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NOTE
This is a compilation of 15 News Updates, an overview and a briefing paper prepared by the Third
World Network for and during the recent United Nations Climate Change Talks – the twenty-fourth
session of the Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
(COP 24), the fourteenth session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP 14), the third part of the first session of the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA 1-3), the forty-ninth
sessions of the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI 49) and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice (SBSTA 49), as well as the seventh part of the first session of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Paris Agreement (APA 1-7) – in Katowice, Poland from 2 to 15 December
2018.
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Overview
UN Climate Change Conference Ushers in
‘Katowice Climate Package’
Meenakshi Raman and Evelyn Teh

AFTER the momentous adoption of the Paris Agreement (PA) in 2015, the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)’s 24th session (known as COP 24), held in the coal city of
Katowice, Poland, on 2-15 December 2018, set another milestone in climate negotiations with the approval
of the rules for the implementation of the PA, dubbed the ‘Katowice Climate Package’.
Once the PA was ratified and entered into force in record time in 2016, the clock began to tick for
governments to agree on the rules for implementation by COP 24, under what was known as the Paris
Agreement Work Programme (PAWP).
These rules, among other matters, spell out the guidelines for governments on what information to
provide when they communicate their intended climate actions, known as nationally determined contributions (NDCs); what they will report on in the implementation of these contributions, including on the financial and technology resources provided to developing countries; and how these actions will be reviewed at
the international level.
The package of decisions adopted also includes guidelines that relate to:
•
•
•

the process for establishing new targets on finance by 2025, from the current target of mobilising $100
billion per year from 2020 to support developing countries;
the conduct of the global stocktake in 2023 to assess the collective progress of governments in achieving the goals of the PA; and
the assessment of progress on the development and transfer of technology.

The drawing up of these rules in the three years leading up to COP 24 had been mired in a battle of
interpretation between developed and developing countries over the agreement reached in Paris.
Developing countries viewed developed countries as trying to undermine the fine and delicate balance
reached in Paris in respect of their respective obligations under the PA, through the push by the latter for
guidelines and processes that were mitigation-centric and that diluted differences between developed and
developing countries on how the rules are to be applied; the developed countries’ refusal to acknowledge
their historical responsibility for climate change; and their resistance to having processes in place for enhancing financial and technology support to developing countries in meeting their NDCs.
This deep North-South political divide over the years was somehow bridged with some compromises
during the final hours of COP 24, after almost two weeks of gruelling technical and political negotiations
among governments and behind-the-scenes diplomacy under the leadership of the COP 24 President Michal
Kurtyka, the Secretary of State for the Polish Ministry of Environment. (For further details on the areas of
divergences and the final decisions adopted, see TWN Katowice News Update 14, ‘The key decisions on the
Paris Agreement implementation rules’.)
The decisions under the PAWP were finally delivered on 15 December (except for guidelines on cooperative approaches relating to the use of markets and non-market approaches) in what was the most significant outcome of COP 24. The adoption of the decision was greeted with cheers of jubilation in the plenary
hall and a giant leap of joy by Kurtyka. However, when the government representatives delivered their
statements, the reactions were somewhat mixed.
v

The Group of 77 and China, which represented the developing world, in its assessment of the overall
package of decisions, said that it ‘did not see a level of balance’, as it saw ‘a mitigation regime in the
making, with urgent adaptation needs relegated to second-class status’. It also expressed fear that the regime
ignores the principle of ‘common but differentiated responsibilities’ (CBDR) between developed and developing countries.
On the other hand, developed countries such as the European Union and the Umbrella Group (which
includes the United States) were more upbeat, stressing that clear guidance is now in place on the information to be provided for their future actions, with a robust framework that would allow Parties to track
progress of their actions. (For more on this, see TWN Katowice News Update 13, ‘Decisions for implementation of Paris Agreement adopted’.)
On the decisions on finance, a senior developing-country negotiator involved in the process told the
Third World Network that ‘there were wins and there were losses for developing countries’, but was of the
view that ‘developing countries got more wins than losses’. (For more, see TWN Katowice News Update
15, ‘Important finance decisions adopted at climate talks’.)
While there was relief in the conference hall that the Paris Agreement rulebook had been finally agreed
to, there was much frustration among developing countries and many civil society groups at the inability of
developed countries in particular to urgently raise their mitigation targets (as the NDCs only take effect from
2021 onwards).
Notably, the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol (KP) has yet to be ratified and enter into force,
hence the lack of a second commitment period (2CP) for emission reductions by developed countries which
are Parties to the KP.
Governments had agreed in 2012 for the 2CP to ensure that developed countries would cut emissions
by at least 18% below 1990 levels by 2020, and that they would revisit their commitments by 2014 with a
view to increasing their ambition. This was the political understanding reached that allowed for negotiations
that eventually led to the PA.
However, just before COP 24 began, only 122 Parties, including the European Union, had ratified the
Doha Amendment, when 144 Parties are required for the amendment to enter into force. Developed countries such as Canada, Japan and Russia have not ratified and the US is not a Party to the KP. In addition, no
developed country has revised or raised its pre-2020 mitigation targets, thus reneging on their 2012 promise.
The UN Environment Programme (UNEP)’s Emissions Gap Report released prior to the COP showed
that ‘current commitments expressed in the NDCs [for emission cuts from 2021 to 2030] are inadequate to
bridge the emissions gap in 2030’, and that ‘technically, it is still possible to bridge the gap to ensure global
warming stays well below 2°C and 1.5°C, but if NDC ambitions are not increased before 2030, exceeding
the 1.5°C goal can no longer be avoided’.
Key developing countries such as China and India made clear that the gap in mitigation ambition of
developed countries in the pre-2020 period must not be passed on to developing countries in the post-2020
time frame of the PA, adding that this was the responsibility of developed countries.
In a stocktake session on pre-2020 actions during the Katowice climate talks, Xie Zhenhua, China’s
Special Representative for Climate Change Affairs, said that governments were ‘still a long way before
achieving our [climate] objectives’, and added that the emissions gap (created by developed countries)
should not be shifted to the post-2020 period.
Ravi Prasad from the Indian Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change expressed similar
sentiments and stressed that many reports – including a recent special report by the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC) on the impacts of global warming of 1.5°C – indicate ‘significant gaps in pre2020 action even amounting to up to 40-50% and called for emissions reductions by about 25-40% by
developed countries in this period’. The Indian delegate asserted further that ‘any emissions gap which was
part of the pre-2020 period must be carried over and fulfilled in the post-2020 period and countries which
were responsible for them must take that responsibility’.
With nothing to show especially on the part of developed countries in raising their pre-2020 emission
reduction targets, the COP 24 decision could only underscore the urgent need for the entry into force of the
Doha Amendment and emphasised that ‘enhanced pre-2020 ambition can lay a solid foundation for enhanced post-2020 ambition’. Another stocktake on pre-2020 implementation and ambition will take place at
the next COP, which is expected to be held in Santiago, Chile, this year.

vi

Meanwhile, world media coverage of the Katowice talks was mainly on how governments could not
welcome the IPCC’s 1.5°C special report, 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 special report.
Several groups of countries, especially from the Alliance of Small Island States, highlighted important
findings of the special report during the course of the COP, including that ‘impacts at 1.5°C, such as on
global sea level rise, biodiversity and ecosystems, ocean temperature, and adaptation needs, will be lower
compared to 2°C’. The report also states that ‘limiting global warming requires limiting the total cumulative
global anthropogenic emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) since the preindustrial period, i.e. staying within a
total carbon budget’.
The UN Secretary-General’s initiative to convene a Climate Summit in 2019 (to be held in September)
was also welcomed by governments at COP 24, whose decision calls on Parties ‘to participate in the Summit
and to demonstrate, through such participation, their enhanced ambition in addressing climate change’.
Whether governments, especially in the developed world, will indeed step up to more ambition remains to be seen, despite the sounding of alarm bells through scientific reports and rising incidences of
heatwaves, forest fires, droughts and extreme weather events around the globe.
As pointed out by well-known nature broadcaster Sir David Attenborough at the opening ceremony of
the COP, ‘time is running out’ and decision-makers have to act now, by making the tough decisions and
sacrifices to help make the changes the world needs – ‘the continuation of our civilisations and the natural
world’ is in the hands of world leaders.
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2 December 2018

Key Challenges at COP 24

Katowice, 2 December (Meena Raman) – The yearend climate talks under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC),
the Kyoto Protocol (KP) and the Paris Agreement
(PA) will take place in Katowice, Poland from 2 to
14 December.
The talks will open on Sunday, 2 December,
with the 24th session of the Conference of Parties to
the UNFCCC (COP 24), followed by the 14th session of the Conference of Parties to the KP (CMP
14) and the third part of the first session of the Conference of Parties to the PA (CMA 1-3). This will be
followed by the meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies.
Discussions are expected to be rather rocky and
difficult, especially as regards the negotiations over
the guidelines to implement the PA (known as the
Paris Agreement Work Programme).
The PA was a very delicate deal struck between
developed and developing countries, following years
of intense and difficult negotiations between Parties. Since the political deal among world leaders
was settled with the signing and ratification of the
PA, many expected that the negotiations over the
rules and guidelines for implementation of the Agreement would be smooth sailing. However, this is not
the case.
Wrangling over what has been agreed to in
Paris and how the PA is to be implemented continues to expose the deep political divide between developed and developing countries, and the biggest
challenge in Poland will be whether and how compromises are reached as regards the Paris Agreement
Work Programme (PAWP).
The work on the PAWP is taking place under
the various UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies viz. the
Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI), the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) and the Ad Hoc Working Group on
the Paris Agreement (APA) to craft the modalities,

procedures and guidelines (MPGs) for the implementation of the PA.
Also taking place in the two-week talks are keys
events such as: (i) the ministerial high-level dialogue
on climate finance; (ii) stocktake on pre-2020 implementation and ambition and (iii) the Talanoa Dialogue (also known as the 2018 Facilitative Dialogue).
The climate talks come in the wake of three
recent reports, which are expected to feature prominently in the Conference halls. These are (i) the 1.5°C
Special Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC); (ii) the United Nations
Environment Programme’s 2018 Emissions Gap report and (iii) the 2018 Biennial Assessment and
Overview of Climate Finance Flows prepared under
the guidance of the UNFCCC’s Standing Committee on Finance (SCF).
The common refrain expected to be heard at
the conference centre will be that greater climate
action and ambition is urgent from all Parties, with
pressure to close the emissions gap needed to limit
temperature rise to 1.5°C.
For developing countries, the heart of the matter will be to ensure that the principles of equity and
‘common but differentiated responsibility’ (CBDR)
enshrined in the Convention and the PA are
operationalised in the outcomes of the talks. They
can be expected to stress that while all Parties have
a common responsibility to address climate change,
the responsibility is also differentiated between developed and developing countries, due to the historical responsibility of developed countries for their
past emissions, which cannot be disregarded with
only a focus on current and future emissions.
Developed countries on the other hand, especially the United States and its allies, can be expected
to downplay or even ignore equity and the CBDR
principle in the process, and advance positions that
blur the lines between developed and developing
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countries. This includes the dilution of obligations
of developed countries for undertaking greater emission reductions or for the provision of finance and
technology transfer to developing countries.
This tussle between developed and developing countries will play out not only in the PAWP
negotiations, but also in the key events which will
take place on finance and the dialogues on pre-2020
and post-2020 actions.

developed countries is that all Parties would provide information on a certain set of elements, while
the LMDC and some other developing countries are
of the view that developed countries would provide
a certain set of information and developing countries would do it at their discretion or over time.
The position of the Umbrella Group, of which
the US is a member, is that ‘bifurcation’ (referring
to differentiation between developed and developing countries), ‘is inconsistent with the PA and would
hinder than build trust (among Parties)’. They have
stressed that the information to be provided cannot
be differentiated between one set of rules for developed countries and another for developing countries.
There are also differences among developing
and developed countries on the scope of the NDCs
(whether it is only about mitigation contributions or
if it also includes adaptation efforts, as well as the
means of implementation related to finance, technology transfer and capacity-building).
Developed countries tend to view NDCs under Article 4 as only referring to mitigation actions,
while some developing countries including the
LMDC are of the view that NDCs as defined under
Article 3 encompass the full scope of contributions
and are not limited to mitigation only. This was a
fierce battle in Paris that led to a final compromise
in Article 4 being ambiguous, with provisions for
mitigation as well as references to NDCs.
The divergent positions over the scope of the
NDCs have also spilt over to the negotiations under
the SBI in relation to the public registry for NDCs
and the registry for adaptation communications
(AC), which are under two separate agenda items of
the SBI.
Several developing countries are of the view
that there is no need to have two separate registries,
arguing that NDCs comprise both mitigation and
adaptation as well, while the developed countries
and some other developing countries are of the view
that the features of the registries for NDCs and the
AC are different. For the developed countries, the
registry for NDCs is viewed as only addressing mitigation actions and nothing more.
Another issue is that of the common time frame
for NDCs. Developed countries prefer the option of
having a common time frame for all NDCs, while
some developing countries are of the view that countries should have the flexibility of deciding whether
to have a five-year or a 10-year time frame.

The Paris Agreement Work Programme
The issues that are under the PAWP cover the
following: nationally determined contributions
(NDCs) (Article 4); cooperative approaches (Article
6); adaptation (Article 7); finance (Article 9); technology transfer (Article 10); transparency framework
(Article 13); global stocktake (Article 14); facilitating implementation and compliance (Article 15) and
possible additional matters related to the implementation of the PA.
The presiding officers of the Subsidiary Bodies have issued a joint reflections note dated 15 October, to assist Parties in their negotiations to craft
the implementation guidelines for the PA. In the
documents reflecting the state of play of the negotiations, the officers have noted with concern that
progress on the various issues of the PAWP have
‘remained uneven’ and ‘insufficient on certain issues’ and that overall, ‘there are still far too many
options on the table and quite a few texts are not in
good enough shape to help Parties make their final
choices…’.
Given the divergence of views on many areas,
the presiding officers have reflected that ‘as a matter of urgency’, there is a need ‘for landing zones
that are workable, feasible and fully aligned with
both the letter and the spirit of the Paris outcome,
focusing on those solutions that can overcome divisions and build consensus in the final stretch’.
Some of the key issues of controversy under
the PAWP are as follows Nationally Determined Contributions
Led by the United States, developed countries
are not prepared to reflect differentiation among
developed and developing countries in the guidance
to be developed on NDCs, which is the preferred
option of a large bloc of developing countries led
especially by the Like-minded Developing Countries
(LMDC).
In relation to information to facilitate clarity,
transparency and understanding of Parties’ NDCs,
there are different views on the table. The view of

Transparency Framework
Concerns have been expressed by developing
countries that the proposed guidelines to measure,
2

•

Article 9.5 under the APA
Under the APA, modalities for the ex-ante information under Article 9.5 are being discussed under ‘possible additional matters’. During the discussions, developed countries stressed that discussing
modalities for communicating the ex-ante information on the projected levels of public financial resources was outside of the mandate of the PA, even
though developing countries stressed over and over
again as to why it is critical that this issue of modalities be addressed.
They explained that for whatever information
that developed countries provide, to ensure their
usefulness requires the design of modalities to communicate that information. Developed countries
would not accept any explanation and have continued to insist that the issue of ‘modalities’ was not
within the PAWP mandate.

report and verify (MRV) climate actions under the
transparency framework enhance the obligations on
developing countries, with no enhancement of obligations on developed countries, and which even allow a backsliding of obligations from existing transparency requirements for developed countries.
Some developing countries are of the view that
there cannot be common reporting guidelines for
both developed and developing countries as they
have different capacities.
While developed countries are prepared to accommodate ‘flexibilities’ for developing countries
for those who need it, they insist that the flexibilities
have to be ‘bounded’ in that the flexibilities cannot
be without restrictions. Developing countries on the
other hand oppose such restrictions or limitations
and have argued that it is up to them to nationally
determine the flexibilities needed, without a topdown imposition of who can and who cannot have
those flexibilities.

•

Article 9.5 under the SBI
Under the SBI, the agenda item on Article 9.5
deals with the ‘identification of the information to
be provided by Parties’. Differences between developed and developing countries have emerged on the
nature of information to be provided.
The US did not want to capture information
only in ‘quantitative finance flows’, since much of
its support is in terms of ‘technical partnerships’,
while Switzerland was not in a position to provide
disaggregated quantified information. The idea of
‘partnerships’ floated around by developed countries
is not acceptable to developing countries, as they
want ‘meaningful financial resources from developed to developing countries’.
Developing countries also explained that the
idea for the information to be provided is to enhance
predictability and transparency. The PA states that
the financial resources to be provided and mobilised
should take into account the needs and priorities of
developing countries and in terms of qualitative information, how the needs and priorities are reflected
is the starting point for qualitative information,
emphasised developing countries.

Global Stocktake: Attempts to sideline issue of
equity
The PA stipulates that the global stocktake
(GST) (which is an assessment of the collective
progress of Parties towards achieving the purpose
of the Agreement and its long-term goals), has to be
carried out in light of equity and which will take
place in 2023. There is an agreement among developing countries that commonly agreed guidance to
operationalise equity needs to be designed in the
modalities of the GST.
Developing countries have called for equity to
be captured in the negotiating text not just as an
overarching but also as a cross-cutting issue in all
the elements of the GST. They have also proposed
having several indicators to measure equity, such
as historical responsibility, equitable access to sustainable development and carbon space, etc. However, developed countries from the Umbrella Group
are deeply opposed to this approach.
Finance-related matters
A key battle-ground in Poland will be over issues related to finance. Several contentious issues
have emerged around modalities for ex-ante information on the projected levels of public financial
resources to be provided by developed countries to
developing countries under Article 9.5 of the PA and
for setting up a process for a new collective goal on
finance based on the needs and priorities of developing countries before 2025.

•

Article 9.7 under SBSTA
Under the SBSTA, in relation to Article 9.7,
Parties have discussed ‘modalities for the accounting of financial resources provided and mobilized
through public interventions’ during the previous
negotiations in Bangkok (in September), and arrived
at a draft decision highlighting different options reflecting the views of developing and developed countries. The draft text resulted from integrating sub-
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Ministerial Dialogue on Climate Finance

missions of the G77 and China and Australia, Japan
and the US.
Even though Parties considered moving to a
draft decision as progress, substantively, there remained vast differences.
Developed countries wanted references to new
terms such as ‘reporting Parties’ in the text, when
the obligation of providing financial support is on
developed countries. Developed countries also proposed deleting references to ‘loss and damage’ and
expressed discomfort around the use of words such
as ‘new’ and ‘additional’ during the discussions
which raised red flags from developing countries.
There were also differences in views on how the information on finance provided and finance mobilised
should be treated, with developed countries wanting the clubbing of both types of information, while
developing countries wanted a distinction between
the two.

The ministerial dialogue on climate finance
will take place on 10 December and is expected to
pay particular attention to the issue of enhancing
access to climate finance.
The 2018 Biennial Assessment and Overview
of Climate Finance Flows (BA) comprises a summary and recommendations, and a technical report.
While the technical report is prepared by external
consultants, the summary and recommendations are
prepared by the SCF. The findings of the BA are
expected to be highlighted during the ministerial
dialogue.
While developed countries are expected to
stress that trends in climate finance point to increasing flows, and that bilateral flows and those channelled through Multilateral Development Banks have
increased, the BA makes clear that developed countries have provided only US$33 billion in 2015 and
US$38 billion in 2016. Developing countries are
bound to highlight that this falls short of the commitment made in 2016 in Cancun for the mobilisation
of US$100 billion per year by 2020.
Moreover, the BA has highlighted challenges
and limitations in the collection, aggregation and
analysis of information, and ‘a lack of clarity with
regard to the use of different definitions of climate
finance limits the comparability of data’. With no
clarity on the definition of climate finance, the report is bound to be criticised by developing countries, including on the counting of loans provided to
developing countries as being part of climate finance.
Developing countries can also be expected to
raise issues over the introduction of new terms in
the BA such as ‘climate finance providers’ due to
the stance of the US in the SCF, instead of the reference to developed countries. This is viewed as an
attempt to dilute the obligations of developed countries under the Convention and the PA in the provision of financial resources to developing countries.

•

Adaptation Fund
Developed and developing countries are divided over the future and nature of the Adaptation
Fund (AF) under the PA. The AF is currently under
the Kyoto Protocol. The G77 and China want the
AF to remain in its current form in terms of its operational policies and guidelines for developing
countries to access the Funds when the AF serves
the PA. Developed countries, on the other hand, want
to change the nature of the AF from what it is at
present, if the AF is to serve the PA.
Technology transfer
Under the PA, Parties had agreed to establish a
technology framework to provide guidance to the
Technology Mechanism in promoting and facilitating enhanced action on technology development and
transfer. In elaborating the framework, one proposal
by developing countries has been to support countries in enabling access to climate technologies in
the private sector, including through the provision
of public financial resources.
Developed countries are opposed to this and
do not want any link to the provision of financial
support for accessing climate technologies in the
private sector. They are also opposed to the provision of support for research and development of
technologies in developing countries or in supporting the transfer of technologies which are ready for
transfer.

Stocktake on Pre-2020 Implementation and
Ambition
Developing countries had insisted at COP 23
that there be a stocktake of the commitments and
actions by Parties in the pre-2020 time frame under
the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol (KP). The
stocktake involving ministers will take place on 10
December.

4

The Talanoa Dialogue

One of the key issues expected to be highlighted is the inability of the Doha Amendment to
the KP to be ratified and enter into force, thus rendering the lack of a second commitment period (2CP)
for emission reductions by developed countries who
are Parties to the KP.
Parties had agreed, in 2012 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. This was the political understanding
reached that allowed for negotiations that eventually led to the PA.
As of 20 November, only 122 Parties, including the European Union, have ratified the Doha
Amendment, when 144 Parties are required for the
amendment to enter into force. Developed countries
such as Canada, Japan, and Russia have not done so
and the US is not a party to the KP. In addition, no
developed country has revised or raised their pre2020 mitigation ambition targets under their Cancun
pledges.
Instead of focusing on the pre-2020 mitigation
ambition gap, reports such as the UNEP Emissions
Gap Report focus on the NDCs under the PA, which
begin to be implemented only from 2021 onwards.
The report also does not differentiate the responsibilities and obligations between developed and developing countries under the Convention and the KP.
The UNEP report is expected to be cited by
many countries, to show that ‘current commitments
expressed in the NDCs are inadequate to bridge the
emissions gap in 2030’ and that ‘technically, it is
still possible to bridge the gap to ensure global warming stays well below 2°C and 1.5°C, but if NDC
ambitions are not increased before 2030, exceeding
the 1.5°C goal can no longer be avoided.’
One can expect some developing countries to
highlight the significant gaps in the pre-2020 climate efforts, not only in mitigation, but also in adaptation and support to developing countries.
The most recent statement by the Ministers
from the BASIC countries (Brazil, South Africa,
India and China) underlined that ‘time is of the essence for any meaningful pre-2020 action and the
implementation gaps should not present an additional
burden to developing countries in the post-2020 period.’ They also urged ‘developed countries to take
urgent actions to close the pre-2020 implementation
gaps by 2023, which can be a useful input for the
first GST’.

In Paris in 2015, Parties had agreed to ‘convene a facilitative dialogue …in 2018 to take stock
of the collective efforts of Parties in relation to
progress towards the long-term goal referred to …in
the Agreement and to inform the preparation of
NDCs…’). At COP 23, the Fijian Presidency stressed
the importance of the dialogue and referred to it as
the ‘Talanoa dialogue’, to reflect the ‘Pacific spirit’
of sharing stories.
The dialogue is structured around three general topics: ‘where are we’; ‘where do we want to
go’ and ‘how do we get there’. It consists of a preparatory phase (which took place in May this year)
and will conclude with a political phase at COP 24,
that will take place on 11 and 12 December. The
COP 23 and COP 24 Presidents will be providing a
summary of key messages from the roundtables to
be held in Poland.
A key concern of developing countries led by
the LMDC has been on how the question of ‘how
did we get here’ has been ignored, which signals a
disregard for the historical responsibility of developed countries.
It can be expected that Parties will continue to
have concerns over the report and outcomes of the
dialogue, given that the process is being driven by
the COP Presidency, rather than by the Parties.
The IPCC 1.5°C Special Report is expected to
feature in a big way during the dialogue. Many important findings of the report can be expected to be
highlighted from the Summary for Policy Makers
(SPM), including that ‘impacts at 1.5°C, such as on
global sea level rise, biodiversity and ecosystems,
ocean temperature, and adaptation needs, will be
lower compared to 2°C. Similarly, climate-related
risks to health livelihoods, food security, water supply, human security, and economic growth are projected to increase with global warming of 1.5°C, but
increase further with 2°C.’
The report also states that ‘limiting global
warming requires limiting the total cumulative global anthropogenic emissions of carbon dioxide
(CO2) since the preindustrial period, i.e. staying
within a total carbon budget’.
Of importance to note is a further message that
‘pathways limiting global warming to 1.5°C with no
or limited overshoot would require rapid and farreaching transitions in energy, land, urban and infrastructure (including transport and buildings), and
industrial systems’.
For developing countries, the following statements in the SPM are vital to note viz. that ‘Interna5

tional cooperation is a critical enabler for developing countries and vulnerable regions to strengthen
their action for the implementation of 1.5°C-consistent climate responses, including through enhancing access to finance and technology and enhancing
domestic capacities, taking into account national and
local circumstances and needs’ and that ‘Collective
efforts at all levels, in ways that reflect different circumstances and capabilities, in the pursuit of limit-

ing global warming to 1.5°C, taking into account
equity as well as effectiveness, can facilitate strengthening the global response to climate change, achieving sustainable development and eradicating poverty.’
Given some of the key challenges above, the
eyes of the world will be on Poland to see how the
divergent positions among Parties will be reconciled
and steered to a successful outcome that is inclusive, transparent and Party-driven.
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No Issue Should be Left Behind in Package of Decisions –
Say Developing Countries
Katowice, 3 December (Prerna Bomzan and Meena
Raman) – At the launch of the year-end climate
talks on 2 December in Katowice, Poland under the
UNFCCC, the Kyoto Protocol (KP) and the Paris
Agreement (PA), developing countries under the
G77 and China called for a package of decisions
that ‘leaves no issue behind’.
Ambassador Wael Aboulmagd of Egypt,
speaking for the G77 and China, said that the PA
was crafted with a delicate balance in mind between
action on the one hand, both in mitigation and adaptation, and support on the other. Expressing concern
that there was ‘a lack of progress on many of the
pivotal tracks in the negotiations, particularly on the
support side’, he called for ‘reasonable comparability’, adding that ‘the only guarantee for complete
buy-in by all Parties is a package (of decisions) which
leaves no issue behind’.
He cautioned against the inflexibility of some
Parties and reiterated that ‘a lop-sided or unbalanced
outcome is not sustainable’ and stressed that what is
expected is ‘an outcome which can and will be embraced, and implemented in good faith by all’.
The G77 Chair made these remarks at the jointplenary meeting of the 24th session of the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (COP 24), the Conference of Parties to the KP, the Conference of Parties to the PA, the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI), the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA) and the Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Paris Agreement (APA).
The joint-plenary meeting was convened on the
evening of Sunday, 2 December, following the official opening of the climate talks around noon, which
saw Michal Kurtyka, the Secretary of State for the
Ministry of Environment of Poland, assume the role
of helming the climate talks.
The convening of COP 24 was delayed due to
informal consultations conducted between the COP

Presidency and Parties on how to adopt the provisional agenda following the request for inclusion of
new agenda items. This included a proposal by Turkey to delete its name from the list of Annex 1 Parties to the Convention, a proposal by the African
Group on the ‘Special needs and special circumstances of Africa under the PA’ and further proposals from the Latin American and Caribbean region,
the Asia Pacific region and the Arab region to also
consider their ‘special needs and circumstances’. The
COP 24 agenda was adopted without the inclusion
of all these proposals, and on the understanding that
consultations on the Turkey issue and the African
Group proposal will continue, with no consultations
on the other issues as they had only been received
on the morning of 2 December.
At the joint-plenary session, the G77 and
China called for the upholding of the ‘guiding principle of common but differentiated responsibilities
and respective capabilities (CBDR-RC)’ in the outcome of the work at Katowice.
Ambassador Aboulmagd, while stating that PA
was ‘a historical milestone’, also said that without
the successful completion of the task of
operationalising the Agreement in Poland, ‘the opportunity to turn the tide will be missed’.
He lamented that ‘despite the growing awareness of the perils caused by climate change and the
rise of a supporting public opinion, we are regrettably witnessing increased challenges to the very science underlying this effort as well as rising hostility
towards collective multilateral efforts, particularly
with regard to climate change’.
The G77 Chair also stressed that as developing countries, ‘our pressing needs for development
and the betterment of lives by lifting people out of
poverty must be respected and safeguarded in this
process. Herein lies the criticality of support. As
developing countries, we committed to this most
7

crucial cause of facing climate change collectively
as we genuinely recognised that the existential threat
it poses looms upon all of us. However, we also undertook it in light of a clear commitment laid out by
Paris that the means of implementation would be
readily available.’
He underscored that the G77 and China ‘has
never wavered in its commitment to effectively combatting climate change and dealing with its adverse
impacts already witnessed across the world. We have
spared no effort to support the process and have approached the negotiations with an open mind and a
full willingness to achieve success here in Katowice.
We have made it a point to avoid entrenchment and
maximalism, and we have done our utmost to build
bridges and engage sincerely.’
The G77 and China spokesperson further
stressed that ‘we must also respect the core tenets of
undertaking the climate agenda in line with efforts
to achieve sustainable development and poverty
eradication. The parity clearly outlined in the PA
between mitigation and adaptation efforts must also
be safeguarded and upheld, recognising the pressing and existential threats we are facing here and
now, and subsequently the resources we are already
spending on facing them.’
The Group believed that ‘Katowice provides
us with an opportunity to deliver a balanced and robust outcome which would responsibly and adequately respond to the serious challenges of climate
change, most recently highlighted by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) special
report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5°C
which underscored the urgent need for enhanced
action’.
Ambassador Aboulmagd then highlighted the
Group’s views on a number of the central issues in
the negotiations.
On the finance side, the G77 noted with appreciation, the initiation of the first formal replenishment of the Green Climate Fund and would continue
to seek a ‘substantial and ambitious’ replenishment
which must be informed by the ‘needs and priorities’ of developing countries.
‘As for reporting and communication of finance
in terms of Article 9 of the PA, key issues are yet to
be resolved regarding the modalities and vehicles to
be used, as well as of what is done with the information to be reported on as part of the obligation of
developed country parties to provide finance and
how it is assessed under the enhanced transparency
regime.’
Further, it is critical for the Group that ‘we in
Katowice reach agreement on the process for the

establishment of a new global goal on finance which
needs to be initiated now. As we have said before,
we believe that the issues of finance are of utmost
priority. Addressing them in a comprehensive, satisfactory manner will create in our view favourable
conditions that could potentially unlock a broad array of related and linked issues under our negotiations.’
On adaptation, the G77 stressed that it will
‘continue to emphasise that the final outcome of this
COP should give adaptation a key role commensurate with our challenges. To this end, support for
adaptation actions in terms of the preparation of the
adaptation communication, as well as the preparation and implementation of national strategies, plans
and programs in accordance with the nationally determined needs of developing countries is a critical
element of any acceptable outcome.’
On the enhanced transparency framework for
action and support (ETF), the G77 Chair stressed
that ‘there should be no backsliding’, which means
‘that Parties should build on their current standard
of transparency, and the ETF shall build on and enhance the existing transparency arrangements under
the Convention’. He added further that it must be
recognised that ‘developing country Parties have
different starting points and therefore the modalities, procedures and guidelines should have built-in
flexibility and allow developing country Parties to
self-determine which flexibilities we will apply’. The
framework should also ‘enable improvement over
time’ and that in the case of developing countries,
‘this will require support’.
On nationally determined contributions
(NDCs), the G77 stressed the importance of maintaining the comprehensive full scope of NDCs. It
also underscored the importance of maintaining the
nationally determined nature of NDCs in light of
equity, CBDR-RC, in light of national circumstances.
The G77 Chair, in conclusion said that in
‘recognising our shared responsibility in advancing
the PA Work Programme’ it was important to remain
‘faithful to the Convention, its purpose and principles’.
Australia on behalf of the Umbrella Group
made a brief remark assuring to ‘work constructively
as possible with others’ towards a ‘comprehensive
and robust guidance in keeping with the mandates’.
The European Union also assured to work
constructively with all Parties and stressed on leaving Katowice with ‘ambitious and comprehensive
implementing rules’ as well as ‘balancing’ efforts
towards mitigation and adaptation and to ‘support’
developing countries to implement the PA.
8

TWN

Katowice News Update
www.twn.my

Published by
Third World Network

3

4 December 2018

Resounding Call to Speed up Implementation of
Paris Agreement Obligations
Katowice, 4 December (Evelyn Teh) – The official
opening ceremony of the climate talks held on 3
December in Katowice, Poland heard a resounding
call for Parties to take necessary actions in
operationalising and fulfilling the Paris Agreement
(PA) obligations.
The ceremony was attended by several heads
of state and government, and was presided over by
Michal Kutyka, the Secretary of State for Environment of Poland, who is also the President of the 24th
session of the UNFCCC’s Conference of Parties
(COP24).
The ceremony also saw the presence of Andrzej
Duda, the President of Poland, UN Secretary-General, Antonio Guterres, Maria Fernanda Espinosa,
the President of the UN General Assembly and
Patricia Espinosa, the UNFCCC Executive Secretary.
The President of Poland Andrzej Duda stated
in his speech that the negative consequences of climate change are felt all over the world, and this called
for coordinated cooperation in the spirit of the PA.
He added that we need to prove that the heads of
state are ready to fully implement the Agreement.
This, he said, needed a user manual which he referred to as the ‘Katowice rulebook’ on how to implement the PA.
The Secretary General of the United Nations
(UNSG), António Guterres, emphasised that the
world is ‘still not doing enough or moving fast
enough to prevent irreversible and catastrophic impacts of climate change’, and he delivered four key
messages. First is to ensure that ‘emissions must
decline by 45% from 2010 levels by 2030 and be
net zero by 2050’, and that renewable energy should
supply half to two-thirds of the world’s primary energy by 2050, with a corresponding reduction in fossil fuels. In short, he said that ‘we need to embrace
low-carbon, climate-resilient sustainable develop-

ment’ and hoped that the Talanoa Dialogue (2018
facilitative dialogue) would provide the impetus to
increase ambition in the commitments for climate
action.
Secondly, the UNSG also reminded Parties that
the finalisation of the PA Work Programme (PAWP)
(referred to by the Polish President as the ‘Katowice
rulebook’) was the main objective of Katowice. ‘This
is a deadline you set for yourselves and it is vital
you meet it,’ he emphasised. This includes having
‘a unifying implementation vision that sets out clear
rules, inspires action and promotes raised ambition,
based on the principle of equity and common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities (CBDR-RC), in light of different national
circumstances’.
The third point made by the SG was on the
central importance of finance to successfully combat climate change; and to materialise transformative climate action in five key economic areas – energy, cities, land use, water and industry. He called
for a clear progress to mobilise the pledged $100
billion a year by 2020 and also urged the member
states to ‘swiftly implement the replenishment of the
Green Climate Fund’.
His fourth message was that ‘decisive climate
action today is our chance to right our ship and set a
course for a better future for all’, adding that ‘with
the availability of knowledge, viable and affordable
technological solutions – the only thing needed more
of is the political will and far-sighted leadership’.
In stressing the importance of a low-carbon
economy, the SG also called for inclusivity and the
full-scale mobilisation of young people, as well as a
global commitment to gender equality in climate
actions. He ended by imploring the governments and
leaders to understand that their legacies and the wellbeing of future generations are at stake and there
was simply no option of failure in Katowice. He
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hoped that the ‘bond of trust established in Paris will
endure’ and that ‘incredible opportunity exists if we
embrace a low-carbon future and unleash the power
of the PA’.
The President of the UN General Assembly
(UNGA), Maria Fernanda Espinosa, stated that
the nature and the complexity of climate change required strong collective action and global leadership.
She stated that ‘humanities have never been so close
to a global state of shock due to the devastating fact
of climate change’, adding that while it impacts all
countries indiscriminately, it was clear that its might
was felt much more by the poorest and most vulnerable. ‘This is why it is so important that we have
common but differentiated responsibilities,’ she
added. The UNGA President stated further that we
need to be ‘audacious, creative and to act together
with greater ambition’, adding that ‘an effective multilateral system which gives results is not an option’
but ‘is necessary for survival’. She also stressed the
need for climate finance that should be both sufficient and predictable, and that there was a need for a
clear and effective transparency framework to measure the global progress and the benefits.
Henryk Kowalczyk, the Minister of Environment of Poland, also addressed the plenary and said
that the world had high hopes for ‘a comprehensive
package acceptable to all Parties’ and to ensure financial and technological support for developing
countries consistent with the vision for low emissions economic growth.
Michal Kurtyka, the COP 24 President, stated
that ‘we are all interdependent and have to come
together to protect our planet in solidary, to push for

deep and just transition’ that required changes including in our lifestyles, the way we earn a living,
how we build cities and design buildings. He assured
that the vulnerable are not alone in the transition to
a low-carbon future. He also stressed the importance
of the ‘Katowice rulebook’.
The President of Poland then presented the
‘Declaration on Just Transition’ (which is a Polish
initiative for Parties to join) and said that adopting
it was to take another step in achieving the principles
of the PA. He stressed further that it was necessary
to create a development model which reduces emissions while reducing poverty, and creates new quality jobs at the same time.
Sir David Attenborough, the well-known television personality famous for his documentaries on
the natural world, also spoke at the opening ceremony, and presented the voices from people around
the world through a video. He said that the message
was clear that ‘time is running out’ and decisionmakers have to act now, by making the tough decisions and sacrifices to help make the changes the
world needed, adding that ‘the continuation of our
civilisation and that of the natural world was in the
hand of world leaders’.
While the opening ceremony was going on and
throughout the whole day, negotiators were engaged
in various meeting rooms in informal consultations
and bilaterals, making efforts to advance work on
the PAWP details. Informal consultations under the
various agenda items of the PAWP will continue today, with the expectation that the facilitators of the
consultations will produce a new iteration of documents for further negotiations latest by Wednesday,
5 December.
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5 December 2018

Side-event Stresses Importance of Equity and Finance for
More Climate Ambition

Katowice, 5 December (Prerna Bomzan) – ‘Equity
is the gateway to climate ambition’ was the key message reiterated by developing country negotiators and
civil society at a side-event on 4 December, organised
by the Third World Network (TWN) and the South
Centre at the ongoing climate talks in Katowice,
Poland.
The side-event was moderated by Vicente Yu
with panel members comprising Zaheer Fakir of
South Africa, who is the G77 and China’s coordinator on finance issues, Walter Schuldt of Ecuador, who was the preceding Chair of the G77 and
China, Ravi Prasad of India, who is the Chief Negotiator and Joint Secretary from the Indian Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change and
Meena Raman of Malaysia, who is TWN’s Climate Change Programme Coordinator.
Zaheer Fakir emphasised that it was important to understand where the current state of finance
lies in the negotiations, to understand the positions
of the G77 and China. He gave an elaborate insight
into the difference between the finance pledges and
what actually materialises, citing the example of the
Green Climate Fund (GCF), where US$10 billion
was initially pledged but only about US$7 billion
has actually materialised, with a US$2 billion shortfall due to the United States not meeting its pledge
and another US$1 billion being lost not merely in
foreign exchange fluctuations but also due to the nature of pledges being made in grants, loans, capital
and promissory notes.
He also added that in the Global Environment
Facility (GEF), the allocation of funds for climate
change has been reduced by 40%, and this was in an
era where enhancing ambition is being talked about.
In relation to the financial instruments, Fakir explained that in the past, much of the multilateral financing was mostly grant based, while today, it
was mostly concessional finance that are loans, and

this shapes not only the nature and kind of projects
but also the type of countries that will be eligible to
do those projects. He added further that concessional
loans, even if the interest rates are low, are still debts
and more and more developing countries are being
asked to take on debt instruments to do climate action.
Fakir also informed about the increasing prevalence of the eligibility issue where in the past, all
developing countries had access to financing while
now, new eligibility criteria are being adopted unilaterally by some developed countries who are looking at the income levels of countries. Middle-income
countries, he said, are viewed as not being eligible
for grants but only loans. Another serious problem
that has arisen is the questioning of projects as to
whether they were adaptation projects or development related. There is also the shifting of the burden
to the private sector for providing finance, when
clearly, developed countries have the obligation to
do so, he stressed further.
The G77 finance coordinator said that in view
of this, when one looks at Article 9.5 of the Paris
Agreement (PA) (that provides for the ex-ante information on public financial resources from developed countries), the issue is really about knowing
what finance is available to stimulate developing
countries into undertaking more ambition on the assumption that money will be received. Reporting of
ex-ante information on finance is also very important for better planning of actions, said Fakir further.
He added that in essence, the PA did not lead
to additional money for developing countries as the
decision adopted shifted the goal of mobilising the
US$100 billion by 2020 by another five years to
2025. By 2025, a new long-term goal on finance is
expected to be reached but there is no discussion on
how to come about to that new goal, he said, and
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that even the initial US$100 billion goal was decided
by a few heads of state, with no analysis of needs of
developing countries.
Fakir clarified the difference between the terms
‘mobilization’ and ‘provision’ of finance. He explained that in the GEF, for every US$1 provided by
developed countries, developing countries had to
provide co-financing with a ratio of 7:1, and that for
a middle-income country, the ratio is 12:1, which is
expected to apply to all developing countries in the
future. It was therefore important, said Fakir, to read
the fine print in negotiations where developed countries only provide a small portion of the resources,
while a much larger amount is reported as having
been mobilised.
Fakir concluded that in the current negotiations,
there has been a reluctance on the part of developed
countries to discuss the process of determining the
new long-term goal on finance by 2025, or on how
to guide the replenishment of the GCF; the issue
being whether it should be based only on what developed countries can provide or based on the needs
of developing countries.
Walter Schuldt began by expressing commitment towards the common goal and common vision
to address the global threat of climate change and to
finalise the work that began in 2015 with the PA,
referring to the PA Work Programme (PAWP) which
is expected to be adopted in Katowice.
He also called for more ambition in the delivery of finance, emphasising that finance is one of
the core elements that has to be finalised in Katowice
given both the pre-2020 unfulfilled commitments by
developed countries as well as fresh commitments
for the implementation of the PA. Schuldt expressed
concern that ‘new narratives’ were coming from
developed countries about ‘financial flows and the
enabling environment’ as if it will begin only from
2020 onwards under the PA, despite current unfulfilled commitments in finance to developing countries. He lamented that some developed countries
could not agree to a simple decision for the Adaptation Fund (AF) to serve the PA and are pushing proposals to change the existing governance of the Fund
so that donor countries could make decisions over
how funds could be accessed.
Schuldt also touched upon another key aspect
of the negotiations on ‘transparency of action’ taken
by both developed and developing countries which
he said is significantly related to equity. He said that
developing countries are already reporting through
different tools their climate actions, and adding more
details and complexity to the existing rules of reporting without sufficient finance and capacity build-

ing will not be easier but burdensome for developing countries.
He also stressed that the final agreement in
Katowice should have a clear relationship with local communities and indigenous peoples as well as
human rights but was concerned that there were attempts to sideline them, which was contrary to just
transition as well as the broader concept of climate
justice.
Ravi Prasad gave an elaboration of how Parties are looking at equity differently. He said that
some are articulating equity in terms of the process
by saying that the adequate participation from developing countries is a manifestation of equity. There
are others who are looking at equity in terms of outcomes; so if developed countries are sharing greater
responsibilities while it is less for developing countries, then it is the outcomes and actions which represent an equitable kind of end result in the process.
Then there was the aspect of equity in terms of the
outcome for individuals in different parts of the
world, especially looking at per capita emissions and
different consumption patterns. So, equity means
different things to different people, and therefore, it
is important in this process to talk in the same language and understand the same thing, said Prasad,
emphasising equity-oriented outcomes in terms of
actions and results for individuals.
The Indian delegate also shared about different studies highlighting correlations between energy
consumption and growth, and correlations between
the human development index and development,
emphasising that the focus of countries which are
not yet developed is therefore on trying to achieve
those goals, which are essential for them to provide
the basic amenities to their citizens. Hence, whatever climate actions or support is being discussed in
the UNFCCC process needs to be based on these
realities being faced by developing countries, he said,
adding that equitable actions would translate as
greater actions by developed countries in terms of
both mitigation and the provision of support. On the
other hand, when looking at what developing
countries are required to do, they have to also address the issues of sustainable development, poverty eradication, provision of energy access, health
for all and all limiting factors that they want to overcome and it is in this context that the principle of
common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR)
has been anchored in both the Convention and the
PA, he emphasised further.
Prasad said that there has been a lack of ambition and undermining of equity by developed countries when looking at the pre-2020 period, since there
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was a requirement for them to enhance their ambition both on mitigation as well as on support to developing countries. He stressed on the historical
emissions and historical responsibility of developed
countries which translate into a historical debt owed
by developed countries. He also said that developing countries are doing their share in terms of increasing ambition in their nationally appropriate
mitigation actions in the pre-2020 period as well as
their nationally determined contributions which are
no less ambitious than any developed country’s in
the world. He said that this was therefore the context to realise the concept of equity.
He concluded that all pre-2020 commitments
by developed countries must be completed by 2023,
by carrying them forward because any pre-2020 gap
will be a burden for the rest of the world. He also
stressed that the raising of ambition is here and now
and cannot be delayed for the PA to kick in late in
2021.
Meena Raman presented the importance of
equity being central to climate ambition, recalling
its long history when the Convention was born in
1992 and was premised upon the fundamental principle of equity and CBDR, wherein Parties have a
common responsibility for addressing climate

change. Nevertheless, how it is to be done needs to
be differentiated between the developed and developing countries, given that the former became rich
in an unconstrained carbon world, with historical
emissions since the industrial revolution and the huge
consumption of natural resources since then.
She stressed that the CBDR principle was
heavily negotiated in Paris which was finally anchored in Article 2.2 of the PA. She added that attempts were however being made by developed
countries to water down the principle further, by
changing the CBDR principle to a common and
shared responsibility, thus diluting the difference
between the developed and developing countries,
which she underscored as being unacceptable, since
both worlds were not at the same starting point.
Raman said that an ambitious and equitable
outcome in Katowice must be premised upon climate justice as defined by CBDR and equity, and
expressed deep concerns about the attempts of shifting of responsibilities by developed countries to the
developing countries, which she said was immoral
and unethical.
The event was very well attended with around
150 persons, and took place from 6.30 pm till 8 pm
on the second day.
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6 December 2018

Pressure Intensifies to Complete Paris Agreement
Implementation Rules

Katowice, 6 December (Meena Raman) – Negotiations under the UNFCCC’s 24th session of the Conference of the Parties (COP24) in Katowice, Poland,
have intensified on 5 December, the fourth day of
the climate talks, as delegates are under pressure to
complete work on the Paris Agreement Work
Programme (PAWP) for the implementation of the
Agreement by Saturday, 8 December, to enable ministers to make the final decisions needed next week.
The talks are scheduled to end on 14 December.
Many delegates were seen to be in a frenzy,
with multiple negotiating sessions and conflicting
schedules, especially those dealing with finance-related matters, besides attending bilateral meetings
with Parties, and meetings of heads of delegations
(HODs) with the COP Presidency. Another highlight
was the conduct of the technical phase of the
stocktake on pre-2020 implementation and ambition
held on 5 December, with the political phase taking
place next week when ministers arrive. (See separate article on pre-2020 implementation.)
The pressure on negotiators to complete the
PAWP was palpable, as they work overtime late into
the nights in an effort to enable the co-facilitators
who are conducting informal consultations on the
various issues, to produce a first iteration of the negotiating texts by 5 December as mandated by the
Presiding Officers of the three subsidiary bodies: the
Ad Hoc Working Group on the Paris Agreement
(APA), the Subsidiary Body for Implementation
(SBI) and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA).
While the first iterations of texts became available to Parties on some of the issues, others are expected to be ready on the morning of 6 December.
Meetings with the HODs convened by the COP Presidency have also been taking place since Tuesday, 4
December on some key issues related to finance on
the Article 9.5 issue of the Paris Agreement (PA)

(see further below) and on the Adaptation Fund. The
meetings of the HODs are supposed to help give
guidance to negotiators on matters which are viewed
as being politically sensitive.
This update presents some key highlights of
discussions thus far in the areas of climate finance,
technology transfer, nationally determined contributions (NDCs) and the global stocktake (GST).
Article 9.5 (on ex ante Information on Public
Financial Resources)
Some positive movement was seen on the issue, following the meeting among the HODs on
Tuesday, 4 December. After a year of stalemate, negotiators finally began discussing ‘procedural elements’ in relation to Article 9.5.
Article 9.5 mandates developed countries to
biennially communicate ex-ante information on the
projected levels of public financial resources to developing countries. Since last year, developed countries have refused to be drawn into a discussion on
‘modalities’ for the communication of information
on Article 9.5, which has been a key demand from
developing countries led by the African Group, Like
Minded Developing Countries (LMDC) and the Arab
Group.
It seems that during the HODs meeting held
on 4 December, the impasse was somewhat resolved
with developed countries agreeing to engage in considering ‘procedural elements’ to make the article
operational.
However, when informal consultations began,
there remained several divergences among Parties
especially regarding the scope of the procedural elements. These divergences emerged in discussions
under the APA and the SBI. (The APA agenda item
on Article 9.5 deals with ‘modalities’ for biennially
communicating finance information, while the SBI
14

The US said that discussion beyond the start
date and location of information was not needed.
The EU said that information should be submitted
to the UNFCCC website and that their preference
for the timing of the first reporting was 2020, but
were open to discussing the date. It also said it did
not see the role of the SCF in any form.
In relation to the information itself, disagreements arose when developed countries said they were
opposed to providing detailed information on the
channels of funding, including that for ‘loss and
damage’ in the elaboration of purposes and types of
sectors to be supported and information on baseline
reference to facilitate an overview of trends over
time.
The co-facilitators aimed to capture the views
expressed by Parties and an iteration of the text is
expected to be out early on 6 December.

agenda item deals with the ‘identification of the information to be provided by Parties’.)
During the APA 9.5 discussions, developed
countries led by the European Union (EU), Norway, the United States (US) and Canada made it
clear that they were not willing to engage in any
discussion that was linked to the review of the information and they wanted discussions restricted to
areas around when the information would be made
available and where it would be housed. This, they
said, was the basis to move ahead, and that they
would discuss these issues in the SBI agenda item.
In response, South Africa for the African
Group suggested that the APA agenda item on 9.5
would only be ‘suspended temporarily’ as they would
like to first see how the SBI progresses on the issue.
During discussions on the issue in the SBI,
Parties addressed both the procedural aspects to make
Article 9.5 operational as well as the elements as
contained in a textual proposal in the joint reflections note by the presiding officers of the APA, SBI
and SBSTA. On the procedural aspects, the discussions proved contentious on a number of areas.
South Africa for the African Group said
operationalising Article 9.5 was an obligation of
developed countries and they would not agree to
notions of encouraging developing countries to provide information. South Africa also said that the information should be housed in a registry and not on
the UNFCCC website and that a synthesis report be
prepared, following the communication of the information. South Africa also said that a link to the
review of information must remain. Ecuador for the
LMDC, China and India supported the Africa
Group’s intervention.
Brazil stressed the need for having a starting
date for the provision of information and agreed with
South Africa that 2020 would be a good starting date,
adding that the idea for the information was not just
for the sake of information but was linked to the
issue of ambition from developing countries. ‘More
ambition on finance means more ambition on climate action,’ it said, adding that a separate website
to house the information would be helpful as the
UNFCCC website was a ‘confusing hub of information’. Brazil also said that the information should
be compiled and synthesised and it saw a role for
the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF) in the
synthesis of the information.
Switzerland and Australia said any review of
the information was a ‘red line’ for them and Peru
for the Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) said they did not see any link between ex ante communication of information and
ex post review of that information.

New Collective Goal on Finance
Developing countries have been calling for
initiating a process on setting a new collective quantified goal on finance, that takes into account their
needs and priorities from a floor of US$100 billion
per year, as mandated by a decision agreed to by
Parties in Paris in 2015. Developed countries led by
the US, Canada, the EU, Japan, Norway, Switzerland and Australia refused to determine a process for setting a new collective goal on finance,
claiming that it was too early in the process to deal
with this.
(Under paragraph 53 of the Paris decision 1/
CP.21, Parties agreed that ‘…in accordance with
Article 9.3 of the Agreement… prior to 2025 the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of
the Parties to the PA [CMA] shall set a new collective quantified goal from a floor of USD 100 billion
per year, taking into account the needs and priorities of developing countries’.)
Developed countries further said that they did
not see the issue as being part of the PAWP package
to be agreed to in COP 24. In response, Egypt for
the G77 and China clarified that they were not discussing the goal itself but a process to discuss the
goal and that it was rather surprised that the developed countries did not think it was part of the PAWP
package. ‘Implementation of the PAWP and the new
goal go hand in hand. We would like to know what
is the signal we are sending to the global community when we are saying that we are serious about
climate change but we are not even serious about a
process to set a goal,’ stressed Egypt.
China suggested that the issue be dealt with at
the HOD level since Parties had already spent a lot
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of time on the issue but were still miles away from
reaching any agreement.

oped and developing countries are treated differently
(on the type of mitigation actions to be undertaken).
It was concerned that having the same treatment for
developed and developing countries was a departure from the mandate.
Similar concerns were raised by Brazil, speaking also for Argentina and Uruguay, that the differentiation between Parties in relation to their NDCs
is ‘in the implementation of their NDCs’ and therefore, there was no need for a differentiated approach
in the provision of information as each Party should
provide the information needed that is applicable to
its NDC.
The EU supported Brazil and said that the NDC
itself decides what information should be provided
and this cannot be discretionary (and left to Parties
to decide what information they want to communicate).

Technology Transfer
In the technology transfer negotiations, sources
revealed that developed countries led by the Umbrella Group of countries were diluting provisions
of the PA by removing references to the principle of
common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR)
and bracketing provisions related to the issue of the
provision of support in the draft text.
According to a negotiator familiar with the issue, developed countries are also saying that ‘the
PA does not assign support responsibility to developed countries’. The negotiator lamented that developed countries had a different view of Article 10.6
of the PA which reads: ‘Support, including financial support, shall be provided to developing country Parties for the implementation of this Article…,’
by suggesting that the article did not specify who is
to provide the support. This position by the developed countries is being countered by the developing
countries, led by the G77 and China.

Global Stocktake
In the informal consultations on the GST, developing country negotiators continued to express
frustration that developed countries do not want to
discuss how equity is to be operationalised in the
conduct of the stocktake. (The PA stipulates that the
GST, which is an assessment of the collective
progress of Parties towards achieving the purpose
of the PA and its long-term goals, has to be carried
out in light of science and equity and will take place
in 2023.)
Developing countries led by the G77 and
China have made proposals for equity to be reflected, by proposing several indicators to measure
equity, such as historical responsibility, equitable
access to sustainable development and carbon space,
etc.
Developed countries, especially from the Umbrella Group of countries which includes the US,
are deeply opposed to this approach and according
to one developing country negotiator, they have expressed that ‘they do not understand what equity
means, despite all the explanation provided and are
refusing to allow the operationalisation of equity in
the GST process’.
Discussions will continue 6 December on all
the various agenda items of the PAWP.

NDCs
On the issue of NDCs, a nine-page first iteration was issued late afternoon of 5 December. Delegations during the informal consultations began giving their preliminary reflections on the draft, with a
number of countries expressing their interest in using the document as a starting point for discussions,
but also noted various concerns. Parties will continue to provide their views on the document on 6
December.
Several Parties including Egypt, Brazil and
the EU have begun to raise their concerns around
paragraph 6 of the proposed text which relates to
how developed and developing countries are to be
treated in the provision of information related to their
NDCs. The proposal now has options saying that
developed countries [shall] [may] [as appropriate]
provide information related to their NDCs and the
same language appears for developing countries too.
Egypt in its preliminary comments said that
this was a departure from the mandate provided in
Article 4.4 of the PA, which makes clear that devel-
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Stocktake on Implementation and Ambition of pre-2020
Actions Begins
Katowice, 6 December (Evelyn Teh) – The technical part of the stocktake on the pre-2020 implementation and ambition kicked off on 5 December at the
ongoing climate talks under the UNFCCC in
Katowice, Poland.
It is the first of the two stocktakes mandated
by the 23rd session of the Conference of Parties to
the UNFCCC (COP23) last year, and the second
stocktake will take place at COP25 at the end of 2019.
Ben Garside, a correspondent from Carbon Pulse,
moderated the two-session plenary which consisted
of the ‘Mitigation Efforts up to 2020’, followed by
‘Supporting enhanced implementation and ambition
of climate efforts up to 2020’.
During their interventions at the session, developing countries led by India, China, and Brazil
expressed concerns over the pre-2020 ambition gap
of developed countries, both in terms of emission
reductions needed and over the finance gap. India
said that these gaps had to be closed by developed
countries and must be taken into account during the
2023 global stocktake process under the Paris Agreement.
Adam Guibourgé-Czetwertyñski, the Chief
Negotiator of the COP 24 Presidency, opened the
session by stating that ‘Parties shared the view at
COP23 that the pre-2020 implementation and action should be continued and we should have a solid
foundation for enhanced post-2020 action’. He added
that the purpose of the stocktake was to facilitate
the consideration of the efforts of Parties in relation
to the pre-2020 period. This informed that this first
part of the session will be followed by a high-level
stocktake on 10 December next week. He also said
that he ‘recalled that in decision 1/CP.23 an invitation was made to Parties to submit additional information on progress in implementing decision 1/CP.21
and enhanced action prior to 2020 and that based on
these submissions, the Secretariat has prepared a syn-

thesis report which is also an additional, valuable
input for the stocktake’.
Thelma Krug, Vice-Chair, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, stated that the IPCC
report highlighted the connection between limiting
global warming to 1.5°C and achieving sustainable
development, and stressed that avowing the impacts
from the 1.5°C temperature stabilisation would make
it easier to achieve many aspects of sustainable development goals.
Emmanuel Dlamini, Chair of the Subsidiary
Body for Implementation (SBI), said that the International Assessment and Review process aimed
at promoting comparability of efforts among all developed countries with their quantified emissions,
limitations and reduction targets. He said that the
review of six Annex 1 Parties: the European Union,
Canada, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and France
showed that most Parties have made very good
progress towards decoupling their GHG emissions
from economic growth and that in general, they were
on track in achieving their 2020 targets. He also encouraged Parties to produce their reports and submit them so that they can be analysed to get a better
picture on where we are and what Parties are doing
and how we can move forward in terms of raising
ambition.
Paul Watkinson, Chair of the Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA), said that the SBSTA is implementing a
platform to work with local communities and indigenous people, where their knowledge, practices, technology and efforts can benefit mitigation and adaptation efforts. In addition, the SBSTA and SBI are
working together in many areas including areas
where there is a mix of mitigation and adaptation
actions such as in agriculture. Work also includes a
forum on the impacts of implementation of response
measures – on how policies affect the Parties or make
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it difficult to implement policies, said the SBSTA
Chair. Overcoming some of these challenges by integrating the social challenges was very important
for Parties in trying to implement policies in the field
of mitigation, he said further.
Piotr Dombrowicki, Co-Chair, Executive
Board, Clean Development Mechanism, stated that
the report ‘Achievements of the Clean Development
Mechanism: Harnessing Incentive for Climate Action (2001-2018)’ released recently highlighted that
since 2001, over 140 Parties had engaged in the CDM
activities, resulting in approximately half a billion
tonnes of carbon emissions reduction after the first
commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol and there
were still more demands for such projects.
Tomasz Chruszczow, the Special Envoy for
Climate Change and High-level Champion for
COP 24, said that what Parties need in order to be
more ambitious is good transparency rules and reporting. The rules adopted here are going to enable
higher ambition, he said, referring to the Paris Agreement Work Programme.
During the interventions by Parties, India
stated that the pre-2020 commitment has been relegated to the background and lagging very much
behind. Apart from the piecemeal and incomplete
report of the Secretariat, the amount of financial resources mobilised is inadequate and it does not seem
likely that we could be reaching the $100 billion per
year by 2020. There is a need to make sure that developed countries fulfil their pre-2020 commitments
and the gap must be closed. It said that there is a
need for clarity that these unmet gaps in mitigation
and adaptation support must be carried over to the
post-2020 time frame and feed into the global
stocktake. For the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto
Protocol for the second commitment period to be
effective, India said that 22 more ratifications were
needed for its entry into force and stressed that this
would be a powerful indication of ambition to the
rest of the world.
China echoed India’s sentiments on the remaining commitment gaps pre-2020, particularly so
when the Doha Amendment has yet to be ratified
with two years left to 2020. In addition, it said that
more financial support was needed for adaptation.
It also suggested that the report on the stocktake on
pre-2020 implementation and ambition be published
at the same time as the report on the Talanoa Dialogue.
Brazil stated that in previous COPs, Parties
had agreed that developed countries are to take the
lead in climate actions and avoid the shifting of costs

to the post-2020 period, including the ratification of
the Doha Amendment, and added further that the
emissions reduction gaps that have not been met must
be rectified on an urgent basis.
The Maldives, speaking for the Alliance of
Small Island States, emphasised that there was no
time to waste. Developed countries need to take the
lead and they need to fulfil their commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. All countries would need to
play their role based on their capacity and it added
further on the importance of finance and technology
transfer – calling for a renewed effort in mobilisation
of $100 billion to support developing countries.
In session two of the plenary, Pa Ousman
Jarju, Director of Country Programming, Green
Climate Fund (GCF), presented an overview of the
Fund’s progress report in the context of funding committed and disbursed, including the value of the various approved projects, proposals and payments. He
said that the mitigation impact of the projects can
achieve 1.43 billon tonnes of CO2 equivalent emission reductions, including an adaptation impact of
helping 272 million beneficiaries. He also informed
that 70% of the adaptation funding went to support
Least Developed Countries (LDCs), Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and Africa. There is still however a demand for climate resilience technology
transfer and capacity-building needs, and developing countries reporting needs to be addressed.
Gustavo Fonseca, Director of Programs,
Global Environment Facility, stated that with the
allocation of $530 million to fulfil its mandate in
helping developing countries access the climate fund,
the GEF managed to make progress in all areas and
strengthen resilience at national and local levels. A
total of 63 countries including LDC and SIDS have
benefitted from scalable projects that are worth $10
million each. He emphasised the importance of direct access which helps strengthen local implementation and adaptation.
Jukka Uosukainen, Director, Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN), stated that
79 countries have received technology assistance
through 137 projects. This provided countries with
decision-making tools, technical feasibility studies,
sectoral roadmaps; including supporting countries
in laws and policies for technology transfer and development. Although the CTCN is still at an early
stage in country intervention, as much as 10 million
tonnes of emissions can be saved through these interventions if successful, he said. He added that the
CTCN has authorised more than 100 requests and
although there is no timeline for receiving requests

18

Grenada stated that the key issue was the question of ambition and that increasing ambition was
needed, citing the IPCC report which pointed out
that emissions have to be reduced by 45% by 2030.
Developed countries need to take the lead and all
Parties have to contribute and broaden their vision
beyond focusing on pre-2020 actions, it added. Enhanced mitigation and adaptation need financial and
technological support for developing countries, it
said further.
Canada agreed that more needs to be done
urgently as highlighted by the IPCC and said that it
has put a price on carbon and invested in green infrastructure and was delivering on its financial
mobilisation commitment by way of multiplying finance to the GCF and other multilateral banks.
Brazil stated that adequate and predictable finance is required to enhance their climate actions.
The developed countries must mobilise $100 billion
per year by 2020 and also support and enhance post2020 ambition.
China echoed Brazil and stated that there were
significant gaps in pre-2020 commitments. It highlighted that there were a considerable number of
nationally determined mitigation action projects
from developing countries but only 80 received support, and called for more transparent information on
how this target is being achieved. It also stressed the
importance of the GCE’s work to developing countries.

from developing countries, these requests need to
go through the national focal points. He added further that the lesson learned is that it is important that
international cutting edge technology is tied to local
experts.
Marzena Chodor, Co-Chair of the Paris
Committee on Capacity-Building, stated that there
has been engagement with non-Parties on capacity
building through online portal, collaboration with
stakeholders through social media a pilot exercise
to identify gaps in NDC implementation.
Thiago De Araujo Mendes, Chair of the
Consultative Group of Experts, shared that it
would have been its 20th anniversary next year and
so far it has assisted 253 national communications.
He said the allocated $700,000 annual budget had
managed to create a robust capacity-building material translated into five languages, adding that the
CGE has also trained more than 2,000 people in the
last five years and helped countries to submit updates in their Biennial Reports. It was also looking
into interesting ways to enhance ambition in the forestry sector.
The European Union stated that it remained
fully engaged in the pre-2020 goals as time was of
essence. To achieve the long-term goals of the PA, it
said that it had exceeded its pre-2020 targets, ratified the Doha Amendment and remained committed
to pre-2020 financing.
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7 December 2018

APA Co-Chairs to Prepare Negotiating Texts on
Paris Work Programme

Katowice, 7 December (Prerna Bomzan and Meena
Raman) – At a stocktake plenary held on 6 December, the Co-Chairs of the UNFCCC’s Ad Hoc Working Group on the Paris Agreement (APA) informed
Parties the time had come for the Chairs to produce
their ‘own proposals’, to help the process forward
and that based on ‘where possible landing zones are
emerging or may lie’, the Co-Chairs will produce
the next iterations of the negotiating texts ‘under their
own responsibility’, which would be made available
to Parties on 7 December for their consideration.
APA Co-Chair Jo Tyndall (New Zealand)
announced this after the report back from co-facilitators of the status of negotiations on the various
agenda items under the APA on the Paris Agreement
Work Programme (PAWP). Explaining the rationale
for the change in the mode of work, Tyndall said
that a successful completion of the final version of
the draft texts by the afternoon of 8 December did
not look possible with the same pace of work, as the
texts need to be forwarded to the UNFCCC COP
Presidency with ‘only a bare minimum of issues’ for
next week and Parties were ‘not there yet’.
Ministers are starting to arrive in Katowice,
Poland and are expected to resolve the key outstanding ‘political issues’.
Following the APA session, a stocktake session of the Subsidiary Bodies took place on the
PAWP-related agenda items. (For more, see below.)

Following the interventions by Parties in response to the Co-Chairs’ proposal, Tyndall said that
it was good for them to hear their concerns and expectations, which made ‘our job easy’ and gave the
assurance that the process would continue to be inclusive and transparent and that they ‘would not be
making things up’ but the texts will come from what
they have heard and from the inputs of the co-facilitators. She however stressed that they ‘cannot reflect all views of Parties in the document’ but will
‘ensure that what is proposed is a balance of interests’ and it was important to hear what those key
interests were.
Egypt on behalf of the G77 and China said
that it was a timely stocktake and they were hoping
to ‘build on the joint reflections note but we do see
a step back happening with some of the texts’ especially on finance. It added that attempts were being
made by ‘dilution of obligation of developed countries to provide finance’, with the ‘deletion’ of references to ‘new and additional’ finance, on the basis
that the PA was different from the UNFCCC.
Other important issues for the G77 included
‘full scope’ of the nationally determined contributions (NDCs), which cover not only mitigation but
also adaptation and means of implementation. Additionally, the key element of ‘differentiation’ in the
NDCs (between developed and developing countries) is being ‘diluted and almost gone’, said Egypt
further. On the enhanced transparency framework
(ETF), it said that ‘several omissions’ in the first
iteration of the texts did not reflect the discussions
that had been held.
The G77 Chair made a strong and clear request
to the APA Co-Chairs that ‘hopefully these thoughts
will be taken on board’.
Gabon speaking for the African Group expressed similar concerns on the slow progress and

APA Stocktake
At the APA stocktake session, Tyndall also informed Parties that the proposed texts would then
be made available to them on 7 December to work
on them. Parties were encouraged to complete work
by 7 December itself with a possible extension of
working time until 11 am on 8 December if so required.
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Colombia for the Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) said
that it is ‘fundamental to finish technical work’ and
that there are still ‘large divergences’ to take it to
the Ministers (next week). It added that ‘all items
must progress at the same pace, after all, no agreement until all work is completed’.
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group stressed that
‘this process remains Party-driven and remains inclusive’ and the views of all Parties must be reflected.
It informed that on the enhanced transparency framework, it was extremely concerned about its views
not being reflected in the new iteration. It was concerned that the modalities, procedures and guidelines were undermining the nationally determined
character of NDCs. It also underscored that the NDCs
must be of ‘full scope’ and the guidance on information and accounting must be ‘differentiated’. It
strongly concluded that ‘one omnibus decision’
needs to be delivered that is ‘all inclusive and all
balanced’.
India stressed that work must proceed on the
basis of some ‘agreed principles’, referring to the
work ahead on the Co-Chairs’ proposed iteration. It
stressed that ‘any rules and guidance cannot contradict the PA and that the language of the PA must be
reflected in the iterations’, giving the specific example on the issue of finance where the terms ‘developed’ and ‘developing’ are being contested by the
developed countries. It spelt out that if these terms
are considered not to be in the PA, then ‘we should
go according to the Convention language of Annex
1 and non-Annex 1 countries’. In terms of identification of options in the new iterations, ‘realistic assessment of what major groups are highlighting
should be narrowed down according to those concerns’, it said and further cautioned that ‘enhancement of obligations for only developing countries is
something to guard against’. ‘Iterations we have now
have tried to dilute the issue of differentiation especially in the NDCs which is non-negotiable, since
the mandate is in the PA,’ it added and also said that
there must be ‘no backsliding’ of obligations and
concluded that there must be an ‘overall balanced
comprehensive iteration which captures the momentum to take the PA forward’.
Australia for the Umbrella Group briefly remarked that it paid due regard to the PA and also
called for the mandate to be respected and hoped for
‘balanced, comprehensive and robust guidelines’.
‘Our concerns are well known to you and hope to
see reflected,’ it remarked.

with even a ‘pushback on key provisions especially
on finance’.
On the NDCs, it strongly objected to the ‘onesize-fits-all’ guidance with ‘no differentiation’ and
called for ‘new and adequate support’ by developed
countries to implement the NDCs. On adaptation, it
said that ‘assessing needs (of developing countries)
is critical and this has been removed’ from the texts.
On the ETF, it expressed concern with the latest iteration of the text, saying ‘flexibility needs to be
taken into account’ for all developing countries. On
the issue of global stocktake (GST), it underscored
its ‘firm position to operationalize equity’, saying
that the decision must give ‘due attention to loss and
damage and response measures’. On the issue of
compliance, ‘operationalization should reflect the
principles of the Convention’, it added. Gabon
stressed the need for more time ‘to reflect on the
new texts’ to carry the work forward ‘with the view
that the final text will be endorsed by all Parties’.
Iran for the Like-Minded Developing Countries (LMDC) reminded Parties that the PA is to
enhance the implementation of the Convention based
on the principles of equity and common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) and requested that
this be the premise of the new texts to be proposed
by the APA Co- Chairs. It echoed the views and assessments of the G77 and China and the African
Group on the priority issues of finance, NDCs, the
ETF and the GST. Additionally, on finance, it said
that ‘we need to launch the process to set the new
collective finance goal’.
The Maldives for the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) requested the Co-Chairs to
‘maintain the principle of inclusiveness and transparency’ on the way forward and further urged Parties to not have conceptual discussions but rather
look for ‘landing zones’. It said work needs to be
advanced in ‘good faith and willingness’ and that
‘there was no time for Parties to hold existing positions and redlines’, stressing on ‘flexibility, openness and constructiveness’. It informed that on the
issue of NDCs, its option also supported by other
Parties has been removed from the text without consent and that it expected to see the option back in
the new text. It cautioned against the use of ‘new
terminologies’ and underscored the issue of loss and
damage.
Ethiopia for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said that ‘a balanced package is crucial for
the success of Katowice outcome’ and that ‘issues
related to finance and loss and damage are part of
this package’. It stressed that ‘deleting positions of
Parties will not be constructive’.
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The European Union (EU) expressed ‘urgency to reach the bare minimum of clearly expressed options before Ministers arrive’ and that
‘work needs to be comprehensive, and balanced but
tailored and sufficiently detailed, consistent with
what we agreed in Paris’. ‘We will need some significant Ministerial engagement,’ it said since ‘different interpretations of the PA’ should be left to the
political leaders.

eted. Article 10.6 is clear that support shall be provided to developing countries.’ ‘It is amply clear that
developed countries are mandated to provide this
support,’ reiterated Iran.
Ethiopia for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) said that work on the Adaptation Fund needs
to be ‘finalised’ as well as work on the ‘new goal on
finance needs to start here’. It expressed concern
about ‘developed countries bringing in new language’.
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group expressed
strong concerns over the backsliding on issues of
finance as well as response measures. It also indicated that more time may be needed ‘as it is not a
good message to Ministers if we technical people
have failed’, suggesting to have ‘two more days’ if
need be. ‘If we do not get a balanced package going
forward then the whole COP meeting may be a question mark.’ It cautioned that ‘in absence of a balanced package, we are not prepared for decision in
Katowice’.
Ecuador said, to complement the G77 and
China and the LMDC, it wanted to flag a couple of
concerns with regard to Article 6 negotiations (on
cooperative approaches), which are going in a ‘confusing manner’. One of key concerns was the ‘different use of brackets for Article 6.2, 6.4, 6.8’ since
there are ‘brackets within brackets’ which is not a
‘conducive indication’. It urged to aim for what is
‘feasible and necessary’ at this stage while a ‘large
part of the complexity’ can be left for later or the
next session. It nonetheless reported on the good
progress with regard to work on the local communities and indigenous platform.
Following the intervention of Parties, Paul
Watkinson, Chair of the SBSTA, gave the assurance that ‘we will deliver results which are balanced
and comprehensive’ and with a ‘state of texts as good
as we can’, with the ‘smallest number of open questions’. This will then be sent to the COP for
finalisation, he explained further.
Emmanuel Dlamini, Chair of the SBI, also
said that the end results must be across all items and
across all bodies with ‘a balanced, comparable and
coherent outcome’.
The new texts have started appearing on the
UNFCCC portal on the morning of 7 December and
Parties will be making their assessments on the way
forward.

Stocktake Session of the Subsidiary Bodies
At the stocktake session of the Subsidiary Body
for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA)
and the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI),
Parties also provided their assessment of progress
in the negotiations.
Egypt for the G77 and China expressed ‘discomfort’ over the negotiations as a ‘step back’, reiterating that ‘reaching a balanced comprehensive finance package’ will unlock other issues. It stressed
again that ‘we need to have a balanced comprehensive package with the satisfaction of all Parties’ at
the ongoing technical stage of the process, before
moving on to the high-level political phase in the
coming week.
Gabon for the African Group reiterated that
‘issues of finance and technology transfer are of
importance but finance, in particular’, saying that
on the key issue of Article 9.5 (on ex-ante information on public financial resources), there must be
‘clear reference of new and additional finance’. On
Article 9.7 (on ex-post information on financial resources provided and mobilised), it said that
operationalising the article was a clear responsibility of developed countries.
Iran for the Like-Minded Developing Countries (LMDCs) expressed concerns over the ‘moving away from the language of the PA’ with references to ‘reporting Parties’ that do not have any
grounding in the Convention or its PA. It also said
that not having any reference to new and additional
support is backsliding from current practice and there
is a need ‘to have the reference to progression’. On
the other key issue of technology transfer, it said
‘we are disappointed that the provisions of PA are
being diluted and references to CBDR being removed
and paragraphs on provision of support which is an
obligation of developed countries are being brack-
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10 December 2018

COP 24 President Outlines Mode of Work for Final Week of
Climate Talks

Katowice, 10 December (Prerna Bomzan and Meena
Raman) – At the end of the first week of the climate
talks on 8 December, at the ongoing 24th session of
the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (COP 24),
Michal Kurtyka, the Secretary of State for the Ministry of Environment of Poland, leading the COP 24
Presidency said that ‘a significant amount of work
remains to be done to secure a balanced outcome’
on the Paris Agreement Work Programme (PAWP)
and outlined the steps to reach the final outcome,
expected to be adopted on 14 December.
Kurtyka made these remarks in a plenary meeting of the COP which was convened at 10 pm on
Saturday, 8 December, after the closing of the plenary sessions of the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI), the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA) and the Ad Hoc
Working Group on the Paris Agreement (APA). (See
further details below on the APA closing.)
The three bodies under the UNFCCC were
mandated to conclude their work on the PAWP negotiating texts on 8 December. However, given the
divergences of views among Parties on many issues,
especially that relating to finance, operationalising
differentiation in the guidelines for the implementation of the Paris Agreement(PA) and the scope of
nationally determined contributions (NDCs), Parties
have not been able to produce clean texts and more
work remains to be done, to find landing zones and
for the sticky issues to be resolved by Ministers, who
have arrived in Katowice for the high-level segment
of the talks this week.
The texts produced from the bodies on the
PAWP issues were transmitted to the COP 24 President by the Presiding Officers as their proposals, for
further work to be done under the COP.
After hearing the report back from the Presiding Officers of the three bodies, Kurtyka said that
the expectation from the three bodies was to have a

‘clear text’ and, at the most, with a ‘handful of outstanding issues’ to be resolved by Ministers. The
COP 24 President said that ‘we must change the
mode of work and engage in more focused negotiations’ and urged Parties ‘to bring to the table, written proposals and solutions and not to re-insert previous proposals that have not enjoyed consensus’.
He said that the ‘starting point …will be the
text’ produced by the three bodies and that he will
be taking a ‘pragmatic approach’ to address the outstanding issues. He explained that ‘the outstanding
technical work will be facilitated’ by the ex-Presiding Officers of the three bodies in their capacity as
‘experts’ on the issues, adding that ‘they will be assisted by the respective co-facilitators (of the different PAWP agenda items) if available’.
Kurtyka underscored that it was ‘crucial’ for
the ‘technical work’ to be completed by Tuesday (11
December) and made ‘clear’ that it will ‘not be possible to conclude the PAWP on Friday’ (14 December) if the ‘new texts’ are not produced by then ‘under the responsibility’ of the facilitators (ex-presiding officers). ‘While they (and their co-facilitators)
keep plugging away at the technical issues, I will
engage pairs of Ministers to tackle the remaining
crunch issues,’ he added, further informing that ‘finance-related issues’ will be the ‘first’ issues that
Ministers will address starting on Monday (10 December).
He said that ‘in choosing Ministers to undertake this important task. I will take into account your
views expressed, regarding ensuring balanced representation’. He further explained that he would be
using ‘different formats to achieve results including
open-ended consultations meeting in a Vienna format and bilateral consultations’. He said he would
also be convening regular stocktaking meetings,
which will ‘also help to maintain a transparent and
inclusive process and to set milestones for delivery’.
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The first stocktaking would be held on Tuesday
evening (11 December) with the ‘new text, with all
technical issues resolved (that) has to be ready by
then’. Further, in convening meetings, he would take
into account the ‘need to avoid clashes’ in order for
Parties to ‘adequately follow all discussions’.
(An information note by the Presidency on the
mode of work was published on 9 December at
10.30pm.)

there are ‘areas which remain of concerns’ and thus,
‘we have reservations”.
The European Union (EU) said that the texts
do not reflect a ‘perfect balance’ since ‘work is still
incomplete’. It said the best way forward is to move
with a ‘multi-layered approach’ and that ‘political
issues’ can be ‘addressed by our Ministers’.
Tyndall said the Co-Chairs ‘do note and understand’ the concerns expressed which are ‘inevitable and understandable’. She said the draft texts
‘represent our best efforts at this stage and our task
now is to forward the product to the COP’, adding
that it is ‘not our call on how to go forward’. ‘The
COP President will convene a plenary and will be
setting out his plans for the week ahead,’ she informed. She also invited Parties to communicate their
key concerns to the APA Co-Chairs by 4 pm.
Following amendments proposed by the African Group on the draft conclusions proposed by the
Co-Chairs, the final conclusion adopted by the APA
plenary was as follows: ‘…the APA agreed to forward the proposals by its Co-Chairs for the outcomes
of its work on the PAWP, as presented in the annex.
The proposals are being forwarded for consideration
at COP 24 without prejudice to the content and form
of the final outcome of the PAWP and recognizing
that further work by the COP is necessary to finalize the PAWP outcome.’
The annex contained the proposals by the
Chairs of the SBSTA and the SBI and the Co-Chairs
of the APA for the outcomes of their work on the
PAWP.
At the closing of the APA plenary, Parties expressed their sincere appreciation to the Co- Chairs,
Sarah Baashan (Saudi Arabia) and Tyndall, in their
interventions and with a long applause. The CoChairs also shared insights of their ‘adventure’ and
‘journey’ together, in steering the work of the APA,
which was established under the decision adopted
in Paris in 2015.

APA Contact Group and Closing Plenary
The APA contact group convened in the afternoon of 8 December for the final report back on the
six PAWP agenda items as well as to consider the
draft conclusions to be formally adopted at a later
APA closing plenary. APA Co-Chair Jo Tyndall
(New Zealand) said that the ‘third iteration’ of the
texts produced ‘under our own responsibility’ were
made available earlier in the day, recognising that
‘these texts are not agreed documents and that nothing is agreed until everything is agreed’.
Gabon speaking on behalf of the African
Group expressed deep concerns that it had engaged
with the aim of reaching a ‘balanced outcome’ but
‘unfortunately, in many cases, some of the texts did
not even contain any of the proposals’ made by the
group. It added further that it could not agree to the
texts on the Adaptation Fund (AF) as well as on the
global stocktake (GST).
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group also expressed its concerns on the different agenda items
especially on the enhanced transparency framework
(ETF), saying language introduced in the texts was
‘not consistent with the PA’ and that this was crossing the group’s redline.
The Maldives for the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) expressed concerns that on the
features of NDCs, the group’s options were removed
without consensus and that there was a ‘deliberate
attempt’ to isolate the matter of ‘loss and damage’ in
the negotiations which is ‘part of our reality today’.
Ethiopia for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) also informed that ‘in a number of instances,
wholesale deletions of entire text’ was being exercised and stressed that a package with the ‘lowest
common denominators’ was simply not acceptable.
Colombia for the Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) said
that on finance, it would ‘ensure finance elements
are coherent to meet the long- term goals on mitigation and adaptation’.
Australia for the Umbrella Group said it does
not have ‘full clarity on the current text’ and that

SBSTA Plenary on IPCC Special Report
At the SBSTA closing plenary held on Saturday, 8 December, one of the agenda items which saw
controversy was related to a non-PAWP matter under the agenda item on ‘Research and systematic
observation’.
The controversy erupted when the SBSTA
Chair Paul Watkinson presented to Parties the draft
conclusions proposed for adoption, which contained
a paragraph on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Special Report on Global
Warming of 1.5°C.
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Kuwait also supported the Chair’s proposal
to note the report, as well as Russia, which also said
that it welcomed the work of the authors but not the
report. Saudi Arabia also could not agree with the
amendment proposed by the Maldives and said that
the conclusions were discussed at the informal consultations.
The SBSTA Chair suspended the meeting to
allow for informal consultations on the plenary floor
to seek a resolution. An amended proposal was then
tabled for adoption which read: the ‘SBSTA welcomed the efforts of the IPCC experts on the report
and the presentations given by IPCC experts and
the rich dialogue that Parties and observers had with
IPCC experts at the SBSTA-IPCC special event’ with
the addition of the reference to the report which was
initially contained in a footnote.
This proposal could not find consensus. The
EU said that it wanted clear language to welcome
the report and not just the efforts of the scientists.
This sentiment was shared by several other Parties,
including AOSIS, AILAC, LDCs and the African
Group.
Given the lack of consensus, Watkinson invoked Rule 16 of the UNFCCC Rules of Procedure,
which provides that any agenda item, the ‘consideration of which has not been completed at the session, shall be included automatically in the agenda…’
of the next session of the SBSTA.
The SBSTA Chair also expressed his disappointment and said that he will report the matter to
the COP 24 President, which he did, during the feedback he provided to the COP plenary on the PAWP
items.

The proposed conclusion in para 11 which was
presented read as follows: ‘The SBSTA noted the
IPCC Special Report on Global Warming of 1.5°C.
It welcomed the efforts of the IPCC experts on the
report and the presentations given by IPCC experts
and the rich dialogue that Parties and observers had
with IPCC experts at the SBSTA-IPCC special event.
It noted the importance of the underlying research
and systematic observation enabling the production
of the report. It took note of the knowledge gaps and
information needs related to systematic observation
in the report.’
The Maldives, for the AOSIS, proposed a
change to the conclusion for the SBSTA ‘to welcome’ the report and expressed dissatisfaction that
Parties could not welcome the information contained
in the report that governments had accepted. The
AOSIS intervention was supported by several others, including AILAC, the LDCs, the African
Group, the EU, the Environmental Integrity
Group, Norway, and New Zealand, with many
stressing the importance of the report for the work
of the PA and that it was a wake-up call for more
ambitious action to address the urgency of climate
change.
The United States intervened to say that it
could accept the conclusions proposed by the Chair
(but not the amendment proposed by the Maldives),
adding that while it appreciated the hard work of the
authors, it referred to the statement it made when
the Summary for Policymakers (SPM) of the IPCC
report was adopted in October this year, where it
said that the acceptance of the report did not imply
that the US ‘endorses’ the findings or the contents
of the report.
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COP 24 Presidency to Produce New Texts
on Paris Agreement Guidelines
Katowice, 12 December (Meena Raman) – With just
three days left to the conclusion of the ongoing climate talks under the UNFCCC, new textual proposals will be produced by the COP 24 Presidency for
the further consideration of Parties on the guidelines
for the implementation of the Paris Agreement Work
Programme (PAWP).
These draft negotiating texts will be made
available to Parties on the morning of 12 December.
This message was conveyed to Parties by COP 24
President, Michal Kurtyka, at a stocktake session
convened on 11 December in Katowice, Poland.
During the stocktake, the COP 24 President,
in giving his assessment on the progress of work,
said that the ‘current approach of technical negotiations had been exhausted’. He added that on several
matters, unresolved issues remained.
Kurtyka asserted that the negotiations would
now move under the authority of the COP Presidency, and that new draft texts with a few options
would be presented and considered by Parties in
consultations to be carried out by selected pairs of
ministers who have been identified, to work on ‘solving outstanding political issues’ that could not be
resolved at the technical level. The ministers were
free to use all possible tools, including open-ended
consultations, meetings with groups of Parties, and
the ‘Vienna format’, to advance work, he added.
(The Vienna format refers to negotiations being conducted in a transparent setting with negotiating groups and Parties.)
(On 8 December, at the end of the first week
of the climate talks, Kurtyka had laid down plans
for the negotiations this week, which included giving time to the technical negotiators to resolve issues until 11 December. See related update.)
During the informal consultations among technical negotiators, on some of the issues such as global stocktake (GST) and adaptation, talks went on
till very late on Monday, 10 December while on the

transparency framework, negotiators worked nonstop until the next morning of 11 December. On other
issues too, informal-informal consultations happened
alongside efforts to iron out the differences but several disagreements remained.
At the stocktake session, the ‘experts’ (that
comprised the Presiding Officers of the Subsidiary
Bodies and the Co-Chairs of the Ad Hoc Working
Group on the Paris Agreement and co-facilitators
who had conducted the informal consultations last
week) identified the unresolved issues that may require ministerial consultations. The following were
some of the main sticky issues that were identified.
On the issue of transparency framework, the
question of the end date of existing reporting procedures under the UNFCCC and the start date of reporting under the Paris Agreement (PA) could not
be resolved. Another issue was that of flexibility for
developing countries on the basis of their capacity
(in relation to the transparency requirements).
On nationally determined contributions
(NDCs), differentiation and the scope of NDCs remained the key contentious issues. Differentiation
of the information for clarity, transparency and understanding and accounting guidance could not be
resolved. How the guidance would apply, whether
with mandatory provisions such as ‘shall’ or voluntary provisions such as ‘may’ could also not be
agreed. The timing of the application of the guidance was also at issue, as to whether it applies to the
existing NDCs of Parties or the second and subsequent NDCs. Scope of the guidance, in terms of
whether it should apply to mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology transfer and capacity building,
was also contentious.
For the GST, the key divergence was over ‘equity’, on how to refer to it and define specific provisions around it. Another issue was on the GST’s scope
– whether to include loss and damage and response
measures.
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In relation to compliance, a key unresolved issue was the scope of the Compliance Committee’s
initiation procedures and what measures the Committee can take (to trigger compliance). Linking compliance to the transparency framework also could
not be resolved.
In relation to Article 6 of the PA (on cooperative approaches), unresolved issues included how the
transition from the system under the Kyoto Protocol
to the PA would happen and technical issues around
‘corresponding adjustments’ to be made in relation
to the NDCs, as well as how the Article 6 mechanisms are linked to other issues in the PAWP package.
On the forum on the impact of the implementation of response measure, differences remained in
relation to the forum’s work and governance aspects.
In relation to technology transfer, divergences
remained in relation to the periodic assessment of
the effectiveness and adequacy of the support provided to the Technology Mechanism in supporting
the implementation of the PA. On this, the relationship with the GST could not be resolved, besides
disagreements on the scope of support to be provided. Also, the application of the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities (CBDR-RC) could not be agreed to
in the technology negotiations. There remained differences in the areas of differentiation, scale of support and the need to address barriers to the implementation of technology development and transfer,
and enabling environments.
On the adaptation communication (AC), the
issue of CBDR-RC and whether this is to be reflected
could not be agreed on. NDC-specific guidance in
relation to the AC and issues around the provision

of support and framing of the reporting elements for
the AC could not be agreed upon. There were no
consultations on 10-11 December on the adaptation
registry and Parties could not agree on where to store
and manage information on the AC.
On the issue of Article 9.5 of the PA on ex ante
information on public financial resources to be provided by developed countries, ministerial consultations began on 10 December, with ministers from
Egypt and Germany leading the consultations. The
ministers met with groups of Parties on Monday and
Tuesday (10-11 December), and came up with a draft
text on 11 December, which they said is ‘owned by
us’. The ministers also said that they had heard only
brief reflections from Parties on the text that was
presented and that they would communicate the reflections to the COP 24 Presidency. The ministers
will consult with Parties next on the Adaptation Fund
and long-term goal on finance.
The Polish Presidency also announced the ministers appointed to deal with the other outstanding
issues. The transparency framework consultations
will be dealt with by ministers from Spain and South
Africa; NDCs by ministers from Norway and
Singapore; GST by ministers of the Marshall Islands
and Luxembourg; adaptation by ministers of Finland and Gambia; Article 6 by ministers from New
Zealand and Chile. Further pairs of ministers may
be appointed if issues arise, said Kurtyka.
(For a backgrounder on the sticky issues, read
our curtain raiser: Key challenges at COP 24.)
With the clock ticking away and with so many
unresolved issues and with diverging positions,
whether and how consensus will be arrived at remains to be seen in the last few remaining days of
the climate talks, scheduled to end 14 December.
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Clean Texts on Paris Agreement Guidelines Expected
Katowice, 13 December (Meena Raman) – Clean
texts on the guidelines for the implementation of the
Paris Agreement, being crafted under the UNFCCC’s
COP 24 President, are expected to be made available to Parties around noon of Thursday, 13 December.
This was made known to Parties at a stocktake
convened by the Polish COP Presidency at around 8
pm on 12 December in Katowice, Poland.
This meeting was closed to observers and according to sources, the COP 24 President conveyed
to Parties that the ministers selected to conduct consultations on the unresolved issues were working on
the final text and that the Presidency would like to
bring out a clean text by 12 noon on 13 December.
Sources told TWN that the Presidency asked
Parties to work as long as possible to resolve outstanding issues and encouraged them to support the
ministers.
In addition, sources said that the COP 24 President, Michal Kurtyka, will issue under his authority
‘a package’ of decisions to Parties by 4 pm today
and further consultations will be conducted in a
Vienna setting, following the presentation of the
‘package’.
With one day left to the conclusion of the ongoing climate talks under the UNFCCC, Parties are
under pressure in the race to the finishing line.
Consultations continued the whole day on
Wednesday, 12 December on various Paris Agreement Work Programme (PAWP) matters till late
evening, and will continue this morning.

Sources informed TWN that on some financerelated issues, there was not much progress from developed countries, who it seems, want to see the
‘whole package’ of the PAWP issues before any
movement was possible.
According to the schedule of consultations to
be held on13 December, finance issues are also on
the agenda, as well as matters related to nationally
determined contributions, the transparency framework and the global stocktake. These consultations
are being conducted behind closed doors.
In addition, the COP Presidency has also been
consulting Parties on the possible elements for the
overall decision to be adopted by COP 24, which
includes the following elements: the PAWP, highlevel ministerial dialogue on climate finance, the
Talanoa Dialogue, the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change’s Special Report on the 1.5°C, pre2020 implementation and ambition, the Leaders’
Summit (which was held in Katowice on 3 December) and the UN Secretary-General’s Summit in
2019.
A COP plenary has also been scheduled to take
place at 3 pm on 13 December for the adoption of
decisions not related to the PAWP items.
What the final outcome of the PAWP package
will look like and where the balance lies will become apparent on this penultimate day of the climate talks.
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Pre-2020 Ambition Gap Must Not be Shifted to Developing Countries
Katowice, 13 December (Prerna Bomzan) – The gap
in ambition for emission reductions of developed
countries in the pre-2020 period must not be passed
on to developing countries in the post-2020 time
frame of the Paris Agreement (PA), and must be the
responsibility of developed countries.
This was said by developing countries during
the high-level segment of the stocktake on ‘Pre-2020
implementation and ambition’, held on 10 December under the UNFCCC.
Minister Xie Zhenhua of China, who is the
Special Representative for Climate Change Affairs,
said that in relation to the mitigation efforts, Parties
were ‘still a long way before achieving our (climate)
objectives’ and added that the emissions gap (created by developed countries) should not be shifted
to the post-2020 period.
Ravi Prasad, from the Indian Ministry of
Environment, Forests and Climate Change, echoed the sentiments of the Chinese Minister, and
stressed that many of the reports including the recent 1.5°C report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) indicate ‘significant gaps
in pre-2020 action even amounting to up to 40-50%
and called for emissions reductions by about 25-40%
by developed countries in this period’. The Indian
delegate asserted that ‘any emissions gap which was
part of the pre-2020 period must be carried over and
fulfilled in the post-2020 period and countries which
were responsible for them must take that responsibility’. India also raised the issue of the ‘significant
gap’ in the provision of public finance of the US$100
billion per year by 2020, which it said ‘should also
be carried over and fulfilled in the post-2020 period’.
India said that ‘the global stocktake (under the
PA) to be conducted in 2023 must take a proper assessment of these outcomes’, adding that the ‘new
finance mobilisation goal for the post-2020 period

must be finalised before 2023 to enable countries to
look at the collective finance availability’ and that
would inform the preparation of the next round of
successive nationally determined contributions
(NDCs).
The high-level event was mandated by COP
23.
The COP 24 stocktake was moderated by
Rachel Kyte, Special Representative of UN Secretary-General for Sustainable Energy for All. The
opening panel comprised Michal Kurtyka, who is
the President of COP 24, Ovais Sarmad, the Deputy
Executive Secretary of the UNFCCC and Inia
Seruiratu, the Fijian Minister for Agriculture, Rural & Maritime Development who is the High-Level
Champion for COP 24.
Kurtyka in his opening remarks reminded that
letters were sent to Parties that are yet to ratify the
Doha Amendment (relating to the second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol) urging them to
deposit their instruments of acceptance as soon as
possible. He informed that as of 20 November, 122
Parties had ratified with Poland having ratified earlier this year (a total of 144 instruments of acceptance are required for the entry into force of the Doha
Amendment).
He said that in accordance with decision 1/
CP.23, Parties were invited to submit additional information on progress made in the implementation
of decision 1/CP.21 (adopted in Paris), on ‘enhanced
action prior to 2020’. Based on the 16 submissions
received, some Parties emphasised the ‘importance
of developed countries’ leadership’ in the pre-2020
efforts and that ‘developed countries need to scale
up their provision on finance to close the gap’. He
also informed that some submissions ‘highlighted
the importance of meeting all commitments in the
pre-2020 period’, and underlined that ‘any unfulfilled commitment should not result in transferring
of the burden to developing countries after 2020’.
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Sarmad said that ‘2020 is an extremely important milestone’ that needs to be achieved and arrived at especially also in the context of the IPCC
report (latest special report on 1.5°) which ‘raises
the need for high-level ambition’. He added that there
is a ‘huge moral, ethical imperative for all of us to
step up, to act, to bring that ambition, during this
week specially and taking it forward’.
Seruiratu said that his mandated role as the
High-Level Champion is to catalyse climate action
and mobilise non-Party stakeholders in the lead up
to 2020. He said we need the ‘engagement of nonparty stakeholders to achieve the scale of climate
action needed’ and that ‘the fight against climate
change cannot be won by a handful of governments
or agencies alone, this immense undertaking can only
be realised if everyone plays their part’.
The first session on ‘Ministerial stocktake on
mitigation efforts of Parties up to 2020’ comprised
the following panel members: Henryk Kowalczyk,
Polish Minister of Environment; Simon Steill,
Grenadian Minister of Climate Resilience, Environment, Forestry, Fisheries, Disaster Management and
Information; Miguel Arias Canete, EU Commissioner for Climate Action and Energy; Chinese Minister Xie Zhenhua, and Melissa Price, Australian
Minister of Environment.
Kowalczyk said that Poland was obligated to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions (as part of the
Kyoto Protocol) by 6% but ‘we have actually reduced by more than 30%’, which was possible by
the ‘very costly restructuring of our industry and the
implementation of state-of-the-art low emission technologies, improving energy efficiency, thermal upgrade of buildings, the rationalization of waste management, increasing the share of recycled raw materials especially in energy intensive sectors’.
Steill shared that in the case of Grenada, they
had to take ‘very bold decisions’ to liberalise their
energy sector, breaking the 80-year monopoly of the
incumbent energy provider for the introduction of
renewables and independent power producers. ‘That
bold decision has gotten us into the international
courts of arbitration but it shows the level of commitment that Grenada has in terms of moving to a
non-fossil fuel based economy,’ he added. He also
expressed disappointment that the Doha Amendment
has yet to come into force. ‘Some of us have responsibility to make greater contributions’ and ‘some of
us will require support in the form of capacity building, technology, finance for us to make our contributions’, he concluded.
Canete encouraged Parties who have not yet
ratified the Doha Amendment to do so ‘as soon as

possible’, sharing that the EU has already ‘exceeded
our 2020 target’ having cut 22% emissions by 2017
and ‘we are projecting reductions of 26% by 2020’.
He said ‘the EU remains committed to the collective goal of developed countries of mobilizing
USD100 billion a year in climate finance by 2020
and through to 2025 for climate action in developing countries in the context of meaningful mitigation actions and transparency of implementation’.
He said that the EU’s mobilisation of climate finance
for developing countries has ‘systematically and
coherently increased’ adding that ‘in 2017, it totaled
24.4 billion Euros which is around a 50% increase
compared to 2012’.
Xie also ‘hoped that the Doha Amendment will
enter into force as soon as possible’. He also said
that even without adequate support, developing countries ‘have made tremendous efforts and positive results in mitigation’. ‘However, if we are to further
stimulate developing countries’ efforts, developed
countries should, as soon as possible, fulfill the commitment of providing USD100 billion per year and
continue to increase the scale of support otherwise
with regard to just transition, we are still far away
from the achievement,’ he emphasised, adding that
at this stocktake, ‘we should scale up this kind of
just transition’. He shared that China has carried out
South-South cooperation activities, implementing
projects currently with 29 developing countries and
providing support in the areas of early warning, reduction and prevention, energy conservation as well
as renewable energy. ‘We are striving to turn ourselves into low carbon and green model,’ he informed
and concluded that ‘there is not much time left before 2020, we need to accelerate our efforts to implement the multilateral objectives’, urging ‘to support
developing countries in increasing their capacities
so that the entire world will make efforts to make
the objectives of climate change and PA to be
achieved’.
Price said that Australia has ‘over achieved our
first Kyoto (Protocol) mitigation target by a significant margin’ and is ‘on track to achieve our 2020
target’. She shared that ‘with 53 other countries and
the EU, Australia will double our public expenditure on clean energy research and development from
2015 levels by 2020’.
Speaking from the floor, Ecuador said that ‘the
PA was a result of a long diplomatic, legal, political
and economic process of negotiations’, further underlining that the pre-2020 gap is ‘seriously putting
at risk, the trust and cooperation’ of designing the
PA work programme. It said that the unfulfilled commitments by the main countries responsible for the
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global climate change phenomenon is a ‘climate debt
to the planet and for current and future generations’
and that efforts must be made to ‘increase support
to developing countries particularly finance, technology transfer and capacity building’. ‘We are extremely concerned that the targets adopted by the
developed countries under the Kyoto Protocol continue not to be met and that the Cancun commitments haven’t been met either including the predictability of the USD 100bn through the Green Climate Fund,’ it added.
The Maldives said that the developed countries must redouble their efforts in the pre-2020 period and provide finance and capacity building so
that developing countries can ram up pre-2020 actions further, stressing that ‘we are falling short of
mobilizing the USD100bn annually to address the
needs of developing countries’.
The second session on ‘Ministerial stocktake
on the provision of support for climate efforts up-to
2020’ comprised the following panel members: Ola
Elvesteun, Norwegian Minister of Climate and Environment; Edson Duarte, Brazilian Minister of
Environment; Karsten Sach, Director General of
Climate Policy, European and International Policy,
German Ministry of Environment; Fekadu Beyene,
Commissioner of Environment, Forest and Climate
Change Commission, Ethiopia; Kimmo Tiilikainen,
Finnish Minister of Environment, Energy and Housing and Kenichi Suganuma, Ambassador and Representative of Government of Japan for Climate
Change.
Elvesteun said the new analysis by the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) published in November shows that
‘donor countries are on track to meet’ the US$100
billion goal with ‘developed countries’ public climate finance increased from USD 37.9bn in 2013 to
USD 54.5bn in 2017’. He said that the report says a
‘positive story’ and that it shows that ‘public finance
has increased in a steady manner’.
Duarte highlighted the international cooperation in Brazil’s successful Amazon Fund that has
brought concrete results in its national policies to
combat deforestation. ‘Over the last ten years, Brazil has managed to maintain the deforestation index
at 70% below to what was seen in 2004,’ he shared,
which meant that the country was controlling continuously its main source of greenhouse gas emissions. He said that the ‘ambition and support of developed countries also needs to be increased’.
Sach echoed Elvesteun and stressed that ‘we
are on track in delivering the famous USD 100bn

goal’, referring to the OECD report findings. He reiterated Germany’s commitment to doubling its public climate finance for 2014-20 from roughly Euro 2
billion to Euro 4 billion and that it had reached Euro
3.65 billion in 2017, stressing that ‘we already know
that we are over achieving our target’. He also informed about ‘doubling their contribution’ to the
Green Climate Fund.
Beyene said that ‘the 47 least developed countries (LDCs) despite our negligible contributions to
climate change suffer the most from its impacts’.
He underlined that ‘trillions of dollars’ are required
to implement the nationally determined contributions
(NDCs) of developing countries and ‘without adequate and sustainable funding, the LDCs risk being left behind in the transition to a zero carbon future’.
Tiilikainen shared Finland’s ‘commitment’ to
the US$100 billion goal and stressed on policies with
‘combination of both public and private finance’.
Suganuma said that ‘our pledge to increase
financing to Yen 1.3 trillion by 2020 is being fully
kept in line’ and is an important part of the developed countries’ US$100 billion pledge. He also said
that Japan is determined to strengthen the GCF and
make it more efficient and effective, adding that it
will support ‘successful replenishment’ meetings
next year.
After completion of the session, Saudi
Arabia speaking on behalf of the Arab Group took
the floor and said that there was a ‘real challenge’ in
putting ‘our understanding around what we mean
by climate finance’. Given the lack of ‘clear definition’ of climate finance, there is ‘confusion’ with
development finance. It stressed the ‘shortcomings’
of the ‘fulfillment of commitments on the part of
developed countries’ under the Convention. Referring to the new OECD report on the US$100 billion
goal, it said that the OECD is providing development (finance) data and not climate finance, while
climate finance is ‘new and additional’. ‘We don’t
see loans as part of commitment of developed
countries,’ it underscored and added that climate finance has now been ‘diluted’ as its accounting is
being replaced by ‘finance flows’ which moves in
‘every direction’ instead of defining finance as ‘provided’ or ‘mobilized’, it said, in reference to ongoing negotiations.
The Arab Group added that ‘we need to recalculate climate finance’. It made clear that climate
finance is ‘not charity’ or ‘donor’s donations’ but in
fact, a commitment of those who are responsible for
the historical emissions and for creating the climate
debt.
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Clarity and Predictability of Climate Finance Needed for National
Planning in Developing Countries
Katowice, 14 December (Evelyn Teh) – Having clarity and predictability on the sources of climate finance is key for decision-makers in developing countries to ensure that climate considerations are
mainstreamed into national development plans and
policies.
This was stated by developing country ministers from Egypt, China and Uruguay at the high-level
ministerial dialogue on finance held on Monday, 10
December at the climate talks under the UNFCCC
in Katowice, Poland.
Dr Yasmine Fouad, the Minister of Environment of Egypt, called for the words of the Paris
Agreement (PA) to be made clear for decision-makers so there is clarity and predictability of finance,
referring to the ongoing negotiations on the need for
developed countries to provide the ex ante information on the levels of public financing available under Article 9.5 of the Paris Agreement (PA). She
explained further that all countries had challenges
and upfront information on finance is a prerequisite
for actions and for building trust to walk the journey. Similar sentiments were expressed by ministers from China and Uruguay. (See further details
below.)
The high-level climate finance dialogue was
on ‘Translating Climate Finance into Action’ and was
moderated by Manuel Pulgar-Vidal, WWF International. The four-hour session, which was conducted
in segments, was to enable an open discussion between the ministers and experts on the way forward
on climate finance.
At the opening of the session, Michal
Kurtyka, the President of COP 24, said that the overall goal was to speed up the mobilisation of climate
finance. Referring to Article 9 of the PA, he iterated
on the importance that ‘developed country Parties
shall provide financial resources to assist developing country Parties with respect to both mitigation
and adaptation in continuation of their existing ob-

ligations under the Convention’. He continued to
emphasise that ‘as part of the global effort, developed countries should continue to take the lead in
mobilizing climate finance from a wide variety of
sources, instruments and channels’.
The COP 24 President also mentioned that the
findings of the 2018 Biennial Assessment (BA) by
the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF) revealed
that on a comparable basis, the climate finance flow
had increased by 17% in the period 2015-16, compared to the period 2013-14.
Lord Nicholas Stern, Chair of the Grantham
Research Institute on Climate Change and the Environment at the London School of Economics (LSE),
said that the finance ministry in countries holds the
most of the power and called the ‘shots’ but environment ministers have ideas, enlightenment, a sense
of purpose and direction. ‘If we put the two together,
we can achieve great things,’ he added.
Stern said the next decade was critical in the
type of choices made on infrastructure and capital
flow which will either unlock us in high emissions
or set us on a low-carbon growth path which can be
sustainable and inclusive. Sustainable infrastructure
was in the core of both the PA and the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) and therefore the scale
and nature of infrastructure demand over the next
decades will be the big elements of investment over
the next two decades – with a focus on energy, transport, water and sanitation, and telecommunication.
He highlighted that actions in these five key
sectors can unlock investment growth and sustainable development – that which is able to generate
over 65 million additional low-carbon jobs, make
available US$2.8 trillion from carbon pricing revenues and removal of fossil fuel subsidies – all these
while avoiding 700,000 premature deaths from air
pollution. This, he said, is an extremely attractive
growth story if we get it right. Given the scale of
investment required for sustainable infrastructure
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and development, a generally significant scaling up
of financing is required from all sources of domestic, public and international – including the links
between them to make them stronger and to drive
them up to scale, said Stern.
Progress towards reaching the target of climate
finance commitment has been slow, he added but
said that the multilateral development banks were
now moving more strongly. He called for an enhanced partnership based on a new understanding
of climate action is much needed as development
banks can play a key role in moving from billions to
trillions to finance the new global agenda. Lord Stern
ended by noting that ‘there is no long run carbon
growth story, it is self-destruction’.
Seyni Nafo (Mali) from the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF) then presented key findings from the 2018 BA for the period between 2015
and 2016. He said while there has been an increase
of global climate finance flows by 17% in the period of 2015-16 compared to 2013-14, funds under
the UNFCCC and other multilateral funds such as
the Adaptation Fund are quite small compared with
global estimates. Nafo said that the challenges in
global climate finance lay in the methodology and
metrics used, especially in making finance and the
overall investment consistent with mitigation and
adaptation. He added that the SCF hoped to identify
opportunities and interventions taking place to ensure that we move rapidly in bringing about more
consistency between the pathway to the PA targets
and what happens in the real finance world. Some
of the recommendations for the way forward are rectifying the methodological issues directed at data
collection and tracking at large, from both developing and developed countries.

the sources of finance such as how much there is as
this will help policy-makers to realistically plan accordingly. Building of mutual trust needs to be in
place, that is, the developing countries need to ensure accountability as well on their projects, added
the minister further. She also said that the form of
the financial instrument is another important factor
to avoid an increasing debt (if the instrument is a
loan), as otherwise, the development process will
be hit by high financial costs.
She also emphasised that countries should have
a clear view on what are the eligibility criteria for
projects to be financed. Having clarity on eligibility
criteria is a prerequisite in translating policies into
planning – especially when they have to work across
sectors. Also important is to assess what the needs
of developing countries are and how much those
needs can be met. This, Fouad said, is important for
the replenishment of the Green Climate Fund (GCF),
which must be ensured in order for the Fund to serve
the developing countries.
The Egyptian Minister also stressed the importance of looking beyond the figures on finance, to
have a clear vision of the journey, recognising that
not everything can be done at one go and for there to
be at least an assurance that we are on the correct
trajectory to get to where we need to be.
French junior Environment Minister Brune
Poirson stated that her country is committing US$15
million to the Adaptation Fund and US$20 million
to the Least Developed Countries Fund and will also
contribute to the GCF, and called for the governance
of the latter to be reformed as best as it can, to ensure the use of veto (in decision-making in the GCF
Board) is not an obstacle. She said that France has
the highest carbon tax within the European framework. Referring to recent demonstrations by the ‘yellow vests’ movement in Paris, she said that there
was a need to respond to the questions raised by the
people.
Laura Tuck, Vice President, Sustainable
Development of the World Bank, stated that there
was a need for various ministries in the government
to be brought together and to have a shared vision to
drive low-carbon and resilient investment policies
to create the reforms. The ministry of environment
alone could not do this, she said.
Dr Vincent Biruta, Minister of Environment, Republic of Rwanda, said that development
goals require a governmental institutional capacity
that could implement these policies. A clear vision
by the government is required which transcends to
the private sector and the civil society in order to be
a climate-resilient nation. He said that we cannot

‘Mobilising Finance and Investment to Translate
Climate Finance Needs into Action’
The opening was followed by a moderated discussion centred on mobilising finance and investment to translate climate finance into action. Moderated by Lord Stern, the questions presented to the
panellists were on how countries ensure climate
considerations are mainstreamed into national development plans and policies and inform financial
decision-making and accountability. Among the
speakers were the following:
Minister Fouad of Egypt stated that the challenge lay with the link between the finance and environment ministries. Translating the words of the
PA is key so that it is clear to the decision-makers at
national level as to the clarity and predictability of
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rely solely on the public sector to finance climate
action, but also need to green the global financial
sector to attract private sectors.
Nick Bridge, UK Special Representative for
Climate Change, said that it had doubled its climate finance since COP 21, and that the UK government has also collectively decided to align all its
processes with the PA processes to demonstrate what
public climate finance could bring to the COP and
fight against climate change.

is a drop in the ocean and that enhanced support was
needed.
Naoko Ishii, Chief Executive Officer, Global Environment Facility (GEF), said that urgent
transformational change at an unprecedented speed
in all aspects of society was needed. She said that
the GEF has completed its fund replenishment. She
said that now is a good time to think about new adaptation strategies that required longer-term policies,
adding that we need to find ways to leverage the
private sector in climate action.
Naina Lal Kidwai, Commissioner of the
Global Commission on the Economy and Climate,
said that financing is needed at the grassroot level,
stating examples from some places in India where
microfinancing distribution has been channelled into
solar pumps, cooking stove, and other projects related to the provision of energy. The projects have
been successful and 99% of the loans are repaid;
and this demonstrates the potential, as well as the
need, for a bottom-up approach to be critical aside
from the typical top-down approach in climate financing.
Eneida de León, Minister of Environment,
Uruguay, said that climate financing must be predictable and adequate. He said that a number of
projects in developing countries could not be funded,
acknowledging that the choice of financial mechanism is exclusively linked to the nature and the specific aspect of the project. He stressed the need for
direct access to funds, in order to raise the level of
investment in addition to simplifying, promoting and
strengthening the accreditation process.
James Shaw, Minister for Climate Change
of New Zealand, stated that the country focuses its
climate funds on the Pacific as they were on the frontline of climate change impacts. A quarter of the Pacific island’s annual budget is climate change-related,
which otherwise should have been spent on their
health, education and other public expenditures. He
announced that New Zealand will contribute NZ$3
million to the Adaptation Fund.
Javier Manzanares, Executive Director ad
interim of the GCF, stated that in the last three years,
the GCF has 93 projects worth US$4.6 billion, in 96
developing countries in mitigation and adaptation.
He said that through the use of a variety of financial
instruments such as grants, loans, equity and guarantee, the GCF is able to use public funds in a most
catalytic way by taking higher risk positions to open
new markets and innovation, which will benefit from
improved and simplified approval processes.

‘Enhancing Access to Climate Finance’
Moderated by Nick Robins from LSE, this session focused on the progress and remaining barriers
in enhancing access to climate finance, focusing on
enhancing access both to climate funds and to international and domestic private finance and investment.
Karolina Skog, Minister for the Environment of Sweden, said that the country remained
committed to mobilising its climate finance target
and acknowledged the importance of increasing the
predictability in climate finance flows. She stated
that Sweden remained committed to the GCF and
urged all potential contributors to make sure that a
favourable outcome will be reached for a successful
replenishment. The minister also announced that
Sweden will provide an amount of Swedish 50 million kronor (approximately US$5.5 million) each to
the Adaptation Fund and the LDC Fund.
Xie Zhenhua, Special Representative for
Climate Change Affairs of China, stated that the
question we are addressing at the core of every COP
is inevitably on climate finance. Referring to the
negotiations and the need for transparency and predictability of climate finance, the minister said that
although much has been announced in terms of climate finance going to developing countries, these
resources are often not seen by countries.
To ensure that financing would be scaled up,
there is a need for a predictable long-term goal on
finance, with steps that are put in place.
To implement its nationally determined contribution (NDC), he said that a lot of resources were
needed, where China is using public financing to
leverage more than 90% of financing from the private sector. The right policies needed to be in place,
said the minister. In order to limit temperature rise,
a change in lifestyle is needed on the way we consume, said Xie. The minister also said that the
US$100 billion per year climate finance commitment
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Decisions for Implementation of Paris Agreement Adopted
Katowice, 18 December (Meena Raman) – Decisions
for the implementation of the Paris Agreement (PA)
were adopted as a package by the Conference of
Parties meeting as the Parties to the PA (CMA), late
at night on Saturday, 15 December, a day later than
initially scheduled for the closure of the climate talks
in Katowice, Poland.
The decisions for the PA implementation,
known as the PA work programme (PAWP), were
forwarded as a package to the CMA by the 24th
meeting of the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC
(COP 24) for its consideration and adoption and comprises 133 pages. The CMA then adopted the PAWP
package of decisions.
The G77 and China, in its assessment of the
overall package of decisions, said that it ‘did not see
a level of balance’, as it saw ‘a mitigation regime in
the making, with urgent adaptation needs relegated
to second class status’. It also expressed fear that
the regime ignores the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) between developed and developing countries.
The Like-minded Developing Countries
(LMDC) expressed ‘disappointment that developed
countries resisted any attempt to include equity as a
holistic consideration in the global stocktake (GST),
which would form the basis for enhancing action’.
(Article 14.1 of the PA stipulates that the GST, which
is an assessment of the collective progress of Parties towards achieving the purpose of the Agreement
and its long-term goals, has to be carried out in light
of equity and which will take place in 2023.)
India also made a statement expressing its reservation that the decision on the GST did not
operationalise equity and was not in accordance with
the mandate and relevant provisions of the PA, adding that ‘equity must be considered and be part of
the input, the technical assessment as well as the
output, including its considerations throughout the
GST process’.

Developed countries on the other hand, such
as the European Union and the Umbrella Group,
in welcoming the PAWP decisions, stressed that clear
guidance is now in place to Parties on the information to be provided for their future actions, as well
as a robust transparency framework that would allow Parties to track progress of their actions.
In the decision on the information to be provided for the nationally determined contributions
(NDCs), Parties are required to provide the information necessary for clarity, transparency and understanding (CTU) in relation to their second and
subsequent NDCs (as Parties have already provided
their information for the first set of NDCs which
take effect from 2020 to 2025 or 2030, depending
on the duration of their NDCs). The decision also
states that the guidance on information necessary
for CTU is without prejudice to the inclusion of components other than mitigation. This is viewed by
developing countries as a major win, on the scope
of NDCs, which not only relate to mitigation contributions, but may include an adaptation component,
along with the means of implementation necessary.
In the transparency framework decision, flexibility is provided for developing countries that need
it in the light of their capacities and this is to be selfdetermined. This includes flexibilities in the scope,
frequency and level of reporting, and in the scope of
the review that is to be undertaken.
As regards the decision on finance, on the exante information to be provided on the projected levels of public financial resources to developing countries under Article 9.5, developed countries are requested to provide the information starting in 2020.
On setting a new collective quantified goal on finance, Parties agreed to initiate in November 2020,
deliberations on the goal from a floor of US$100
billion per year. Developed countries were reluctant
to make progress on the finance issues until they
had a clearer view of where developing countries
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stood on the other matters related to the PAWP, especially on NDCs and the transparency framework.
Apart from the PAWP decisions, the COP decision (1/C.P. 24) also includes decisions on the following matters: high-level ministerial dialogue on
climate finance; implementation and ambition (covering the pre-2020 and post-2020 time frame); the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC)’s 1.5°C Special Report; the Talanoa Dialogue; and the UN Climate Summit in 2019.
(Analysis of the decisions adopted will be carried in further TWN Updates.)
Parties were expecting clean texts of the draft
decisions to become available on Thursday, 13 December, under the authority of COP 24 President,
Michal Kurtyka. However, given the divergent positions on various matters, the COP President continued to consult groups of Parties behind closed
doors, similar to the process adopted in Paris, in arriving at compromises.
Delegates waited patiently the whole day and
night of Friday, 14 December for the clean texts, but
none arrived until morning of Saturday, 15 December. The closing plenary was finally convened around
9 pm on Saturday, 15 December and went on till
close to midnight.

In paving the way for the adoption of the PAWP
decisions, the COP President Kurtyka said that it
had been a ‘long road’ with delegates working for
three years on the ‘package’, which was not easy to
find agreement on, given the specifics and technical
details. He said that the COP Presidency did its best
to listen to Parties and to leave no one behind, expressing what was a ‘hard and daunting’ task. He
described the deal as being ‘in fragile balance’ and
that ‘all Parties had to give and gain’, adding that
the ‘overall interest of all was balanced in a fair
manner’.
When the COP President invited Parties to
adopt decision 1/C.P 24, which includes the PAWP
package of decisions, India requested for the floor
and there was pin-drop silence at the plenary, with
delegates wondering what was about to happen.
India said that it had reservations as regards
the decision on Article 14 of the PA on the global
stocktake (GST), but in a ‘constructive spirit to ensure the process moves forward’ it would express its
reservations later (after the decisions were gavelled).
The COP then adopted the decision to forward
the PAWP package of decisions to the CMA for consideration and adoption. The COP was then suspended for the convening of the CMA and at the
CMA, the PAWP package of decisions were adopted,
to applause and a standing ovation, as the President
of the CMA, Kurtyka (who is also the President of
COP 24), said that this was a ‘historic moment’.
The UNFCCC Executive Secretary Patricia
Espinosa then read a message from the UN Secretary-General, who said that a ‘solid road map for
climate action’ had been put in place, adding that
the science had shown the need for enhanced ambition and that ‘ambition will be in the centre of the
UN Summit to be held next year’ and that Parties
had ‘a duty to reach for more’.

COP and CMA Plenary
Kurtyka, in his opening remarks at the COP 24
plenary, said that the ‘night was long and it took a
day to put together the PAWP (decisions)’ and that
this was a ‘big responsibility’.
Prior to the forwarding of the decisions to the
CMA for adoption, the COP paid tribute to Madame
Bernarditas Mueller, a veteran and seasoned climate
change negotiator from the Philippines, who had
passed away on Friday, 14 December. The COP 24
President said that ‘Ditas’, as she was popularly
known, was a ‘pillar of climate change negotiations,
with her passion, kindness, friendly disposition and
mentorship of all’ and that she will be remembered
with profound admiration. Delegates rose to observe
a minute of silence in her honour. Kurtyka also
informed delegates that the book of condolences
would be sent to her family.
(At a eulogy session held throughout the day
on Saturday, 15 December, numerous delegates, from
both developing and developed countries, paid emotional tributes to the ‘giant’, ‘champion’, and ‘mentor’, with so many unable to control their grief and
tears in what was a very moving gathering. They
also signed the book of condolences.)

Closing Statements of Parties at Joint Closing
Plenary
At the joint closing plenary of the COP, the
Conference of Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP) and the CMA,
groups of Parties expressed their views.
Egypt for the G77 and China in expressing
congratulations for the tireless efforts of the COP
Presidency in helping to overcome the obstacles at
the talks, said that the Group was happy with the
outcome. However, in assessing the overall package, it did not see a level of balance. It said the group
saw a mitigation regime in the making, with urgent
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adaptation needs relegated to second-class status. It
also expressed fear that the regime ignores the principle of CBDR between developed and developing
countries. The G77 also underscored the importance
of CBDR and equity in implementing the outcomes
of the decisions, and that given the different capacities between developed and developing countries,
differences could not be glossed over. It also said
that developing countries would do their fair share
of the lifting and that they will show ambition but
that this was not a zero sum game and that all should
benefit. It also hoped that we can find a path for the
well-being of the planet.
In remembering Madame Ditas, the G77
spokesman, Egyptian Ambassador Wael
Aboulmagd, described her as a genuinely compassionate and caring friend and a mentor to many, and
said that the world had lost a devoted warrior who
fought for future generations, leaving a legacy of
love and compassion.
Malaysia for the Like-minded Developing
Countries (LMDC), in underlining the principle of
equity and CBDR, said, ‘It is crucial to recall why
developed countries are developed and we are developing. Historically, the largest share of the carbon/emissions space has been used by developed
countries in Western Europe and North America as
they industrialised fuelled by the use of fossil fuel and their economies prospered. This was the genesis of climate change. Developing countries are also
entitled to develop and grow sustainably. For this,
the remaining carbon space must be shared equitably. This is the premise of the Convention and its
progeny - the PA. We owe this to the poor and vulnerable who are paying – sometimes with their lives
in our parts of the world. This is why equity assumes
a major and central role in meeting the climate
change challenges. That is why equity must be
operationalised and meaningfully.’
Said the LMDC further, ‘The cumulative historical emissions of developed countries with historically 1/6th of the world’s population account for
more than three fourths of the carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions. The developing world accounted for one
fourth of CO2 emissions with historically 5/6th of
the world’s population. Therein lies the inequity of
ignoring the historical cumulative emissions in the
GST when requiring countries to plan their ambitions. Else you put an unequal burden on us for what
developed countries are responsible for.’
It expressed ‘disappointment that developed
countries resisted any attempt to include equity as a
holistic consideration in the GST, which would form
the basis for enhancing action’. Regardless, it said

that ‘it is our understanding that equity must be considered in the GST: the input, the technical assessment and the output. This is how equity is
operationalised to fulfil the mandate in Article 14.1
of the PA’. It also added that it was a matter of public record which was disclosed in Paris that the pre2020 pledges of developing countries as well as their
NDCs were more ambitious than those of the developed countries.
Malaysia said that the LMDC, although pained
by some of the provisions (in the decisions), will
work constructively to move forward in a spirit of
compromise and in interpreting the decision in the
context of preserving its fundamental elements and
ethos.
Referring to the passing of Madame Ditas, the
LMDC said that she was one of the Convention’s
founders and its greatest stalwarts and that in the
meetings leading up to the PA in 2015, she was ailing, but this did not stop her from participating in
the process, lending her expertise to the G77 and
particularly the LMDC. ‘Even as she approached her
final hour and could no longer hold and read the
messages, she asked her daughter to read to her the
reports of our present proceedings, daily,’ said the
LMDC spokesperson. Malaysia recalled her comments made almost a decade ago where she had said,
‘There is so much at stake. Get it right, and the world
has the chance to both halt catastrophic climate
change and find a better path to develop. Get it wrong
and all the injustices and disadvantages that developing countries now face will be magnified 1000
times in the coming years.’
In conclusion, the LMDC said that ‘we hear
reports that the city where this agreement was born
is experiencing extraordinary turbulence (in reference to the “yellow vests” riots on the streets of
Paris). If we get it right, we insulate the PA from any
such impact.’
Ethiopia, speaking for the Least Developed
Countries (LDCs), said that ‘science is not up for
negotiation’ and welcomed the IPCC Special Report.
It said that there is a good basis for all Parties to
implement the PA but regretted that work on Article
6 (on cooperative approaches, including market
mechanisms) could not be completed as this could
incentivise more ambitious NDCs. (The Article 6
negotiations could not be finalised in Katowice due
to differences in views and positions of Parties on
the details of the mechanisms.)
The Maldives, speaking for the Alliance of
Small Island States (AOSIS), said that Madame
Ditas ‘was a giant in this process and a tireless champion for climate justice and developing countries’
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and that ‘she will be missed greatly by our small
islands family’.
On the decisions adopted, it said the texts reflect ‘balance’, and though AOSIS was not fully satisfied, it recognised the ‘compromises needed to be
made to move forward’. On the IPCC 1.5°C Special
Report, it said that it ‘represents the best available
science on climate change and the findings are unsettling, to say the least. Unless we dramatically
change how the world generates and consumes energy in about the next decade, the opportunity to hold
global warming to 1.5 degrees C may irretrievably
slip away’. It expressed disappointment that Parties
were unable to agree to welcome the report and its
findings. On ambition, AOSIS urged leaders to build
on the progress made during the Talanoa Dialogue,
‘by exploring how existing solutions can provide avenues for them to immediately ramp up climate action’. It was also pleased to see ‘binding language’
in the PAWP decision on the need to provide information for CTU with a clear focus on mitigation. It
was however concerned that the review of information would only be in 2028, and believed that this
was too late. On finance, it said that climate change
is already fast outpacing our ability to respond and
we will keep falling behind unless developed countries deliver on the commitments they made in Paris,
adding that real progress on adaptation demands scaling up finance, commensurate with the increasingly
severe challenges we face.
It also saw progress on ‘loss and damage’, particularly the explicit language in transparency and
the GST, stating further that real support to address
it still needs to be delivered soon.
Gabon for the African Group, in acknowledging the Katowice outcome on the PAWP, called
for commitments to be shown on the flow of adequate and enhanced provision of the means of
implementation on finance, technology transfer and
capacity building for developing countries to unlock
the potential to combat climate and enable adaptation efforts.
India, speaking for the BASIC countries (Brazil, South Africa, India and China), said it was happy
that the guidelines for the implementation of the PA
have been formulated. It also recalled its commitment to the principles of equity and CBDR and respective capabilities (CBDR-RC) in the light of different national circumstances to ensure climate justice to the poor and vulnerable people across the
globe. It added that the COP decisions rightly signify the importance of enhanced pre-2020 action and
welcomed the conclusion of the Talanoa Dialogue
and remained certain that its spirit will continue to

inspire us in future. The BASIC also underscored
they have chosen a path of progress and non-regression in climate actions.
India in its national capacity presented its reservation on the PAWP outcome as follows: ‘Article
14.1 of the PA mandates that the GST process has to
be conducted in the light of equity and best available science. The decision paragraph in its current
form does not operationalise equity and is not in
accordance with the mandate and relevant provisions
of the PA. Equity must be considered and be part of
the input, the technical assessment as well as the
output, including its considerations throughout the
GST process. Reference of Article 2 in its entirety
in the paragraph 6(b) of this decision is an essential
requirement for operationalizing equity.’
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group said that it
was committed to the PA, in the context of the CBDR
principle and in furthering sustainable development.
It said that it had many concerns with the outcome
but demonstrated flexibility in arriving at the decisions.
Colombia for the Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) underscored the importance of the intense technical
work done to enable the implementation of the PA.
China said that great flexibility was demonstrated to arrive at the PAWP which was comprehensive, balanced and robust, consistent with the
principle of CBDR-RC, in the light of national circumstances. This, it said, was a victory for
multilateralism.
The European Union (EU) said that the target for limiting temperature rise under the PA was
still within reach and that Parties are heading in the
right direction. It said that the Talanoa Dialogue provided the first political opportunity to take stock of
the global progress and that there is strong evidence
that financial flows are shifting to the low-emissions
economy. On the PAWP which it called the
‘rulebook’, the EU said that a universal transparency framework was now in place, where Parties
improve and progress over time and communicate
clear and comparable terms in their actions. It said
that the decisions preserve the notion of ‘contemporary differentiation’, recognising the economic and
social evolution of Parties. The results of the GST
can be considered as a central innovation and feature of the PA which ensures progression over time
and it noted that all the current NDCs fall well short
(of what is needed to limit temperature rise).
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity
Group welcomed the encompassing ‘rulebook’
which it said managed to secure details and robust
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guidance for collective and national actions. It noted
that some rules were legally binding while others
were less so and regretted that the work on Article 6
could not be completed, rendering the ‘package’ incomplete.
Australia for the Umbrella Group welcomed
the decisions adopted, which it said brought the PA
‘to life’, adding that it provided clear guidance to
Parties on the information to be provided for future
actions and accounting guidance for their targets. It
also highlighted the robust transparency framework
that would allow Parties to track progress of their

actions. The decisions on the means of implementation provided a strong basis to support the implementation of the PA, it said further, and welcomed
the GST to secure strong climate actions.
The Philippines, in a tribute to Madame Ditas,
recalled that she was a prime mover of the Convention, who was referred to as the ‘dragon lady’ and
‘lioness of developing countries’ and was loved by
many and feared by some, as she spoke for climate
justice and mentored negotiators. It said that the
world had lost a great citizen and asked all delegates
to honour her by making the Convention and the PA
work for all humanity.
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The Key Decisions on the Paris Agreement Implementation Rules

Nationally Determined Contributions (Article 4)

Penang, 19 December (Meena Raman) – Following
the adoption of the Paris Agreement (PA) in 2015
and its ratification the following year, developed and
developing countries had been engaged in a battle
of interpretation over the rules for implementation
of the agreement.
This battle finally got settled in Katowice, Poland, with the decisions adopted by the Conference
of Parties meeting as the Parties to the PA (CMA),
late night on Saturday, 15 December.
The decisions adopted by the CMA were forwarded as a package from the 24th meeting of the
Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (COP 24),
which had been conducting the work on the PA Work
Programme (PAWP) under the Ad Hoc Working
Group on the PA and the Subsidiary Bodies of the
Convention.
The decisions under the PAWP included the
following matters relating to: nationally determined
contributions (NDCs) (Article 4); adaptation (Article 7); finance (Article 9); technology transfer (Article 10); transparency framework (Article 13); global stocktake (GST) (Article 14); facilitating implementation and compliance (Article 15) and some finance-related decisions. The work on Article 6 relating to the cooperative approaches (which include
market mechanisms and non-market approaches)
could not be completed owing to divergences among
Parties on many technical and substantive issues and
work on this will continue next year.
COP 24 also adopted several important decisions on finance, which are relevant to the PA. (A
separate article will follow in this regard.) Below is
a brief analysis on some of the key decisions and the
fights that went on prior to the adoption of some key
decisions.

The heart of the PA is the obligation in the first
sentence of Article 4 that states, ‘Each Party shall
prepare, communicate and maintain successive
NDCs that it intends to achieve.’ The second sentence of the Article states, ‘Parties shall pursue domestic mitigation measures, with the aim of achieving the objectives of such contributions.’
Article 4.8 of the PA provides that ‘all Parties
shall provide the information necessary for clarity,
transparency and understanding (CTU)…’ in communicating their NDCs.
The mandate from Paris was for Parties to agree
on the guidance for the information to be provided
to facilitate the CTU of the NDCs. Parties were also
required to agree on the guidance on ‘features’ as
well as the guidance on accounting of their NDCs.
Features of NDCs
One issue that arose was over the guidance on
‘features’ of NDCs, which revolved around what the
features ought to be, which are reflected in the PA
and whether new features could be agreed to beyond
the PA. A related matter was the scope of NDCs, as
regards what are the features of the contribution.
During the course of negotiations, the only feature
that saw consensus among Parties was that an NDC
is ‘nationally determined’.
In the decision that was finally adopted, Parties noted ‘that features of NDCs are outlined in the
relevant provisions of the PA’, and also decided ‘to
continue consideration of further guidance on
features of NDCs …(in) 2024’. (See paras 22 and
23 of the decision on NDCs). The can has therefore
been kicked down the road for another battle on the
features of NDCs in 2024.
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aged to move over time towards economy-wide emission reduction or limitation targets in the light of
different national circumstances’.
Hence, the information to be provided will be
‘as applicable’ to the different nature of the NDCs
between developed and developing countries.
Annex I of the decision deals with information
primarily relevant to a mitigation contribution and
covers among others matters that relate to quantifiable information on the reference point (including,
as appropriate, a base year); how the Party’s preparation of its NDC has been informed by the outcomes
of the GST, and how a Party considers that its NDC
is fair, including reflecting on equity.
The issue of the scope of NDCs is addressed
below.
It is also important to note that the information
guidance for the CTU is mandatory for the second
and subsequent NDCs. Most NDCs of Parties, with
the exception of the US and the Marshall Islands,
are of a 10-year time frame from 2021-30. Hence,
the guidance for most countries will apply to NDCs
from 2031 onwards.

Two further issues that saw divergences between developed and developing countries were (i)
on how differentiation would be reflected between
developed and developing countries in relation to
the guidance on the information for the CTU, given
the different nature of their NDCs; and (ii) the scope
of the NDCs (whether it is only about mitigation
contributions or if it also includes adaptation efforts,
as well as the means of implementation related to
finance, technology transfer, and capacity-building
especially for developing countries to implement
their climate actions).
Differentiation
Led by the United States (US), developed countries were not prepared to reflect differentiation
among developed and developing countries in the
guidance to be developed on NDCs, which was the
preferred option of a large bloc of developing countries led especially by the Like-minded Developing
Countries (LMDC).
In relation to information to facilitate the CTU
of Parties’ NDCs, the view of developed countries
was that all Parties would provide information on a
certain set of elements, while the LMDC and some
other developing countries were of the view that developed countries would provide a certain set of information, while developing countries could choose
the information to be provided as appropriate to
them.
The position of the Umbrella Group, of which
the US is a member, was that such a bifurcated approach between developed and developing countries
was inconsistent with the PA and would ‘hinder
rather than build trust among Parties’. They stressed
that the information to be provided cannot be differentiated between one set of rules for developed countries and another for developing countries.
In the decision adopted, in para 10, it was
agreed that ‘… in communicating their second and
subsequent NDCs, Parties shall provide the information necessary for CTU contained in annex I as
applicable to their NDCs, and strongly encourages
Parties to provide this information in relation to their
first NDC, including when communicating or updating it by 2020’. (Emphasis added).
The decision (in para 8) also recalls Article 4.4
of the PA which differentiates the type of mitigation
efforts between developed and developing countries,
and ‘…provides that developed country Parties
should continue taking the lead by undertaking
economy-wide absolute emission reduction targets,
and that developing country Parties should continue
enhancing their mitigation efforts and are encour-

Scope of NDCs
On the scope of NDCs, developed countries
during the negotiations were of the view that Article
4 of the PA only referred to mitigation actions, while
some developing countries including the LMDC
were of the view that NDCs as defined under Article 3 encompass the full scope of contributions, that
include adaptation and the means of implementation, and are not limited to mitigation only. This was
a fierce battle in Paris that led to a final compromise
in Article 4 being ambiguous, with provisions for
mitigation as well as references to NDCs.
In the NDC decision, developed countries in
Katowice continued to resist reference to Article 3
in the operative part of the decision, which was
pushed for by the LMDC. In the decision adopted,
Article 3 is recalled in the preamble.
It is also important to note that in the
overarching decision of the COP 24, para 3 reaffirms that ‘in the context of NDCs…all Parties are
to undertake ambitious efforts defined in…’ the various articles of the PA which include mitigation, adaptation and the means of implementation, and as
reflected in Article 3 of the PA.
The full scope of NDCs is also reflected in the
decision in para 11 of the NDC decision, which states
as follows in relation to the information to be provided:
‘Emphasizes that the guidance on information
necessary for CTU is without prejudice to the inclu41

sion of components other than mitigation in a nationally determined contribution, notes that Parties
may provide other information when submitting their
NDC, and in particular that, as provided in Article
7.11… an adaptation communication referred to in
Article 7.10…may be submitted as a component of
or in conjunction with a NDC as referred to in Article 4.2.., and also notes the further guidance in
relation to the adaptation communication….’
Since an NDC is nationally determined, apart
from providing information on the mitigation efforts,
Parties can also include an adaptation component,
and for developing countries, the reference to ‘other
information’ can also include their finance, technology transfer and capacity-building needs.
As regards the accounting guidance for NDCs,
the decision in para 16 provides that ‘in accounting
for anthropogenic emissions and removals corresponding to their NDCs, …, Parties shall account
for their NDCs in accordance with the guidance
contained in annex II’.
This accounting guidance is mitigation-related
and Annex II contains various items, including an
explanation of why any categories of emissions or
removals are excluded from being accounted for by
a Party.

Article 13.2 provides that ‘The transparency
framework shall provide flexibility in the implementation of the provisions of this Article to those developing country Parties that need it in the light of
their capacities,’ and that ‘The modalities, procedures and guidelines…shall reflect such flexibility.’
During the negotiations, concerns were expressed by developing countries that the proposed
transparency guidelines enhance the obligations of
developing countries, with no enhancement of the
same by developed countries. Some developing
countries were of the view that there cannot be common reporting guidelines for both developed and
developing countries in relation to their climate actions as they had different capacities.
Developing countries also wanted stronger
rules on reporting and review in relation to the provision of the means of implementation by developed
countries, while this was resisted by developed countries.
While developed countries were prepared to
accommodate ‘flexibilities’ for developing countries
for those who need it, they insisted that the
flexibilities have to be ‘bounded’ in that the
flexibilities cannot be without restrictions. Developing countries on the other hand opposed such restrictions or limitations and argued that it is up to
them to nationally determine the flexibilities needed,
without a top-down imposition of who can and who
cannot have those flexibilities.
Another issue was when the existing transparency system under the Convention would be superseded by the new modalities, procedures and guidelines (MPGs) of the ETF.
In Katowice, the MPGs for the ETF were
adopted and are contained in a lengthy annex covering the following chapters: Chapter 1 covers (a) the
purpose of the framework; (b) guiding principles;
(c) flexibility to those developing country Parties
that need it; (d) facilitating improved reporting and
transparency over time; (e) reporting format; Chapter II covers among other matters the ‘national inventory report of emissions and removals’; Chapter
III on information necessary to track progress made
in implementing and achieving NDCs under Article
4; Chapter IV on information related to adaptation,
including loss and damage; Chapter V on information on financial, technology development and transfer and capacity-building support provided and
mobilised by developed countries; Chapter VI on
information on the support needed and received by
developing countries; Chapter VII on technical expert review, including about what the technical ex-

Common time frames
Another issue that saw wrangling related to the
matter of the common time frame for NDCs. Developed countries preferred the option of having a common time frame for all NDCs, while some developing countries were of the view that countries should
have the flexibility of deciding whether to have a
five-year or a 10-year time frame.
In the decision adopted, it was decided that
Parties ‘shall apply common time frames to their
NDCs to be implemented from 2031 onward’. The
decision also requests the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) to continue consideration of the issue of common time frames at its June session in
2019, with a view to making a recommendation to
the CMA.
Transparency Framework
Article 13.1 of the PA provides that‘in order to
build mutual trust and confidence and to promote
effective implementation, an enhanced transparency
framework (ETF) for action and support, with builtin flexibility which takes into account Parties different capacities and builds upon collective experience is hereby established.’
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that such resources are new and additional’. Also
required is information on ‘how the information provided reflects a progression from previous levels in
the provision and mobilisation of finance under the
PA’.
This is a clear win for developing countries, as
they have lamented that the financial information
provided by developed countries in their reports is
not clear on what is new and additional, over and
above overseas development assistance.
The wrangling between developed and developing countries in relation to what they should report as reflected in the MPGs took place in the discussions on Article 9.7, which has now been incorporated into chapter V of the MPGs.

pert review teams can do and cannot do; and Chapter VIII on the facilitative, multilateral consideration
of progress (FMCP).
It was also decided that Parties shall submit
their first biennial transparency report (BTR) and
national inventory report, 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 agreed that the BTRs, the technical
expert review and the FMCP prepared and conducted
in accordance with the MPGs 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, which is
2022/2024 respectively. (See paras 38, 39 and 41.)

Global Stocktake: Attempts to Sideline Issue of
Equity

Flexibilities to developing countries
Although the ETF is common for both developed and developing countries after 2024,
flexibilities are accorded to developing countries in
relation to the reporting and review. The flexibilities
for developing countries can be viewed as
operationalising differentiation.
Para 5 provides that ‘These MPGs specify the
flexibility that is available to those developing country Parties that need it in the light of their capacities…, reflecting flexibility, including in the scope,
frequency and level of detail of reporting, and in the
scope of the review….’
According to para 6, ‘The application of flexibility provided for in the provisions of these MPGs
for those developing country Parties that need it in
the light of their capacities is to be self-determined.
The developing country Party shall clearly indicate
the provision to which flexibility is applied…, and
provide self-determined estimated time frames for
improvements in relation to those capacity constraints.’ (Emphasis added). Further, that para states
that ‘when a developing country Party applies flexibility provided for in these MPGs, the technical
expert review teams shall not review the Party’s determination to apply such flexibility or whether the
Party possesses the capacity to implement that specific provision without flexibility.’

The PA stipulates that the global stocktake
(GST) (which is an assessment of the collective
progress of Parties towards achieving the purpose
of the Agreement and its long-term goals) has to be
carried out in light of equity and will take place in
2023.
There was agreement among developing countries, led by the G77 and China, that the guidance to
operationalise equity needs to be designed in the
modalities of the GST.
Developing countries also called for equity to
be captured in the decision not just as an overarching
but also as a cross-cutting issue in all the elements
of the GST. They also proposed having several indicators to measure equity, such as historical responsibility, equitable access to sustainable development
and carbon space, etc. However, developed countries from the Umbrella Group were strongly opposed
to this approach. The US in fact only wanted a reference to the term ‘equity’ in the preamble of the decision.
Para 2 of the decision on the GST provides
‘…that equity and the best available science will be
considered in a Party-driven and cross-cutting manner, throughout the global stocktake’. (Emphasis
added).
Parties also agreed in para 3 that the GST ‘will
consist of the following components: (a) Information collection and preparation…; (b) Technical
assessment…; (c) Consideration of outputs, focusing on discussing the implications of the findings of
the technical assessment with a view to achieving
the outcome of the GST of informing Parties in updating and enhancing, in a nationally determined
manner, their actions and support, in accordance

Transparency of support
In relation to transparency of support, developed countries ‘shall’ provide information listed in
chapter V of the MPGs and this includes ‘an indication of what new and additional financial resources
have been provided, and how it has been determined
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with relevant provisions of the PA, as well as in enhancing international cooperation for climate action’.
In the final decision adopted, on the ‘sources
of input’ for the GST, the proposals of the G77 and
China on operationalising ‘equity’ through information on ‘equitable access to sustainable development,
historical responsibilities, development gaps between North and South, sustainable development,
including Sustainable Development Goals, and leadership by developed countries in achieving low-emission and climate resilient development’ were not
considered and were replaced with the following:
‘Fairness considerations, including equity, as communicated by Parties in their NDCs’. (See para 36
[h].)

However, there are references to equity in the
decision where in the technical assessment, ‘equity
considerations and the best available science’ are
to be taken into account (see para 27), and also that
the ‘co-facilitators of the technical dialogue will
summarise its outputs in summary reports, taking
into account equity and the best available science…’.
(See para 31.)
Given the US opposition on ‘equity’, the fact
that the term appears in several parts of the GST
decision is significant and will mean that developing countries will continue their fight in the future
work to ensure that the full understanding of equity
is taken on board in the GST process and outcomes.
Overall, in view of the above, the decisions
arrived at were, as expressed by the COP 24 President, Michal Kurtyka, ‘in fragile balance’ and ‘all
Parties had to give and gain’.
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Important Finance Decisions Adopted at Climate Talks

Penang, 21 December (Indrajit Bose and Meena
Raman) – A host of decisions on finance-related
matters were adopted on 15 December at the
24th session of the UNFCCC’s Conference of the
Parties (COP24), as well as the Conference of Parties serving as the meeting of Parties to the Paris
Agreement (CMA), in Katowice, Poland.
Nearly all the finance issues were contentious
among developed and developing countries, with developed countries reluctant to make progress on them
until they had a clearer view of the final package of
decisions under the Paris Agreement Work
Programme (PAWP). Developed countries wanted
to assess where developing countries stood on other
matters of the PAWP, especially as regards decisions
on nationally determined contributions (NDCs) and
the transparency framework, before making progress
on the finance matters. (See Katowice Update 14 in
this regard.)
As regards the decisions adopted on finance in
Katowice, according to a senior developing country
negotiator who spoke to TWN, ‘there were wins and
there were losses for developing countries’, adding
that ‘this is the nature of negotiations’. However, on
the whole, according to the negotiator, ‘developing
countries got more wins than losses in the finance
related decisions’.
The decisions adopted included items related
to the PAWP such as: the identification of ex ante
information to be provided by developed countries
in accordance with Article 9.5 of the Paris Agreement (PA); ex post information on financial support
provided and mobilised under Article 9.7 of the PA;
setting a new collective quantified goal on finance
and the future of the Adaptation Fund.
There were also several decisions on finance
matters adopted under the COP which included:
matters related to the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF); guidance of the COP to the Green Climate Fund (GCF) and the Global Environment Fa-

cility (GEF); and long-term finance (LTF). This update presents key highlights of the decisions adopted,
along with some of the contentious issues raised.
Finance Issues under the PAWP
Information to be provided under Article 9.5 of the
PA
Article 9.5 mandates developed countries to
biennially communicate ex-ante information on the
projected levels of public financial resources to developing countries.
Since the start of negotiations in 2017, developed countries have refused to be drawn into a discussion on ‘modalities’ for the communication of
such information under Article 9.5, which was a key
demand from developing countries led by the African Group, the Like-minded Developing Countries
(LMDC) and the Arab Group. Discussions on the
issue remained deadlocked with developed countries
refusing to go beyond discussing the types of information or how the information would be useful to
developing countries.
In what some called a ‘breakthrough’ during a
meeting of heads of delegations (HODs) meeting at
COP 24, developed countries relented somewhat and
agreed to discuss some ‘procedural aspects’ in relation to the information to be provided.
Even then, the developed countries wanted to
restrict the scope of the procedural aspects to when
the information would be communicated and where
it would be housed. Developing countries wanted a
process to assess the information as well.
The decision adopted reflects the timing of the
communication; where the information will be
housed (which would be a dedicated online portal
on the UNFCCC website); a synthesis of the information to feed into the global stocktake (GST) in
2023; the conduct of biennial in-session workshops
and high-level ministerial dialogue as well as the
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consideration of the compilations and syntheses of
the information by the CMA.
The types of information to be provided are
contained in an annex. Prior to the adoption of the
decision, there was huge resistance from developed
countries to indicate what ‘new and additional’ resources would be provided, but this is now clearly
required by the decision.
Some developing countries were unhappy with
the reference to ‘providers of climate finance’ in the
annex in relation to ‘information on the factors that
providers of climate finance look for in evaluating
proposals, in order to help to inform developing
countries’, as they viewed the term to be too general
and not confined to developed countries who had
the obligation under the PA to provide climate finance.
Developed countries also insisted that ‘other
Parties providing resources’ also be required to provide the information on the projected levels of public financial resources to be provided to developing
countries. In the decision adopted, ‘other Parties
providing resources’ are ‘encouraged’ to do so, while
developed countries are mandatorily required to provide the information as per Article 9.5 with the use
of the words ‘shall biennially communicate’ the information.
In the decision adopted, Parties recognised
the‘importance of predictability and clarity of information on financial support for the implementation of the PA’ and reiterate that developed countries
‘shall biennially communicate indicative quantitative and qualitative information… projected levels
of public financial resources to be provided’ to developing countries. (Paras 1 and 2 of the decision).
In para 4, developed counties are requested to
submit the information ‘…as specified in the annex, starting in 2020’. The annex contains a list of
information that includes the following:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•
•

•

•

•

factors that providers of climate finance look
for in evaluating proposals, in order to help to
inform developing countries;
an indication of new and additional resources
to be provided, and how Parties determine such
resources as new and additional;
relevant methodologies and assumptions;
challenges and barriers;
how Parties are aiming to ensure a balance
between adaptation and mitigation, taking into
account the country-driven strategies and the
needs and priorities of developing country
Parties;
how financial support effectively addresses the
needs and priorities of developing country Parties and supports country-driven strategies;
efforts to integrate climate change considerations, including resilience, into their development support; and
how support to be provided to developing country Parties enhances their capacities.

The decision in para 6 requests the Secretariat ‘to establish a dedicated online portal for posting and recording the biennial communications’. The
Secretariat (in para 7) is also requested ‘to prepare
a compilation and synthesis of the information included in the biennial communications … starting
in 2021… with a view to informing the global
stocktake’. The Secretariat has also been requested
‘to organize biennial in-session workshops beginning the year after the submission of the first biennial communications and to prepare a summary report on each workshop’ (See para 8).
It was also decided that Parties will ‘consider
the compilation and syntheses’ of the information
contained in the biennial communications and‘the
summary report on the in-session workshops’ starting in November 2021 (See para 9). Parties also decided ‘to convene a biennial high-level ministerial
dialogue on climate finance beginning in 2021, to
be informed, inter alia, by the summary reports on
the in-session workshops’ (See para 10). In para 11,
Parties also requested the ‘President of the CMA to
summarize the deliberations of the (high-level ministerial) dialogue… for consideration by the CMA
at its succeeding session’.
The CMA is also invited to ‘consider the compilations and syntheses and the summary reports on
the in-session workshops’ (See para 12). Parties decided also ‘to consider updating the types of information contained in the annex…in 2023 on the basis of the experiences and lessons learned…’ (See
para 13).

projected levels of public financial resources
to be provided to developing countries, as
available;
indicative quantitative and qualitative information on programmes, including projected
levels, channels and instruments, as available;
policies and priorities, including regions and
geography, recipient countries, beneficiaries,
targeted groups, sectors and gender responsiveness;
purposes and types of support: mitigation, adaptation, cross-cutting activities, technology
transfer and capacity-building;
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Information to be provided under Article 9.7 of
the PA
Under Article 9.7 of the PA, developed countries are required ‘to provide transparent and consistent information on support for developing country Parties provided and mobilized through public
interventions biennially in accordance with the modalities, procedures and guidelines (MPGs)…’ under the transparency framework in Article 13 of the
PA.
During the negotiations, developing countries
wanted information on how the support provided and
mobilised represented a progression from previous
levels provided to developing countries, including
on how the finance provided is new and additional.
They also wanted the reporting to include information on the grant equivalency of the financial instruments used and the loan repayments by developing
countries, in order to ensure that this was not counted
as climate finance. Developed countries however
were opposed to these demands. Long and protracted
discussions ensued and eventually, the developing
country demands on information on progression,
what is new and additional and the grant equivalence of the instruments used were in the decision
as part of reporting arrangements under the transparency framework. What they did not manage to
get is information on the loan repayments by developing countries.
During the negotiations, developed countries
introduced new terms such as ‘reporting Parties’ in
the draft texts, as a replacement for ‘developed country Parties’ and ‘developing country Parties’. This
was vehemently objected to by developing countries
who said that there was no basis for using such terms,
as the PA had clear obligations for developed countries to report information on the finance provided
and it only encouraged other Parties that provide
support to provide such information.
The outcome of the discussions under Article
9.7 was incorporated into the MPGs adopted under
the transparency framework under Article 13 of the
PA.
In the decision adopted, in para 118, it is stated
clearly that ‘Developed country Parties shall provide the information…in accordance with the MPGs
contained in this chapter. Other Parties that provide support should provide such information and,
in doing so, are encouraged to use the MPGs contained in this chapter’.
The MPGs comprise information on:
•

•
•

underlying assumptions, definitions and methodologies, as applicable, used to identify
financial support provided and mobilized.

On underlying assumptions, definitions and
methodologies, the information required include:
(financial) instruments (e.g. grant, concessional loan,
non-concessional loan etc.) and funding sources reported, including how a Party has determined finance
to be concessional and/or ODA (official development assistance), including by using information
such as grant equivalency, institution and/or instrument-based approaches; how double counting among
multiple Parties involved in the provision of support was avoided; an indication of what new and
additional financial resources have been provided,
and how it has been determined that such resources
are new and additional; how the information provided reflects a progression from previous levels in
the provision and mobilisation of finance under the
PA, among others.
New collective quantified goal on finance
Discussions on the new collective goal on finance was difficult. Developing countries wanted a
process on setting a new collective quantified goal
on finance, that takes into account their needs and
priorities from a floor of US$100 billion per year, as
mandated by a decision agreed to in Paris in 2015.
The Paris decision (in para 53 of decision 1/C.P 21)
states that the goal be set prior to 2025 by the CMA.
Developed countries led by the US, Canada,
European Union, Japan, Norway, Switzerland and
Australia, refused to determine a process for setting
a new collective goal on finance, claiming that it
was too early to deal with this. They were also opposed to any mention of ‘needs and priorities’ of
developing countries.
In the decision adopted, Parties agreed to initiate in November 2020, ‘deliberations on setting a
new collective quantified goal from a floor of USD
100 billion per year, in the context of meaningful
mitigation actions and transparency of implementation and taking into account the needs and priorities of developing countries’ (See para 1). Parties also agreed to consider in its deliberations ‘the
aim to strengthen the global response to the threat
of climate change in the context of sustainable development and efforts to eradicate poverty, including by making finance flows consistent with a pathway towards low greenhouse gas emissions and climate-resilient development’ (See para 2).

national circumstances and institutional arrangements relevant to reporting on the provision and mobilization of support;
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Adaptation Fund
In relation to the Adaptation Fund (AF), the
contentious issues were mainly on the timing of when
the Fund would serve the PA; whether the AF would
serve exclusively the PA or both the PA and the Kyoto
Protocol (KP) at the same time; and sources of the
funding for the AF.
Developing countries wanted the AF to start
serving the PA as soon as possible. Developed countries were of the view that the AF could not serve
both the KP and the PA at the same time. In relation
to sources of funding for the AF, developed countries wanted ‘innovative’ sources of funding which
some developing countries were opposed to. Developing countries also did not want to change the governance structure of the AF Board, while the developed countries were in favour of doing so. (The AF
serves the KP at present and the AF Board comprises
16 members and 16 alternates representing Parties
to the KP.)
In the decision adopted, it was decided under
the CMA that the AF shall serve the PA from 1 January 2019, subject to the decision by the Conference
of Parties serving as the meeting of Parties to the
KP (CMP) on this.
On the sources of funding, Parties agreed that
‘a variety of voluntary public and private sources’
besides ‘the share of proceeds from the Article 6.4
mechanism of the PA’ would finance the AF. (Article 6.4 of the PA refers to a mechanism to promote
mitigation and support sustainable development.)
In the decision adopted by the CMP, it was
decided that the AF ‘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’. Parties also decided that that the AF‘shall
continue to receive the share of proceeds, if available, from activities under… the KP’.
It was also decided that both developing and
developed countries who are Party to the Paris Agreement are eligible for membership on the AF Board
and the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI)
was requested to consider the matter in June 2019.

reporting and verification (MRV) of support provided to developing countries. As part of the function, one of the activities the SCF undertakes is
preparation of a BA. A BA comprises a summary
and recommendations, and a technical report. While
the technical report is prepared by external consultants, the summary and recommendations are prepared by SCF members.)
(The adoption of the summary and recommendations itself had been riddled with difficulties.
Discussions on the summary and recommendations
saw divergences at the 19th meeting of the SCF held
from 29-31 October 2018 in Bonn following a proposal from the US for a footnote that read: ‘The usage of certain terms [e.g. developed, developing,
South-South] herein does not imply consensus on
the meaning of these terms amongst nor prejudice
the views of Parties.’ There could be no agreement
among the committee members to reflect the footnote, and even though several attempts were made
to resolve the matter, the US did not agree on the
mention of developed and developing countries in
the summary and recommendations. Following the
19th meeting, the impasse was resolved
intersessionally. According to sources, the US and
the other developed countries insisted on the use of
the term ‘climate finance providers’ instead of ‘developed and developing countries’. Besides these,
the 2018 BA also states that trends in climate finance
point to increasing flows towards beneficiary countries, while outlining the challenges and limitations
in the making of the BA. These include the lack of
an agreed definition of climate finance, data uncertainty and data gaps, making data difficult to compare.)
In Katowice, when developed countries wanted
to selectively introduce some of the findings into
the decision text, developing countries objected to
it, and recalled the challenges and limitations of the
report. In the decision adopted, Parties welcomed
‘with appreciation’ the BA and annexed the summary and recommendations of the report to the decision. (See para 3).
Also at issue was giving a mandate to the SCF
to work on needs assessment of developing countries, which the developed countries were opposed
to.
Another issue was over references to Article
2.1(c) of the PA, which refers to making ‘finance
flows consistent with a pathway towards low greenhouse gas emissions and climate-resilient development’. Developing countries did not want a selective reference to only a part of Article 2 and were of
the view that the entire Article 2 should be reflected,

Decisions Adopted under the COP
Standing Committee on Finance (SCF)
Several issues surfaced during the discussions
on the SCF. These included how to reflect the summary and recommendations of the 2018 ‘Biennial
Assessment and Overview of Climate Finance
Flows’ (BA) in the decision.
(One of the functions of the SCF of the
UNFCCC is to assist the COP with measurement,
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as it makes clear that the PA is ‘about enhancing the
implementation of the Convention…in the context
of sustainable development and efforts to eradicate
poverty’ (Article 2.1) and that the PA ‘will be implemented to reflect equity and the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, in light of different national circumstances’ (Article 2.2).
The decision adopted in Katowice encourages
the SCF ‘to take into account the best available science in future biennial assessment and overviews of
climate finance flows’ and requests the SCF to use
in the BA ‘the established terminology in the provisions of the Convention and the PA in relation to
climate finance, where applicable’. (This is to ensure that no new terminologies ae used that depart
from the Convention and the PA.) (See paras 4 and
5).
Parties also welcomed the decision of the SCF
to host its 2019 Forum on ‘climate finance and sustainable cities’. (See para 9).
The decision also requested the SCF ‘to map,
every four years, as part of its biennial assessment
and overview of climate finance flows, the available
information relevant to Article 2.1(c), of the PA, including its reference to Article 9 thereof’. (See para
10). This can be seen as a compromise accommodating both developed and developing country demands. Article 9 refers to the provision of support
by developed countries to developing countries,
while Article 2.1(c) refers to ‘finance flows’.
The SCF was also requested ‘to prepare, every four years, a report on the determination of the
needs of developing country Parties related to implementing the Convention and the PA, for consideration by the COP…and CMA’ starting in November
2020. (See para 13).
The SCF is also encouraged ‘to provide input
into the technical paper of the Executive Committee
of the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and
Damage associated with climate change impacts on
the sources of financial support’. (See para 11). The
provision of financial resources for loss and damage has been a demand of many developing countries, especially from the Small Island Developing States, while developed countries, especially the
US, are opposed to advancing discussions on this
matter.

co-financing, concessionality…; review of the accreditation framework….’ (See para 3).
In para 4, it urges the GCF Board ‘to continue
its consideration of procedures for adopting
decisions in the event that all efforts at reaching
consensus have been exhausted…’. (Decisionmaking in the absence of consensus has been a sticky
issue in the GCF and despite several attempts, the
Board has not been able to adopt a decision on the
issue. The Board has in particular not been able to
agree on a voting mechanism. The issue was
discussed in October 2018 at the 21st meeting of the
Board in Bahrain. See related TWN update.)
The decision in para 5 welcomes ‘the launching
of the first formal replenishment process and the
Board’s decisions on the inputs and processes related
to the Fund’s replenishment, which take into account
the needs of developing countries’. Developed
countries were against any references to the ‘needs
of developing countries’ in the text during the
discussions in Katowice.
Guidance by the COP to the Global Environment
Facility (GEF)
During the closing plenary of COP 24 late
evening of 15 December, when the proposed decision on the guidance to the GEF was put up for adoption by the COP Presidency, the US raised an objection and wanted amendments to para 7 of the decision, which initially read as follows:
‘Requests the GEF, in fulfilling its mandate to
ensure access to its resources by all eligible developing country Parties, to support these developing
countries in fulfilling their commitments under the
Convention;’
According to the US, the para was ‘outside the
mandate of guidance as established in the memorandum of understanding between the COP and the
GEF’. The US proposed the following amendment:
‘Requests the GEF, as appropriate, to ensure that
its policies and procedures related to the consideration and review of funding proposals be duly followed in an efficient manner.’ The decision was
adopted with the said amendment.
The US objection caught many developing
countries off-guard. Clearly, the US intention is to
limit some developing countries in having access to
the GEF’s resources.
Further, the decision in para 3 adopted
recognised ‘with concern the decrease in allocation
to the climate change focal area…compared with
the sixth replenishment’ of the GEF and urged ‘all
Parties that have not made pledges for the seventh
replenishment of the Global Environment Facility
to do so as soon as possible’. (At the 7th replenish-

Guidance by the COP to the GCF
The decision adopted in Katowice urges the
GCF Board ‘to address the remaining policy gaps,
including on…policies relating to the approval of
funding proposals, including project and programme
eligibility and selection criteria, incremental costs,
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bal average temperature to well below 2ºC above
pre-industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit the
temperature increase to 1.5ºC above pre-industrial
levels’.
It was also decided in para 13 that the ‘fourth
biennial high-level ministerial dialogue on climate
finance, to be convened in 2020…will be informed
by the reports on the in-session workshops on longterm climate finance and the 2020 Biennial Assessment and Overview of Climate Finance Flows’.
(At a high-level ministerial dialogue on finance
held on Monday, 10 December during the climate
talks in Katowice, developing countries underscored
the need for clarity and predictability on the sources
of climate finance for decision-makers to ensure that
climate considerations are mainstreamed into national development plans and policies. See related
update.)
The finance decisions in Katowice are indeed
critical in advancing further progress in ensuring
adequate and predictable climate finance for developing countries in the coming years.

ment meeting of the GEF, of the total of US$4.1 billion pledged, only $3.3 billion is actually new funding and is an aggregate 37% decrease compared to
the GEF’s 6th replenishment.)
Long-term Finance (LTF)
In the decision adopted on the matter, developed countries were urged ‘to continue their efforts
to channel a substantial share of public climate funds
to adaptation activities and to strive to achieve a
greater balance between finance for mitigation and
for adaptation, recognizing the importance of adaptation finance and the need for public and grantbased resources for adaptation’ (See para 4).
Parties also decided in para 9 that ‘the in-session workshops on long-term climate finance in 2019
and 2020 will focus on (a) the effectiveness of climate finance, including the results and impacts of
finance provided and mobilized; (b) the provision of
financial and technical support to developing country Parties for their adaptation and mitigation actions in relation to holding the increase in the glo-
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Loss and damage at COP24 and beyond
Doreen Stabinsky
THE 24th session of the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (COP24) in Katowice, Poland, opens an
important new chapter for the topic of loss and damage.
The loss and damage agenda in Katowice will have two main elements: consideration of the report of the
Executive Committee (Excom) of the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage (WIM); and
loss and damage in the Paris Agreement Work Programme (PAWP). A third element may also appear during
the consideration of the report of the Excom and the COP decision that will result from those deliberations:
the question of how to address the shared governance of the WIM under the COP and the Conference of
Parties meeting as the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA).
The negotiations on each of these three matters, at COP24 and beyond, have the potential to deliver significant progress towards a more robust loss and damage mechanism.
The IPCC special report on 1.5°C: impacts, limits to adaptation, and loss and damage
The new IPCC report on 1.5°C contains findings on impacts, limits to adaptation, and loss and damage that should
be used to inform COP24 negotiations on loss and damage. Below we include brief passages on these topics, with
an encouragement to the reader to explore the contents of the report more fully. Although approved, the report is
still in draft form and in the final processes of editing, so the following citations should be understood as provisional.1
Impacts and relation to adaptation. ‘Climate adaptation refers to the actions taken to manage the impacts of
climate change.’ (Chapter 1)
Limits to adaptation. ‘Adaptation helps reduce impacts and risks. However, adaptation has limits. Not all systems
can adapt, and not all impacts can be reversed.’ (Chapter 4)
‘The more global temperature rises, the more frequent, severe, and erratic the impacts will be, and adaptation
may not protect against all risks. Examples of where limits may be reached include substantial loss of coral reefs,
massive range losses for terrestrial species, more human deaths from extreme heat, and losses of coastal-dependent
livelihoods in low lying islands and coasts.’ (Chapter 4)
‘If there is no possibility for adaptive actions that can be applied to avoid an intolerable risk, these are referred to
as hard adaptation limits, while soft adaptation limits are identified when there are currently no options to avoid
intolerable risks, but they are theoretically possible.’ (Chapter 1)
Loss and damage. ‘At 1.5°C limits to adaptation will be reached for several key impacts in SIDS resulting in
residual impacts and loss and damage.’ (Chapter 3)
Also, for the first time in an IPCC report loss and damage is explicitly addressed, in a cross-chapter box on residual
risks, limits to adaptation and loss and damage. (Cross-chapter Box 12)

1

We reviewed IPCC-XLVIII, document 6, ‘Changes to the underlying scientific-technical assessment’ to ensure that none of the text
quoted here was changed during the plenary approval process.
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Negotiations on loss and damage in Katowice are informed by the release of the IPCC’s Special Report on
1.5°C, which has created a new sense of urgency for action and a conviction that a more robust mechanism
on loss and damage is needed to address the impacts and residual risks that result from very real limits to
adaptation, even at 1.5°C of warming.
I.

The outcomes of Excom 7 and Excom 8 and the report of the Excom

The COP will consider its regular agenda item, the consideration of the report of the WIM Excom, through
a joint agenda item of the subsidiary bodies (SBSTA and SBI). Included in discussions on the report will be
consideration of the recommendations from the Task Force on Displacement. Parties will also take some
steps in preparation for the next review of the WIM, scheduled for 2019, as they consider the output of the
Suva Expert Dialogue, held at the intersessional meeting in May. Included in the preparatory work for the
review of the WIM is the input provided to the secretariat by the Excom for scoping and draft terms of
reference for a technical paper on loss and damage finance that is to feed into the review process.
The ongoing work of the Excom is organised into five workstreams, agreed to in the five-year rolling workplan
adopted at COP23. No substantial modifications to the workplan will be considered at COP24. The ongoing
workstreams are in relation to: (a) slow-onset events; (b) non-economic losses; (c) comprehensive risk
management approaches; (d) human mobility, including migration, displacement, and planned relocation;
and (e) action and support, including finance, technology, and capacity-building, to address loss and damage
associated with the adverse effects of climate change. Each of the workstreams has associated with it a task
force or technical expert group to move the work forward, except workstream (e) on action and support,
which has none.
Task force on displacement (TFD)
In decision 1/CP.21, the COP requested the Excom to establish a task force ‘to develop recommendations for
integrated approaches to avert, minimize and address displacement related to the adverse impacts of climate change’. The task force was established, with membership including representatives from the Excom
itself; other relevant constituted bodies under the Convention (Least Developed Countries Expert Group,
Adaptation Committee), and operational UN and other entities involved in migration (International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, International Labour Organisation, International Organisation
for Migration, Platform on Disaster Displacement, UN Development Programme, UN High Commissioner
for Refugees, and the civil society Advisory Group on Climate Change and Human Mobility). The original
mandate for the work of the task force, set out in a terms of reference adopted by the Excom at Excom 4, was
to deliver recommendations no later than COP24. The terms of reference explicitly provide for an extension
of the mandate.
All the recommendations forwarded by the task force have been included in the report of the Excom, adopted
with modifications at Excom 8. Included are recommendations to the Excom itself, to bodies under the
Convention and the Paris Agreement, to Parties, and for UN agencies, relevant organisations and other
stakeholders.
The Global Compact on Migration and the TFD – There is a single mention in the TFD recommendations
to the Excom of the Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (GCM), a voluntary agreement negotiated under the aegis of the UN General Assembly and concluded in July of this year. The GCM
is to be adopted at an intergovernmental conference in Marrakech this December. The United States withdrew from the negotiations early in the process and is not expected to attend the intergovernmental conference; several other governments have recently announced their intentions to pull out of the agreement (e.g.,
Austria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, and Poland).
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The GCM sets out 23 objectives and related commitments. Two objectives in particular contain reference to
climate change impacts: objective 2, minimise the adverse drivers and structural factors that compel people
to leave their country of origin; and objective 5, enhance availability and flexibility of pathways for regular
migration.2 The UN Secretary General has established a new coordinating mechanism for supporting the
implementation, follow-up, and review of the GCM. The United Nations Network on Migration, coordinated by the International Organisation for Migration, replaces the Global Migration Group.3
The relevant TFD recommendation invites UN agencies and other stakeholders to engage with bodies under
the Convention, especially the Excom, when facilitating the efforts of States to address challenges and
opportunities associated with climate change-related human mobility, including the GCM and the UN Migration Network, in order to avoid duplication on climate change aspects.
Moving forward the work of the TFD – At Excom 8, the Executive Committee took several important
decisions related to human mobility and displacement (see paragraphs 34-39 of the report of the Excom).
First, it decided to extend the mandate of the task force, according to a terms of reference to be elaborated at
Excom 9, to continue to contribute to the work under workstream (d). The Excom also decided to invite
submissions from Parties and relevant organisations, by 15 January 2019, ‘on sources of financial support
they are providing for planning and implementation of integrated approaches to avert, minimize and address displacement related to the adverse impacts of climate change, with a view to informing the development’ of a technical paper on loss and damage finance (described in the following section). Finally, the
Excom decided to consider at its next meeting steps to take forward the recommendations from the task
force, including with respect to facilitating action and support, and, in collaboration with the Standing
Committee on Finance and relevant organisations, ‘mobilization of financial resources for developing country Parties to avert, minimize and address displacement related to the adverse effects of climate change’.

2

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

3

Relevant text from objective 2:
Strengthen joint analysis and sharing of information to better map, understand, predict and address migration movements, such as those
that may result from sudden-onset and slow-onset natural disasters, the adverse effects of climate change, environmental degradation, as
well as other precarious situations, while ensuring the effective respect, protection, and fulfilment of the human rights of all migrants
Develop adaptation and resilience strategies to sudden-onset and slow-onset natural disasters, the adverse effects of climate change, and
environmental degradation, such as desertification, land degradation, drought and sea level rise, taking into account the potential implications on migration, while recognizing that adaptation in the country of origin is a priority
Integrate displacement considerations into disaster preparedness strategies and promote cooperation with neighbouring and other relevant countries to prepare for early warning, contingency planning, stockpiling, coordination mechanisms, evacuation planning, reception and assistance arrangements, and public information
Harmonize and develop approaches and mechanisms at subregional and regional levels to address the vulnerabilities of persons affected
by sudden-onset and slow-onset natural disasters, by ensuring they have access to humanitarian assistance that meets their essential
needs with full respect for their rights wherever they are, and by promoting sustainable outcomes that increase resilience and selfreliance, taking into account the capacities of all countries involved
Develop coherent approaches to address the challenges of migration movements in the context of sudden-onset and slow-onset natural
disasters, including by taking into consideration relevant recommendations from State-led consultative processes, such as the Agenda
for the Protection of Cross-Border Displaced Persons in the Context of Disasters and Climate Change, and the Platform on Disaster
Displacement
Relevant text from objective 5:
Develop or build on existing national and regional practices for admission and stay of appropriate duration based on compassionate,
humanitarian or other considerations for migrants compelled to leave their countries of origin, due to sudden-onset natural disasters and
other precarious situations, such as by providing humanitarian visas, private sponsorships, access to education for children, and temporary work permits, while adaptation in or return to their country of origin is not possible
Cooperate to identify, develop and strengthen solutions for migrants compelled to leave their countries of origin due to slow-onset
natural disasters, the adverse effects of climate change, and environmental degradation, such as desertification, land degradation, drought
and sea level rise, including by devising planned relocation and visa options, in cases where adaptation in or return to their country of
origin is not possible
The terms of reference for the UN Network on Migration can be found here: http://www.un.org/en/conf/migration/assets/pdf/UNNetwork-on-Migration_TOR.pdf
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Technical paper on loss and damage finance
Decision 4/CP.22, on the 2016 review of the WIM, recommended the preparation of a technical paper on
loss and damage finance as input to the next review. The technical paper will have two elements, outlined in
paragraphs 2(f) and (g) of the decision:
2 (f) As an input to the review in 2019, a technical paper be prepared by the secretariat elaborating the sources of financial support, as provided through the Financial Mechanism, for addressing loss and damage as described in relevant decisions, as well as modalities for accessing such
support;
2(g) The technical paper referred to in paragraph 2(f) above include an elaboration of finance
available for addressing loss and damage as described in relevant decisions, outside the Financial Mechanism, as well as the modalities for accessing it;
The decision also recommended that Excom assist the secretariat in determining the scope of the technical
paper. Excom 8 produced a terms of reference and outline for the technical paper. The paper will be finalised
in advance of SB50 (June 2019) for consideration by the subsidiary bodies, which are expected to finalise
the terms of reference for the review at that meeting.
Loss and damage finance and the 2019 review of the WIM
Developing countries have regularly and compellingly argued for the establishment of a substructure under
the Excom to carry out the work under workstream (e) on enhancing action and support, parallel to the
technical expert groups and task force already established under workstreams (a)-(d). They point to the three
functions of the WIM identified in decision 2/CP.19, and note that while significant work has been undertaken on the first two functions4 since the establishment of the WIM, progress on fulfilling the third function
(paragraph 5(c) below) has been inadequate, particularly given the significant needs for action and support
to address loss and damage consistently expressed by developing countries.
5(c) Enhancing action and support, including finance, technology and capacity-building, to address
loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, so as to enable countries to
undertake actions pursuant to decision 3/CP.18, paragraph 6,5 including by:
(i)
Provision of technical support and guidance on approaches to address loss and damage
associated with climate change impacts, including extreme events and slow onset events;
(ii) Provision of information and recommendations for consideration by the Conference of the
Parties when providing guidance relevant to reducing the risks of loss and damage, where necessary, addressing loss and damage, including to the operating entities of the financial mechanism
of the Convention, as appropriate;
(iii) Facilitating the mobilization and securing of expertise, and enhancement of support, including finance, technology and capacity-building, to strengthen existing approaches and, where
necessary, facilitate the development and implementation of additional approaches to address
loss and damage associated with climate change impacts, including extreme weather events and
slow onset events.

4

5

The first two functions, from decision 2/CP.19, paragraph 5: (a) enhancing knowledge and understanding of comprehensive risk management approaches to address loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, including slow-onset impacts;
and (b) strengthening dialogue, coordination, coherence and synergies among relevant stakeholders.
Decision 3/CP.18, paragraph 6 actions include, inter alia: (a) assessing the risk of loss and damage associated with the adverse effects
of climate change, including slow-onset impacts; (b) identifying options and designing and implementing country-driven risk management strategies and approaches, including risk reduction, and risk-transfer and risk-sharing mechanisms; (c) the systematic observation
of, and data collection on, the impacts of climate change, in particular slow-onset impacts, and accounting for losses, as appropriate; (d)
implementing comprehensive climate risk management approaches, including scaling up and replicating good practices and pilot initiatives.
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Elements of the work so far under workstream (e) have included: a request to the Standing Committee on
Finance to host a forum on financial instruments that address the risks of loss and damage, which was held
in 2016; a side event held at COP23 on loss and damage finance for slow onset events; and a request for
submissions and synthesis report on the submissions on the type and nature of actions for which finance
maybe be required early in 2018.
In its work on loss and damage finance, the Excom also contributed to preparations for the Suva Expert
Dialogue held at SB48 in May 2018. The dialogue was mandated in decision 5/CP.23: ‘to explore a wide
range of information, inputs and views on ways for facilitating the mobilization and securing of expertise,
and enhancement of support, including finance, technology and capacity-building, for averting, minimizing
and addressing loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change, including extreme
weather events and slow onset events, with a view to informing the preparation of the technical paper
referred to in paragraph 2(f) of decision 4/CP.22.’
As might be obvious from the list of activities, none of the three sub-functions on action and support – the
provision of technical support and guidance, recommendations to the operating entities of the financial
mechanism, facilitation of the mobilisation of expertise and enhancement of support – have been fulfilled
through this series of dialogues and reports and a new web-based clearinghouse.
The question at the forefront of the minds of many developing country representatives as they approach the
review – in the context of growing climate impacts, and associated loss and damage, reinforced in the recent
IPCC 1.5°C report – is how to make the WIM more robust so that it may deliver on this function and all three
sub-functions: how might the WIM be enhanced and strengthened to effectively assist developing countries to address loss and damage from the impacts of climate change? The technical paper described in the
previous section will serve as a key input to the review and assist in understanding the current state of
financial support and the growing gaps that will need to be filled.
As another concrete step towards mobilising and enhancing support to address loss and damage, Parties may
also begin to consider, at the current session, the type and nature of recommendations on financing actions
to address loss and damage that may be included in the guidance to the financial mechanism – addressing
sub-function 5(c)(ii).
II.

Governance: the WIM, the COP, and the CMA6

It is soon time to resolve the WIM and Excom governance arrangements that were complicated by Article
8.2 of the Paris Agreement. Since the entry into force of the Paris Agreement, the Warsaw International
Mechanism legally serves two parent treaties. Yet despite the coming into force of the Paris Agreement in
2016, for the past two years the COP has served as the sole governing body. Over the past two years, Parties
clearly have had other things on their minds than negotiating the details of the relationship between the
WIM and its parent treaties. As the APA concludes its work, there is more space to consider the more
mundane task of how to share governance.
A look at decision 2/CP.19, which established the WIM, and Article 8.2 of the Paris Agreement, illuminates
the questions that need resolution.
The Conference of the Parties, in decision 2/CP.19, established the WIM and its executive committee,
‘which shall function under the guidance of, and be accountable to, the Conference of the Parties’. Further,
the COP in this decision ‘requests the executive committee to report annually to the Conference of the
Parties’ through the SBSTA and the SBI and make recommendations, as appropriate.

6

For a more detailed legal analysis, see Mace, M J and R Verheyen. 2016. ‘Loss, damage and responsibility after COP21: All options
open for the Paris Agreement’. RECIEL 25(2): 197-214.
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Article 8.2 states:
The Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage associated with Climate Change
Impacts shall be subject to the authority and guidance of the Conference of the Parties serving as
the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement and may be enhanced and strengthened, as
determined by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris
Agreement.
Decision 2/CP.19 describes the relationship between the COP and the Excom and sets out reporting relationships. Article 8.2 describes the relationship between the CMA and the WIM; there is no parallel reporting
relationship outlined in Article 8.2 or the accompanying implementing decision, decision 1/CP.21.
This begs at least a few key questions of governance (and I am certain the reader can imagine additional
questions that might be posed):
•

•
•

Will the WIM report to the CMA through the subsidiary bodies and the Excom? Would the Excom
report to both the COP and CMA, perhaps through a joint agenda item? Will both the COP and CMA
need to agree on guidance, for example in adopting the rolling five-year workplan?
Which body will carry out the 2019 review?
How to handle membership in the Excom for representatives from states that are party to the UNFCCC
but that are not party to the Paris Agreement? Currently the Excom includes members from Russia (not
a party to the Paris Agreement) and the United States (which has formally signalled its intent to withdraw from the Paris Agreement as soon as it is legally possible, in November 2020).

At the 8th meeting of the Excom, in drafting the recommendations section of the Excom report, the UNFCCC
secretariat strongly pushed an interpretation that the CMA was now the sole governing body, based on their
interpretation of Article 8.2 of the Paris Agreement, and that therefore the recommendations should explicitly be directed to the CMA. Members disagreed, and, as no agreement could be made between secretariat
lawyers and Excom members, the current report language only mentions SBSTA and SBI and no parent
guiding body, in contrast with recommendations in previous reports, which indicate the COP as the receiving body for the recommendations.
Additionally, in a draft COP24 agenda circulated with the Bureau intersessionally, the Secretariat had removed the standard agenda item for consideration of the Excom report, indicating that the CMA would
instead take it up. At the insistence of several regional groups, the Secretariat reinstated the COP agenda
item and COP24 will consider the Excom report as it has in the past. The agenda of CMA1 was agreed at the
first meeting of CMA1 in Marrakech. Even though loss and damage is not an explicit item on the CMA1
agenda, a footnote to item 3 of the agenda – matters relating to the implementation of the Paris Agreement
– includes reference to Article 8 and decision 1/CP. 21, paragraphs 47-51. The footnote allows for the
possibility that the CMA would also consider issues related to loss and damage, including the report of the
Excom, at CMA1-3 in Katowice.
How and when to resolve these questions of governance?
The most appropriate time and place to resolve these questions of governance would seem to be in the
context of the 2019 review. Certainly Parties already have a massive negotiating agenda over the next two
weeks and there is no rush to resolve a question that has been open since the entry into force of the Paris
Agreement in 2016.
At a minimum, here at COP24 Parties will need to decide which governing body will carry out the review. In
addition, Parties could insert a paragraph in the decision on the Excom report noting the broader governance
question, perhaps requesting submissions by Parties on their views on the matter, and placing the question
of WIM governance firmly on the agenda for COP25 as part of an outcome of the review process.
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III. Loss and damage in the Paris Agreement Work Programme (PAWP)
Article 8 clearly establishes averting, minimising, and addressing loss and damage as a core undertaking of
the Paris Agreement. Loss and damage, therefore, will need to be included in the main communication,
reporting, and stocktaking vehicles and mechanisms established under the agreement. Perhaps the most
important of these mechanisms is the transparency framework and the input it will provide to the global
stocktake (GST). The stocktake is the central regulating mechanism for climate action, including action to
address loss and damage, and whereby Parties gain an understanding of how effective previous mitigation
and adaptation actions have been to avoid impacts, including loss and damage, from climate change.
Loss and damage features to one degree or another under a number of items on the APA agenda, including in
draft decision text found in the addendums to the presiding officers’ joint reflections note. Here we briefly
explain loss and damage in the context of relevant Paris Agreement articles and associated PAWP texts, both
the tools available to Parties in Bangkok and the addendums to the presiding officers’ joint reflections note.
Article 4 does not explicitly direct Parties to include information on loss and damage in their nationally
determined contributions (NDCs). However, as Parties may choose to include adaptation in their NDCs and/
or use the NDC as a vehicle for their adaptation communication, they may choose to also explore the limits
to adaptation they expect to face in their NDC. Parties may also choose to include a discussion of support in
their NDCs, which may include the support they require to address limits to adaptation and/or costs of loss
and damage.
Adaptation communications, under Article 7, may include Party priorities, implementation and support
needs, plans and actions (Article 7.10). Proposed common elements7 of adaptation communications include
expected impacts, risks and vulnerability assessments, and information on limits of adaptation, providing a
substantive link to loss and damage. Many Parties consider the adaptation communication to be a forwardlooking communication, parallel to or as a part of their NDC, and therefore having a fundamentally different
character and purpose than reporting under the transparency framework and Article 13.8.
Current text proposals under Article 9, allow for information on loss and damage to be included in information to be biennially communicated:
•
•

Under Article 9.5, indicative quantitative and qualitative information on projected levels of public
financial resources to be provided to developing country Parties
Under Article 9.7, information on support for developing country Parties provided and mobilised through
public interventions

The enhanced transparency framework for action and support (ETF), established in Article 13, is the collector of information on how things are going in the implementation of the agreement, with its explicit purpose
to inform the global stocktake (Article 13, paragraphs 5 and 6). The ETF collects information on impacts
and adaptation, as well as on support provided and mobilised and support needed and received. To effectively inform the global stocktake with respect to implementation of the agreement, including Article 8, all
three of these categories of information should include information on loss and damage. The modalities,
procedures, and guidelines (MPGs) should therefore explicitly provide for Parties to report this information.

7

Included in the APA agenda item 4, revised additional tool from 8 September 2018, but eliminated in Addendum 3 of the joint reflections
note.
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Article 13.8 creates the possibility of a specific category of biennial reporting. Article 13.8 states that ‘Each
Party should also provide information related to climate change impacts and adaptation under Article 7, as
appropriate.’ In paragraph 90 of 1/CP.21, the COP decides that ‘all Parties, except for the least developed
country Parties and small island developing States, shall submit the information referred to in Article 13,
paragraphs 7, 8, 9 and 10, as appropriate, no less frequently than on a biennial basis’.
Parties are still negotiating the possible relationships between Article 13.8 and information provided in
adaptation communications under Articles 7.10 and 7.11, including in the context of the GST. Decision 1/
CP.21, paragraph 99(a)(ii) includes as input to the GST information on ‘the state of adaptation efforts,
support, experiences and priorities from communications referred to in Article 7, paragraphs 10 and 11, of
the Agreement, and reports referred to in Article 13, paragraph 8, of the Agreement’.
Given clear and important links between the transparency framework and the GST, the content and use of
‘Article 13.8 reports’ are likely to be the subject of significant consideration over the two weeks of PAWP
negotiations, as Parties consider differences between ‘impacts’ and ‘adaptation under Article 7’ (see also the
earlier box on the IPCC special report). An overall objective for the transparency framework, found in
brackets in section A.1 in the current Addendum text, is to ‘Generate clear and credible information related
to loss and damage associated with climate change impacts to inform the global stocktake’.
Under Article 14, the CMA ‘shall periodically take stock of the implementation of this Agreement to assess
the collective progress towards achieving the purpose of this Agreement and its long- term goals. It shall do
so in a comprehensive and facilitative manner, considering mitigation, adaptation and the means of implementation and support, and in light of equity and the best available science.’
The GST takes information generated through the transparency framework, and other sources such as reports of the IPCC, and tells us how we are doing and where we need to improve actions across the entire
Paris Agreement, including Article 8. In current decision text in Addendum 7 of the joint reflections note,
the constituted bodies, which include the Excom, are among the entities listed to provide substantive guidance to the GST. Other sources of input to the GST described in the Addendum 7 text include a synthesis
report on averting, minimising and addressing loss and damage, prepared by the secretariat under the guidance of the Excom.
The outcome of the GST has two objectives: to inform Parties as they update and enhance their actions and
support, and as they enhance international cooperation for climate action (Article 14.3). Therefore a critical
question for Parties to answer is: What types of information about loss and damage experienced are
necessary to inform Parties as they update and enhance action, support, and international cooperation,
including to avert, minimise, and address loss and damage under Article 8 of the Paris Agreement? At a
minimum this should include information provided under the transparency framework and Article 13.8
reports on impacts and limits to adaptation, as well as on loss and damage-related support provided and
mobilised and support needed and received.
IV. Where to now for loss and damage under the Convention and the Paris Agreement?
The next key milestone on loss and damage after the closure of the PAWP will be the review of the WIM at
COP25 in 2019.
The IPCC 1.5°C special report has been a strong wake-up call – an urgent, clear signal on loss and damage
that should serve as critical input to the review. Two more special reports that will be published later next
year – on land and oceans – will also provide important input prior to the review at COP25.
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What might the 2019 review deliver? At a minimum it must provide steps forward to enhance and strengthen
the WIM in its ability to deliver action and support to developing countries to address loss and damage.
Developing country members of the Excom have repeatedly pressed for further institutional arrangements
under the WIM, such as an expert group on support, to be able to effectively fulfil the third function of the
WIM, including through all three of the sub-functions:
•
•
•

Provision of technical support and guidance
Provision of information and recommendations, including recommendations that would serve as guidance to the operating entities of the financial mechanism
Facilitating the mobilisation and securing of expertise, and enhancement of support

What might such enhancing and strengthening look like, particularly with respect to the institutional arrangements on technical and financial support?
At a minimum it would include establishing permanent sub-bodies under the WIM including: a body for
technical support and guidance; a body on climate migration and displacement, both internal and crossborder; and a body to enhance financial support. It would also put in place a clear process to channel
information to the operating entities of the financial mechanism, likely in coordination with the Standing
Committee on Finance.
Much of the work on the Paris Agreement implementation framework will conclude at COP24, yet its
overall design will have a long-lasting impact on how loss and damage is addressed going forward. Article
8.3 of the Paris Agreement directs Parties to enhance understanding, action and support to address loss and
damage. It allows for the enhancing and strengthening of the WIM. But the evolution of the WIM envisioned in Article 8.2 will be made more difficult without clear communication and reporting mechanisms
for impacts, loss and damage experienced, and finance needed and received. The transparency framework
and global stocktake have critical roles in informing needs over time, including towards the evolution of the
WIM. For this reason loss and damage information – on impacts, finance needed and received, and finance
provided – is essential to include in information gathered for and assessed through each of these mechanisms.
Assessing progress on loss and damage is foundational to the regular taking stock of progress under the
Paris Agreement. The real measures of success in implementing the agreement – alongside achievement of
its long-term goals – will be whether mitigation and adaptation actions are sufficient to avert and minimise
loss and damage, whether the finance provided is sufficient to address loss and damage, and whether the
mechanisms of the Convention and the Paris Agreement adequately protect the poorest and most vulnerable
from the adverse impacts of climate change.
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Previous compilations of the News Updates and Briefing Papers prepared by the Third World
Network for and during the United Nations Climate Change Talks are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

Bali News Updates and Climate Briefings
Bangkok News Updates and Climate Briefings
Bonn News Updates and Climate Briefings
Accra News Updates and Climate Briefings
Poznan News Updates
Bonn News Updates and Climate Briefings (March/April 2009)
Bonn News Updates and Climate Briefings (June 2009)
Bonn News Updates and Climate Briefings (August 2009)
Bangkok News Updates and Climate Briefings (September/October 2009)
Barcelona News Updates and Climate Briefings (November 2009)
Copenhagen News Updates and Climate Briefings (December 2009)
Bonn Climate News Updates (April 2010)
Bonn Climate News Updates (May/June 2010)
Bonn News Updates and Climate Briefings (August 2010)
Tianjin Climate News Updates (October 2010)
Cancun News Updates and Climate Briefings (November/December 2010)
Bangkok Climate News Updates (April 2011)
Bonn Climate News Updates (June 2011)
Panama Climate News Updates (October 2011)
Durban News Updates and Climate Briefings (November/December 2011)
Bonn Climate News Updates (May 2012)
Bangkok News Updates and Climate Briefings (August/September 2012)
Doha News Updates and Climate Briefings (November/December 2012)
Bonn News Updates and Climate Briefings (June 2013)
Warsaw News Updates and Climate Briefings (November 2013)
Bonn Climate News Updates (March 2014)
Bonn News Updates and Climate Briefings (June 2014)
Lima Climate News Updates (December 2014)
Bonn Climate News Updates (June 2015)
Paris Climate News Updates (November-December 2015)
Bonn Climate News Updates (May 2016)
Marrakech Climate News Updates (November 2016)
Bonn Climate News Updates (May 2017)
Bonn Climate News Updates (November 2017)
Bonn Climate News Updates (April-May 2018)
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