and
implementation of actions of Parties in the pre-2020
period under the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol, covering mitigation and adaptation actions as
well as the provision of support to developing countries and to address the implementation gaps.
Developed countries on the other hand opposed the need for a review, as they said that a
mechanism was already in place under the global
stocktake (GST) of the Paris Agreement (PA),
which will take place in 2023. (The GST will focus on the collective progress of Parties in implementing the PA in the post-2020 time frame.)
These disagreements emerged at the informal
consultations under the agenda item related to the
‘scope of the next periodic review of the long-term
global goal under the Convention and of overall
progress towards achieving it’, which is handled
jointly by the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) and
Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI).
With no agreement on the scope of the periodic review, Parties agreed to forward draft procedural conclusions to the Chairs of the Subsidiary
Bodies, to consider the issue further at its next session to be held in December this year in Chile.
(In 2010, Parties had agreed on a long-term
global goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions so
as to hold the increase in global average temperature below 2°C above pre-industrial levels. The
UNFCCC’s Conference of Parties [COP] also decided to periodically review: (i) the adequacy of
19

was no need for the periodic review and that if it
took place, it should not duplicate existing processes.
Developing countries led by the Like Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC) responded that
non-duplication of work should not result in the
absence of a balanced review that treats only what
is left over from other review processes already in
place. ‘While separate, component processes under the Convention may contribute to the review,
they cannot over-ride the need for all elements under the Convention to be integral aspects of the
review,’ said India for the LMDC.
The LMDC also said that the ‘retreat in global climate action signaled by the desire of individual Parties to exit from various agreements and
commitments and its consequences in the lack of
adequate mitigation efforts must find its due place
in the review’, in an obvious reference to the US
which has notified that it will exit the PA.
On the differences between the periodic review and the GST, developing countries said that
while the GST process begins in 2023 and has a
periodicity of five years, the review under the Convention takes place after every assessment of the
IPCC or seven years from the previous review.
They also said that the possibility of overshoot scenarios did not unambiguously lie within
the scope of the PA, whereas it is readily accommodated under the Convention, and therefore the
periodic review must continue.
However, no agreement could be reached, and
Parties agreed to continue the consideration of this
matter at the next session (in Chile later this year),
with a view to forwarding a recommendation for
consideration by COP 25. This was reflected in the
draft procedural conclusions agreed to during informal consultations on 25 June.
In the draft conclusions agreed, Parties decided to recall relevant decisions on the scope of
the next periodic review; noted that Parties exchanged their views on the matter at this session.
The draft conclusions also take note of past decisions including on the GST.
With the Bonn climate talks scheduled to end
on 27 June, negotiations on some issues such as
common time frames and technology-related issues
have concluded. However, several other issues such
as Article 6, terms of reference for the Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and Damage, and
the IPCC 1.5°C Special Report, are ongoing.

Several divergences emerged during the
course of the discussions in informal consultations on the issue, which were captured in a document referenced as a footnote to the proposed draft
conclusions.
The G77 and China were united in their demand to flesh out the scope of the periodic review
and provided a proposal that stressed that the second periodic review should focus on the following
matters:
•
‘Overall progress and implementation in the
period up to 2020 in relation to the implementation of the mitigation pledges made by
Parties included in Annex I to the Convention, including the commitments under the
Kyoto Protocol;
•
The nationally appropriate mitigation actions
communicated by Parties not included in
Annex I to the Convention under decision 1/
CP.16;
•
The implementation of adaptation actions and
the provision of support for adaptation in developing countries;
•
The fulfillment of existing commitments under the Convention with respect to the provision of the means of implementation to developing countries, and addressing any implementation gaps in this regard.’
The proposal also said that the second periodic review shall not duplicate work with, nor
prejudice the outcomes of, the GST and it should
start in 2020 and conclude by 2022.
However, the United States, New Zealand,
Canada, Australia and the European Union (EU)
said that there was no need for the review given
the GST mechanism in place under the PA.
This was reflected in the proposals by developed countries that the scope of the second periodic review was no longer relevant. They called
for the SBSTA and SBI to recommend that the review be closed, ‘to avoid duplication of work and
ensure the effectiveness and efficiency of relevant
processes under the Convention and the PA, including the adoption of decision regarding the GST’.
Several developed countries were of the view
that with existing processes such as the pre-2020
stocktake (stock-taking of the efforts in the pre2020 time frame under the Convention), the annual forum of the Standing Committee on Finance,
the work on long- term climate finance and forthcoming processes such as the GST in place, there
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Parties Unable to Agree on Advancing Work on
Market/Non-market Approaches
texts of all three items under Article 6 (i.e. on the
international transfer of mitigation outcomes
(ITMOs) under Article 6.2; the sustainable development mechanism under Article 6.4 and the framework for non-market approaches under Article 6.8)
had been released just before the convening of the
contact group.
Stiansen clarified about the ‘two versions’ of
each text, one being a ‘clean’ text while the other
contained ‘highlighted changes’ and hoped that they
had ‘managed to reflect’ views and proposals from
Parties. He further elaborated that views had been
captured in the form of ‘options’ and ‘narratives’
with a lot of ‘brackets’ (not agreed) and that they
‘did not remove’ text from the last version, while
only removing those text based on the ‘direction’
of Parties during the informal consultations.
(The texts prepared contained draft decisions
to be adopted by the Conference of Parties to the
PA [CMA] and annexes which detail the guidance
on cooperative approaches under Article 6.2
[ITMOs]; the rules, modalities and procedures for
the Article 6.4 mechanism [sustainable development mechanism] and the work programme for nonmarket approaches under Article 6.8.)
(The annex for the ITMOs include matters
relating to the definition of ITMOs, governance,
responsibilities of the participating countries, tracking of ITMOs, corresponding adjustments, multiyear and single-year nationally determined contributions [NDCs], reporting, review, safeguards and
limits, share of proceeds for adaptation, and addressing the negative social and economic impacts,
etc. In relation to the sustainable development
mechanism, the annex rules cover matters such as
the definition of the mechanism, the supervisory
body, governance and functions, the responsibilities of participating countries, the activity design,

Bonn, 27 June (Prerna Bomzan) – Agreement on
the way forward on advancing work on the negotiating texts on market mechanisms and non-market
approaches under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement
(PA) could not be reached on the penultimate day
of the Bonn climate talks, which are scheduled to
end today, 27 June.
A contact group presided over by the Chair
of the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice (SBSTA) has been
scheduled morning of the final day for two hours
in an effort to make further progress.
Many Parties had requested for more time to
read and consider the iteration of the negotiating
texts on Article 6 when the contact group was convened evening of Wednesday, 26 June.
SBSTA Chair (Paul Watkinson from
France) convened the contact group meeting to
‘discuss the outcomes of work’ carried out in the
current session and to ‘agree on the conclusions’
to be adopted at the SBSTA plenary on the concluding day.
Following a flurry of interventions by Parties, SBSTA Chair Watkinson noted the clear need
for Parties to read the texts proposed (given that
the documents had just been made available before the contact group met). He appreciated that
‘many groups were not ready to engage on the draft
conclusions’ and announced a contact group meeting in the morning of Thursday, hoping to ‘find a
very positive way forward’. He also wanted Parties to consider the draft conclusions that he had
proposed.
The contact group also heard the report from
the co-facilitators who had conducted the informal
consultations on the matter. One of the co-facilitators, Peer Stiansen (Norway), reported that the
‘new iteration’ (which was a second iteration) of
21

Tuvalu for the LDCs also came back stating
that there was ‘value in intersessional work to resolve some more technical work and reflect on the
texts with options’. ‘There are some political issues but also technical issues,’ it added.
South Korea supported Tuvalu and suggested
the need for ‘technical papers’ and ‘maybe a Partydriven process on some focused workshop’.
Belize for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) also supported intersessional work as it
would ‘benefit focused attention’.
Brazil sought clarification on the ‘mode of
work’ on whether to ‘engage or postpone discussions’. It stated that ‘we cannot support the draft
conclusions’ and its ‘format’ as there has been a
‘change in the way we have been working’, with
‘different sets of conclusions’ for the three items.
‘We do not see any room for any intersessional
work,’ it added, as there was already a ‘very good
understanding on views’.
Senegal for the Africa Group supported
intersessional work and expressed ‘flexibility’ in
the mode of that technical work.
Saudi Arabia for the LMDC again requested
for the floor, expressing ‘surprise’ that ‘there was
no concern that the three texts have just come out’
and ‘nobody was interested in reflecting on them
and giving opinions’. It reaffirmed that ‘for us it is
important to preserve the work’ and ‘by ignoring
this and discussing draft conclusions is very concerning to us’.
Costa Rica for the Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC)
stated that it was ‘flexible’ on whether to have one
or three sets of conclusions. It also agreed on the
technical intersessional work and was ‘happy to
support moving forward’.
The European Union said that the draft conclusions were a ‘package of decisions’ and that this
had been the case since the beginning and it was
‘open to a single set of conclusions’ as well as for
a technical paper and intersessional work.
India aligned with Saudi Arabia and said
that unless Parties see the texts, it was not possible
to agree to the conclusions. It was also not in favour
of intersessional work. Iran also could not support intersessional work. Similar sentiments were
expressed by Algeria, Bolivia, Kuwait, Ecuador
and the Democratic Republic of Congo.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity Group (EIG) also supported intersessional
work in order to ‘enhance common understanding

safeguards and limits, the share of proceeds for
adaptation and addressing the negative impacts of
the mechanism. As regards the non-market approaches [NMA], the text covers elements relating to the principles, the framework for the NMA,
governance, modalities and activities of the work
programme.)
Following the co-facilitator’s report, SBSTA
Chair Watkinson hoped that views had been captured on an ‘accurate basis’ and then drew the attention of Parties to the ‘draft conclusions’ that he
had produced. He proposed to briefly walk through
the conclusions with a view to forwarding them to
the SBSTA plenary for adoption.
Saudi Arabia speaking on behalf of the LikeMinded Developing Countries (LMDC) made a
point of order and firmly expressed that it was ‘not
prepared’ to engage on the draft conclusions since
Parties have not got the chance to reflect on the
new text. It also questioned the ‘status’ of the draft
conclusions.
Watkinson responded that he understood that
Parties need time to reflect on the text, nonetheless, he asked them to ‘allow’ him to walk through
and explain the conclusions. He would then ‘open
the floor’ for discussion for ‘next steps’.
Tuvalu for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said that the approach was ‘reasonable’.
Watkinson then explained that the proposed
conclusions only have ‘three’ paragraphs with the
third as ‘placeholder’. In the first paragraph, the
‘content is very clear’ on the work carried out across
the three items (on Article 6); the second paragraph
contained the ‘mandate’ given by relevant decisions
with footnotes linked to those documents and the
third paragraph represents a placeholder for ‘mandating intersessional, if any’. Further, this placeholder is ‘bracketed’ because some Parties supported it while others did not.
Saudi Arabia for the LMDC took the floor
again and reiterated that the group was not ready
to engage on the draft conclusions as that would
lead to ‘prejudging any possible discussions’ on
the three texts. It requested for more time to go
through the texts and to understand it comprehensively and reflect on it, adding that ‘we need coordination with our delegation and our groups’.
Egypt for the Arab Group echoed similar
concerns of receiving the texts ‘just few minutes
ago’, further saying ‘we are not going to engage’
unless ‘having enough time to go through the second iteration (of the texts) which has no status’.

22

clusions and emphasised on technical intersessional
work along with a technical paper.
The rules for the implementation of Article 6
was an outstanding item under the PA Work
Programme that could not be agreed to in Katowice,
Poland last year. Parties will reconvene morning
of Thursday, 27 June, to see if any agreement can
be reached on the way forward on the matter in
Bonn.

for better preparations for Santiago’, referring to
the year-end talks in Chile. Mexico echoed Switzerland on the intersessional work.
Senegal for the Africa Group proposed having further discussions on the last day of the meeting to advance further work.
Australia supported that ‘many Parties are
saying putting the cart before the horse’ in terms
of the latest iteration of the text.
Norway echoed Switzerland, Mexico and the
EU while Japan also supported a single-set of con-

Edited by Meena Raman
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Controversy over the IPCC’s 1.5°C Special Report (SR1.5)

preparation of the Sixth Assessment Report [AR6]
of the IPCC and the implementation of the Convention and the Paris Agreement (PA)’.
During the meeting Parties deliberated on
whether ‘to consider’ meant creating a separate
agenda item on the issue, sources said.
According to Saudi Arabia, consideration
could be an event or discussions under an existing
agenda item rather than creating a new agenda item.
Switzerland and the European Union (EU)
said that they were in favour of discussions under
a separate agenda item, which in their view would
not be a permanent new agenda item. They suggested that the issue could perhaps conclude at the
June Bonn session.
The Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS), Least Developed Countries (LDCs)
and the Independent Alliance of Latin America
and the Caribbean (AILAC) spoke on the importance of the report and of discussing it under a
separate agenda item, and said they looked for substantive conclusions at the Bonn session.
Saudi Arabia responded that they were interested in having time and space to discuss the
report and that they had not had the time and space
to voice their views about the report. It agreed with
the approach of wanting to start and close discussions at the Bonn session.
Australia said it saw procedural conclusions
emerging at the end of the Bonn session. The
United States (US) said it was happy to have discussions and to work on a substantive conclusion,
adding that if Parties were unable to achieve consensus, the agenda item itself would conclude and
at the minimum, they would have procedural conclusions. The matter should not move to the next
session, said the US.
The consultations with the SBSTA Chair thus
concluded with a ‘gentlemen’s agreement’ that the
issue would see substantive exchanges among Par-

Penang, 2 July (TWN) — The issue of the 1.5°C
Special Report (SR1.5) by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) became highly
contentious at the recently concluded climate talks
in Bonn, Germany.
The failure to arrive at substantial conclusions
on the SR1.5 report hogged media headlines which
reported on the Bonn talks. Below is a report of
what actually transpired at the talks on the matter.
The talks were held from 17-27 June and the
issue was discussed in the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA) under a sub-agenda item titled ‘Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Special Report on Global Warming of 1.5°C’. The sub-agenda
item was under the agenda item on ‘Matters relating to science and review’.
The contentious issues included whether the
issue should be discussed as a separate agenda item;
what substance from the report should be captured
in draft conclusions; and what further work should
be done related to 1.5°C.
‘Gentlemen’s Agreement’
Ahead of the SBSTA opening on 17 June, the
SBSTA Chair, Paul Watkinson (France), convened closed-door consultations with Parties where
he apprised them that there were objections to the
inclusion of the sub-agenda item on the SR1.5 in
the agenda. He sought a resolution on the matter to
ensure that the SBSTA agenda would be adopted
‘smoothly’, sources said.
Repeating the mandate from the 24th session
of the UNFCCC’s Conference of the Parties (COP
24) held in Poland in last year, he said that COP 24
through its decision (1/CP.24) had requested the
SBSTA ‘to consider’ (emphasis added) SR1.5
‘with a view to strengthening scientific knowledge
on the 1.5°C goal, including in the context of the
24

luded to a proposal jointly tabled by the AOSIS,
LDCs and AILAC, which highlighted the importance of the SR1.5, underscored the urgency of climate action and included future work in relation to
the SR1.5 in the form of workshops to further increase understanding of the SR1.5.
The LDCs and AILAC backed St Kitts and
Nevis in their interventions and underlined the importance of messages from the SR1.5. Ethiopia for
the LDCs stressed that one should not question the
limitations of the report and that the AR6 of the
IPCC would address the limitations.

ties and the matter would conclude at the Bonn
session. In relation to the conclusions, the SBSTA
Chair said conclusions would depend on the discussions during the session and encouraged Parties to reach substantive conclusions but if there
was no agreement among Parties, there would be
procedural conclusions.
Discussions on the issue
Thus, with the ‘gentlemen’s agreement’ as the
backdrop, Parties discussed the SR1.5 spread over
seven informal consultations, co-facilitated by
Annela Anger-Kraavi (Estonia) and Ladislaus
Chag’a (Tanzania).
The informal consultations saw an exchange
of substantive views among Parties, several procedural difficulties in relation to when to draft conclusions and engage in informal-informal settings,
besides several divergent views on how to capture
the discussions in the draft conclusions.
Saudi Arabia highlighted several knowledge
gaps of the SR1.5 and said that these should be
reflected in the draft conclusions. It quoted the
knowledge gaps from the report in areas such as
the availability of information; lack of adequate
research to analyse projected differences in impacts
of 1.5°C and 2°C warming; and intersection of climate change with development pathways among
several other issues.
Canada suggested that while the knowledge
gaps were reflected in the level of confidence with
the findings in the SR1.5, it hoped to see ‘more
comprehensive addressing’ of the issues raised by
Saudi Arabia. New Zealand wanted the conclusions to reflect that the report had enhanced the
understanding of countries and that countries were
using the findings of the report.
The EU said the report was quite useful, and
encouraged the scientific community to address the
gaps, while outlining that the discussion be captured in the draft conclusions. It said that it agreed
with the challenges highlighted by Saudi Arabia
but that the SR1.5 is a building block and that further reports such as the Special Report on Land
and Oceans and the AR6 of the IPCC are due, and
this should be reflected in the conclusions.
Costa Rica said while it understands the limitation of scientific research, the SR1.5 had used
the ‘best available science’.
Saint Kitts and Nevis for the AOSIS thanked
Saudi Arabia for pointing out the knowledge gaps
and added that the gaps were proof that the report
should be discussed further. St Kitts and Nevis al-

Draft conclusions
Following substantive discussions among
Parties, the co-facilitators presented a version of
the draft conclusions on 25 June, which was further revised following comments by Parties. The
revised version, released on 26 June, had 16 paragraphs. During the informal consultations, the cofacilitators proposed that Parties go through the
draft conclusions paragraph by paragraph.
The first four paragraphs were procedural in
nature. The fifth paragraph noted that the SR1.5
had increased Parties’ collective understanding of
global warming of 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels and paragraph 6 referred to the SR1.5 and took
note of the level of greenhouse gas emissions in
2030 to hold the increase in global average temperature to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels. Paragraphs 7 to 10 highlighted the knowledge gaps,
methodological challenges and the need to
strengthen scientific knowledge. Paragraphs 11-15
spoke to forthcoming reports by the IPCC, future
work in the form of workshops and for the secretariat to prepare a summary report of workshops.
Paragraph 16, in line with the gentlemen’s agreement, said that the work under the sub-item had
been completed.
During the discussions, after having gone
through the first six paragraphs, the EU said it had
sent texts to the Secretariat which streamlined paragraphs 7-16 and requested the text to be shown on
the screen. The EU was supported by the AOSIS,
AILAC, LDCs, Argentina, Japan, the US, Australia, Norway, Canada and Mexico which spoke
for the Environment Integrity Group (EIG). St
Kitts and Nevis for the AOSIS further said that
they had had ‘informal conversations’ and agreed
with the EU to streamline the text.
Saudi Arabia, however, refused to see any
text that was a result of consultations and discussions that they were not aware or been a part of. It
25

However, there were several groups that supported the Chair’s proposal, some willingly, and
others grudgingly. Russia, the EU, the US, Saudi
Arabia, Norway, India and Iran supported the
proposal. The LDCs said they could go along with
the Chair’s proposal, with some changes.
Following further consultations, Parties
agreed on the following draft conclusions, which
they later adopted in the closing plenary of the
SBSTA.
‘1. The SBSTA considered the IPCC Special
Report on Global Warming of 1.5°C (SR1.5).
2. The SBSTA recalled decision 1/CP.24,
paragraphs 24-29, and noted Parties’ engagement
and exchange of views on the SR1.5 at this session.
3. The SBSTA expressed its appreciation and
gratitude to the IPCC and the scientific community for responding to the invitation of the COP
and providing the SR1.5, which reflects the best
available science.
4. The SBSTA thanked the Chairs of the
SBSTA and the IPCC for the SBSTA-IPCC special
event titled “Unpacking the new scientific knowledge and key findings in the SR1.5” held at COP
24 and noted the summary report that they prepared on the event.
5. The SBSTA noted the views expressed on
how to strengthen scientific knowledge on global
warming of 1.5°C and agreed that its work under
this agenda sub-item has been completed.’
Several Parties though expressed their disappointment on not arriving at substantive conclusions on the issue of the SR1.5 in their statements
made at the closing Joint Plenary of the SBSTA
and Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI).

requested the co-facilitators to not deviate from the
agreed mode of work and to continue proceeding
paragraph by paragraph. It also said that paragraphs
7 to10 on knowledge gaps and the shortcomings of
the report spoke to the heart of the discussion they
had had.
Zimbabwe also suggested Parties carry on
the mode of work as agreed.
India referred to the EU’s last-minute proposal as a ‘bolt from the blue’ and said that ‘Parties are suddenly aligning with the EU as if the EU
is getting isolated and it needs support’. India requested Parties to ‘not indulge’ in processes that
would lead to disruption and called for a balanced
and informed decision on the issue. It also suggested that wherever Parties wanted text to be
added, they could add to the conclusions as they
went along each of the paragraphs.
However, Parties ran out of time at the session, and with the draft conclusions left unresolved,
the SBSTA Chair consulted with Parties on 27 June,
the final day of the Bonn Climate talks, on the way
forward.
The resolution
On 27 June, the SBSTA Chair proposed procedural draft conclusions to Parties in closed-door
consultations. According to sources, the AOSIS
were unwilling to go ahead with the proposals and
said that they did not fulfil the mandate as Parties
had spent considerable time on procedure rather
than substance. Sources said that the discussion was
heated, with some Parties threatening to break the
gentlemen’s agreement.

26

TWN

Bonn News Update
www.twn.my

Published by
Third World Network

10

2 July 2019

Parties Agree to Further Consideration of Draft Texts on Market/
Non-market Approaches

paper and workshop) within brackets, due to different views of Parties on the matter.
There was no consensus on the conduct of
intersessional work on the matter, leading to no
mandate for any intersessional work in the final
conclusions adopted.
Below is a report of what transpired during
the final contact group session.
Watkinson opened the floor for comments
to the proposed three draft conclusions as well as
to the three draft decision texts (produced at the
third contact group on 26 June where Parties had
requested more time to reflect on the new draft
texts).
China said that it could go along with the
first two paragraphs of the draft conclusions as well
as with the ‘current [decision] texts’ as there was
‘still possibility to revise them’. It supported the
proposal for a technical paper but did not think a
workshop was necessary.
Brazil said that the texts were a good basis
for future deliberations, although it had concerns
about different parts of the texts, in particular on
Article 6.4 with the ‘framing’ of ‘evolution of ideas’
(referring to a new phrase/concept used by co-facilitators in the session to advance work). It also
expressed ‘concerns about the intersessional work’.
Tuvalu for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said the decision texts showed ‘good
progress’. It also saw the value in having
intersessional work and ‘encouraged’ Parties to
hold the workshop in Tuvalu.
Senegal for the Africa Group said it had
‘some comments’ on the proposed decision texts
but agreed that there was ‘good basis’ for further
work. It also supported the need for intersessional
work on a ‘technical paper’, and was open to
whether a workshop was appropriate.

Kathmandu, 2 July (Prerna Bomzan) – Parties have
agreed to further continue the consideration of draft
decision texts on matters related to the market and
non-market mechanisms under Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement (PA) in conclusions adopted on 27 June,
at the plenary of the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body
for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA),
on the final day of the Bonn climate talks. This
was on the understanding that the proposed decision texts have yet to have any consensus.
Following interventions by Parties during the
final contact group meeting, in the final conclusions that were adopted at the SBSTA, Parties
agreed to the consideration of the draft decision
texts on this matter at its next session, ‘with a view
to recommending a draft decision for consideration
and adoption by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (PA) at its second session’ which will be held
in December 2019, in Santiago, Chile.
Three separate sets of draft conclusions on
each of the three items under Article 6 (i.e. on the
international transfer of mitigation outcomes
[ITMOs] under Article 6.2; the sustainable development mechanism under Article 6.4 and the framework for non-market approaches under Article 6.8)
were proposed for consideration by the SBSTA
Chair Paul Watkinson (France) at the fourth and
final contact group meeting morning of 27 June.
Each of the draft conclusions contained three
paragraphs: the first para recognised the work carried out at the Bonn session; the second stated that
there is agreement to continue consideration of the
draft decision text (to advance further negotiations
on the matter) at the next session of the SBSTA in
December 2019 (with the decision text referenced
in a footnote) and the third para provided a placeholder for intersessional work (i.e. for a technical
27

Saudi Arabia (in its national capacity) said
that it had questions on the ‘content’ and ‘status’
of the decision texts and sought clarification on
how ‘comments’ could be ‘addressed’.
Watkinson responded that ‘some editing’
needed to be done as well as work on some of the
issues like ‘fully capturing every bracket’. In terms
of the status, he said that ‘this is what represents a
consensus and the content is for Parties to negotiate’ when they are in Santiago, Chile.
India said it understood the ‘limitations’ of
the process and hoped to come back and work on
the texts in the ‘best possible manner’. It also said
it could not support any proposal for a technical
paper or any assessment of work done by Parties
by the secretariat.
Bolivia expressed concerns that it had hoped
for a rich discussion of Article 6.8 (framework for
non-market approaches) as more Parties were
speaking up to support a robust framework with a
strong permanent governance at least as those for
Articles 6.2 and 6.4, but regretted that discussions
‘moved very quickly’ to other sub-items. It added
that during the Articles 6.2 and 6.4 discussions,
some Parties had the chance to ‘modify the draft
decision texts’ and to even introduce what was
called an ‘evolution of ideas’, which it said was ‘a
concept heard for the first time during these negotiations’. It lamented that ‘the Article 6.8 decision
texts would have benefitted from a similar treatment’. Bolivia stated further that it was not ready
to refer to the outcome on Article 6.8 as ‘draft decision text’ and proposed to use the term ‘informal
note’. It also did not support the proposal for
intersessional work and hoped that the same amount
of time would be allocated for all the three Articles
during COP25 in Santiago.
Ecuador shared the views stated by Bolivia
and was concerned that Article 6.8 was ‘not allocated the same amount of time and interest’, and
called for ‘balance in the negotiations’. It also could
not accept proposals for intersessional work.
Belize for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) said that the ‘group will benefit certainly
from a technical paper’ as well as it was ‘happy for
a workshop’. Costa Rica for the Independent Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean
(AILAC) said the text was a ‘solid basis for work’
and it supported ‘intersessional work’, and also
‘Tuvalu’s offer’. Kenya also supported ‘further
technical work’ saying a technical paper would ‘add
value’ and it was ‘open to Tuvalu’s suggestion’.
Egypt for the Arab Group made comments
on ‘typo mistakes’ and ‘sequencing of options’ in-

cluding ‘use of brackets’ in the draft decision texts
but considered it as a ‘good input’ for Santiago. It
stressed that there was no need for intersessional
work as ‘we already have a good understanding of
Parties’ views and have already engaged in substantive discussions’.
Iran said that the decision texts need ‘further work and elaboration’ in COP25 and also did
not support any intersessional meetings as not all
Parties could participate in that process.
Australia supported the proposal for
intersessional work and expressed ‘disappointment’
as a ‘general observation’ on the decision texts. It
lamented that the ‘approach’ taken was of ‘specific
proposals of particular Parties’ and started providing specific substantive comments in detail.
Watkinson made a point of order requesting Australia not to comment or discuss in detail the decision texts.
Egypt for the Arab Group took the floor
again seeking ‘clarity on the mode of work’ and
objected to ‘technical points and substantive comments’ since Parties had agreed to move forward
on the decision texts.
Watkinson urged Parties to focus on the draft
conclusions and important messages that Parties
wanted to give on the draft texts for further consideration in Santiago. He also urged Parties ‘not
to go into details of the texts line by line’ and requested Australia to ‘focus on the way forward’.
‘This is not a consensus document,’ he added and
there was a ‘lot of work to do’.
India also took the floor again underscoring
that ‘we are not discussing the decision texts’.
Singapore said that the text ‘needs more work’ and
it was ‘happy to take it to Santiago’.
Saudi Arabia for the Like-Minded Developing Countries (LMDC) aligned with Egypt,
Iran, Bolivia and India and questioned the ‘mode
of work’ given ‘textual proposals by one Party’ and
expressed concerns over the phrase ‘evolution of
ideas’ which has been ‘coming up lately’ as to ‘how
this evolving or evolved ideas will actually affect
the comprehensiveness of the text as well as future
iterations of the text’. It also stressed on the need
for ‘a balanced approach across overall agenda
items’ and did not support technical work as ‘these
activities need to be inclusive’. Given that all Parties could not participate in these activities, there
would be ‘a misrepresentation of views and this is
our concern’, it explained further.
Norway said that it was ‘clear’ that the draft
decision texts are ‘not consensus documents’. It
supported intersessional work and particularly be28

lieved that ‘technical papers will be useful’. New
Zealand supported ‘this text going forward’ and
‘need for intersessional work’. It aligned with Bolivia on Article 6.8 and urged Parties to turn their
attention to this issue.
The United States supported the ‘proposed
way forward’. Canada said ‘we support your way
forward to bring these texts forward recognising
that we do not agree to the texts’. Japan supported
the texts as ‘good basis’ although there were ‘many
things to discuss’.
Saudi Arabia for the LMDC said ‘if we are
to forward these texts with no status to Santiago,
then it would be acceptable to us’. It reiterated its
concern for intersessional technical work and
stressed that ‘anything produced at this point was
not produced by Parties actually’.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity Group (EIG) agreed with Saudi Arabia as the
texts have ‘no consensus’.
The European Union said it had ‘general and
specific concerns and we need to resolve them to
deliver the mandate agreed to in Paris’. It said that
the texts were a ‘fair picture’, ‘not much of evolution but of reflections’ of ideas. It added that there
were fundamental issues before us and supported
further technical work.

Following these extensive interventions, the
SBSTA Chair Watkinson after hearing ‘divergent
views’ on intersessional work said that there was
‘no consensus’ and therefore suggested that the
draft conclusions ‘do not include intersessional
work’.
He also said that draft decision texts ‘do not
represent a consensus among Parties’, and assured
Parties that there would be no further iteration of
the texts (prior to the meeting in Chile). He also
clarified that the only editing that would be taken
into account are such as ‘brackets are correctly inserted’ and ‘accurate representation of inputs of
Parties’.
Following this agreement on a ‘no consensus’ draft decision texts, the draft conclusions forwarded to the SBSTA plenary were duly adopted.
Further work to craft the rules of implementation for the Article 6 mechanisms/approaches will
be undertaken at the next SBSTA session in Chile,
end of this year. Whether and how an agreement
will be reached remains to be seen.
Edited by Meena Raman
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Developing Countries Concerned by Shift of Focus from UNFCCC
to Paris Agreement

Palestine said that the positions of developed
countries on many of the agenda items seemed to
indicate a distinct willingness to focus on the PA
and to leave the Convention behind. This, it
stressed, was ‘not consistent with the letter and the
spirit of the PA and the foundation of the Convention’, adding that ‘the Convention and the Agreement are intrinsically linked and are both important in fostering ambitious action that ensures that
we do not cross irreversible climate thresholds before it is too late’.
The G77 also expressed concerns over issues
of ‘transparency and inclusivity’ in the process. A
key element, it said, was that on many of the negotiating sessions on the various agenda items, there
were conflicts in the schedule of meetings on
agenda items which were related. It said that ‘much
more needs to be done by the Chairs and the Secretariat to avoid such scheduling conflicts’. The
Group further stressed the importance of ‘balance’
in the process, that ‘applies to both procedure and
substance’ and expects ‘balanced treatment from
the Chairs and the Secretariat when it comes to
working with Parties’ as well as ‘when it comes to
the prioritization of issues or agenda items so that
the issues of interest to the Group are also given
priority’.
Iran, speaking for the Like-minded Developing Countries (LMDC), emphasised that the
Convention remains the foundation of the multilateral climate regime and that therefore, it was
essential that the activities mandated under the
Convention are given effect and with the same
importance as that of the PA. ‘This is the only way
in which those Parties who have not joined, or might
leave the PA but remain Parties to the Convention,
will remain bound with and accountable to the rest
of us for their climate actions,’ added the group
further. It also reminded Parties that the regime

Penang, 3 July (Evelyn Teh) – At the joint closing
plenary of the 50th meetings of the UNFCCC’s
Subsidiary Bodies on 27 June 2019 in Bonn (Germany), which marked the end of the two-week
intersession climate talks, developing countries, led
by the G77 and China, expressed concerns over
the stance of developed countries to ‘leave behind’
the Convention and shift their focus on the Paris
Agreement (PA).
They also expressed unhappiness over references to a ‘new regime’ having been established
under the PA, which several developing country
groupings were quick to counter, especially the
Like-minded Developing Countries (LMDC).
The meetings of the Subsidiary Body for
Implementation (SBI) and the Subsidiary Body for
Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) that
began work on 17 June, concluded on 27 June with
the adoption of conclusions on various agenda
items across the two bodies.
The final joint closing plenary session was
convened by SBI Chair Emmanuel Dlamini
(Eswatini) and the SBSTA Chair Paul Watkinson
(France) and saw the delivery of statements by
groupings of Parties.
The key issues that were referred to in the
statements included matters relating to Article 6 of
the PA on market/non-market approaches, the terms
of reference for the review of the Warsaw International Mechanism (WIM) for Loss and Damage
associated with climate change impacts, and the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC)’s Special Report on 1.5°C (SR1.5).
Palestine, speaking for the G77 and China,
highlighted several challenges experienced at this
session which it hoped will not be repeated at the
25th meeting of the UNFCCC’s Conference of
Parties (COP25) and the next session of the SBs in
Santiago, Chile to be held in December this year.
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of climate action and support. It reminded Parties
not to forget the pre-2020 commitments, especially
on the finance goal (of mobilising US$100 billion
per year by 2020) and also expressed concerns
about efforts to diminish the role of the Convention. On the review of the WIM, it hoped for the
mechanism to be enhanced to address the impacts
of loss and damage. It also acknowledged that while
Parties worked hard to finalise the appointment of
the Adaptation Fund Board, there were efforts to
change the composition of the Board members,
which it regretted. Egypt also hoped that the COP
in Chile will highlight the centrality of the 25-year
climate regime under the Convention.
(On the issue of the Adaptation Fund Board,
no conclusion was reached on the matter, given the
divergent views of Parties and this issue will continue to be considered at COP 25.)
Belize for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) expressed satisfaction over the terms of
reference for the review of the WIM and wanted
substantive work to be undertaken at COP 25 in
this regard. While it was satisfied that the conclusions on the programme budget for the Secretariat
for the biennium 2020-21, it was concerned that
the core budget did not cover all the mandated activities and that critical activities were contingent
on voluntary funding. In relation to Article 6 of the
PA on the market/non-market mechanisms, Belize
said that markets can play an important role but it
must not be at the expense of environmental integrity and not undermine what the nationally determined contributions (NDCs) deliver on the aggregate.
In relation to the IPCC SR1.5, Belize lamented that ‘disregarding or disqualifying the best
available science is tantamount to climate
denialism’ and stressed that Parties ‘must not permit even a whiff of denialism in this multilateral
process’. It said that the SR must be used to
operationalise the PA.
Bhutan for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) was hopeful that the terms of reference
for the review of the WIM provided clear guidance for enhancing the mechanism. In reference to
the SR1.5, it said that the actions of Parties need to
be based on the best available science, which was
non-negotiable. ‘For the LDCs, questioning the
science and negotiating the SR was negotiating on
our survival,’ added Bhutan further. On the biennium budget, it said that the important work of the
constituted bodies should not be impacted.
Costa Rica, for the Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC), said
that Parties have shifted from negotiations to ac-

under the PA was therefore not ‘new’ but rather ‘is
an enhanced continuation of the current regime
under the Convention’.
The LMDC said that it had pushed hard at
this session ‘on issues relating to the provision of
climate finance and technology to developing countries, as well as measurement, reporting and verification arrangements under the Convention,
…through calling for a balanced 2020-2021 budget that gives equal play to adaptation and means
of implementation, or in the negotiations on the
transparency modalities for support, or in the negotiation to ensure that Parties to the Convention
but not Parties to the PA continue to fulfill their
reporting obligation under the Convention’. It also
said that it had continued to insist ‘on the importance of flexibility, as a reflection of CBDR (the
principle of common but differentiated responsibility between developed and developing countries)
and as agreed at Katowice (in Poland last year) and
in the PA, to be made operational for developing
countries in the transparency modalities’.
The LMDC also stressed that it had ‘pushed
back, together with the rest of the G77 and China,
against attempts from developed country Parties
to do away with the second periodic review – a
key process under the Convention that allows for a
holistic, integrated and systemic review of the impact of our actions under the Convention’.
(Developing countries wanted a review of the
overall progress and implementation of actions of
Parties in the pre-2020 period under the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol, covering mitigation
and adaptation actions as well as the provision of
support to developing countries and to address the
implementation gaps. Developed countries on the
other hand opposed the need for a review, as they
said that a mechanism was already in place under
the global stocktake [GST] of the PA, which will
take place in 2023. The GST will focus on the collective progress of Parties in implementing the PA
in the post-2020 time frame. With no agreement
on the scope of the periodic review, Parties agreed
to procedural conclusions to consider the issue further at its next session to be held in December this
year.)
Referring to the pre-2020 stocktake session
to be held at COP 25, the LMDC said that developed countries must act expeditiously and responsibly to close the pre-2020 implementation gaps
so that there is no transfer of burden to developing
countries in the post-2020 period.
Egypt speaking for the Africa Group
stressed the importance of adaptation and finance
matters to the group and called for the scaling up
31

The European Union (EU) said that it was
encouraged by the overall progress at the Bonn talks
and on the key issues. It said that on Article 6 of
the PA, the discussions were challenging on substance but noted that Parties have taken forward
a decision to advance further work. On the WIM,
it acknowledged success on the terms of reference
that allowed Parties to undertake an effective review of the mechanism. The EU also expressed disappointment on the lack of agreement on response
measures. On the budget, it said that the EU will
agree on significant increases to the budget of the
Secretariat. It also expressed full support that ‘science is not negotiable’ and that the IPCC had given
the UNFCCC an SR1.5 that was highly relevant
and which has already been used by many Parties.
It added that 2019 was a critical year to increase
domestic commitments in climate action in line
with the PA.
Australia for the Umbrella Group said that
negotiations under Article 6 of the PA on markets
and non-market approaches saw ‘solid progress’
and that there were also ‘some good outcomes’ including on the terms of reference for the WIM. As
regards the work done on Article 6, it said the draft
decision texts reflect the full range of views of
Parties and looked forward to finalising the decisions in this regard at COP 25. It also appreciated
the SR1.5 and noted the ‘importance of science’. It
also looked forward to the UN Secretary-General’s
Climate Summit initiative (in September 2019 to
be held in New York) ‘to build and maintain momentum’ on climate actions.
Mexico for the Environmental Integrity
Group (EIG) expressed deep concerns over the
discussions on the SR1.5 and the ‘unnecessary debate to accept scientific evidence’, adding that ‘science is not negotiable’ and gave strong support for
the dedicated work of the IPCC. It was also glad
over the agreement on the terms of review of the
WIM.
In his closing remarks, the SBSTA Chair Paul
Watkinson once again had the Keeling Curve
flashed on the big screen before the plenary closure (as he had done on the first day when the talks
began) and reiterated that ‘we must listen to science – that is the message that I extract from your
statements this evening’.
(According to Wikipedia, ‘the Keeling Curve
is a graph of the accumulation of CO2 in the Earth’s
atmosphere based on continuous measurements
taken at the Mauna Loa Observatory on the island
of Hawaii from 1958 to the present day’.)

tions in the implementation of the PA. It added that
the UNFCCC was created in response to the warning from science and as work progressed, it was
important to keep abreast with the latest scientific information, adding that Parties had an enhanced understanding of the SR1.5 and that the
language of temperature overshoot must play a key
role in their plans and strategies.
Saudi Arabia on behalf of the Arab Group
stressed the importance of respecting the principles
of the UNFCCC, namely the principle of equity
and CBDR. The group hoped to see a balanced and
fair process at COP 25 that includes all the issues
from the PA. It also expressed deep concerns that
no agreement was reached in relation to the work
of the forum on the impact of the implementation
on response measures, which, it said, would lead
to hampering the work of the forum and the
Katowice Expert Committee. The Arab Group also
stated the importance of finance, technology transfer and capacity building from the developed countries to developing countries, to enable the latter to
achieve their NDCs, cautioning that refraining from
providing such a support will have negative impacts on developing countries, who are dealing with
climate change impacts, sustainable development
and combating poverty.
Argentina for Brazil, Argentina and Uruguay (ABU) said that the SR1.5 has enhanced our
knowledge on global warming. However, the group
stated that it was also important to note the gaps
identified in the scientific knowledge which may
hamper the ability to inform decision-making at
national, regional and international levels. It hoped
that the scientific and systematic observation community will take these gaps into consideration, especially in terms of the support for developing
countries, as well as in addressing the barriers to
access technologies.
Brazil, speaking for the BASIC (Brazil,
South Africa, India and China), stressed the importance of ensuring funds for the Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC, including the replenishment
of the Green Climate Fund. It also called for the
establishment of a more ambitious long-term finance goal as a crucial signal that must be given to
investors, both public and private, in order to match
the urgency of climate change. It also said that developing countries require means of implementation to empower them to contribute their best efforts, and expected developed countries to take the
lead.
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