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NOTE
This is a compilation of 22 News Updates and an overview piece prepared by the Third World
Network for and during the recent United Nations Climate Change Talks – the twenty-fifth session
of the Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (COP 25),
the fifteenth session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the
Kyoto Protocol (CMP 15), the second session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting
of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA 2), as well as the 51st sessions of the Subsidiary Body
for Implementation (SBI 51) and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA 51) – in Madrid, Spain from 2 to 13 December 2019.
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Overview
COP 25 Ends amidst Major North-South Differences
Meenakshi Raman*

THE annual climate talks under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)
held in Madrid, Spain in 2019 ended almost two days later than scheduled on Sunday, 15 December. Some
key decisions could not be adopted, mainly because of clashes of opinion between developed and developing
countries.
Some of the draft decisions were put forward by the Presidency of the 25th session of the Conference of
Parties to the UNFCCC (COP 25) to the delegates at the closing plenary, but since these drafts did not enjoy
the consensus of all Parties, the controversial agenda items were forwarded to the COP in 2020 for further
work.
Also, a few draft decisions that were tabled and put forward to the plenary for adoption could not be
adopted due to disagreements on what actually had been agreed to during negotiations the day before.
The final plenary saw the closing of COP 25, the 15th session of the Kyoto Protocol Parties (CMP 15)
and the second session of the Conference of Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA 2).
Earlier in the second week of the talks, the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) and
the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) finished their work, and forwarded
draft conclusions to be adopted by the respective bodies of the COP/CMP and CMA, leaving the controversial
sticky issues to be dealt with by the Chilean COP Presidency.
Several decisions on finance, such as that on long-term finance, were dealt with under the COP through
a contact group in the first week which went into ‘informal-informal’ consultations directly among Parties
in the second week of the talks and then to Presidency-led consultations.
Among the main agenda items that revealed the North-South divide were on finance-related decisions
particularly on long-term finance, the review of the Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and Damage
(WIM), Article 6 of the Paris Agreement (PA) dealing with market and non-market approaches and
mechanisms, and pre-2020 implementation and ambition gaps.
The main divide between developed and developing countries was over the push by most developed
countries on all countries, for the raising of the ambition level on emission reductions (or mitigation) only.
While the North talked about ambition (by which they mean ambition in mitigation), the South stressed
their frustration that the finances they require were not forthcoming to take mitigation or adaptation actions.
At the same time they were being pushed to report more mainly on their mitigation obligations under the
term ‘transparency’, with no corresponding ambition on funds to be provided to developing countries.
Some developing countries observed that there appeared to be on the part of developed countries
ambition in rhetoric but not with respect to implementation in practice, as the most important implementation
was on the means of implementation viz. of finance. Many saw the North as being hypocritical, mouthing
ambition to appease their public but not meaning it, as they are not willing to provide the means of
implementation for developing countries.
Developing countries also countered by stating that the principle of ‘common but differentiated
responsibilities’ (CBDR) must be adhered to, and that the UNFCCC and the PA should not be just mitigationcentric. What is most important for developing countries is the required means of implementation, including
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building, so that they can fulfil their mitigation and adaptation
needs. They also wanted an effective loss and damage mechanism to avert, minimise and address the impacts
of climate change.
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The developing countries and their various sub-groups criticised developed countries for not fulfilling
their obligations in relation to their own mitigation commitments and especially in trying to escape from
their obligations to the developing countries under the Convention. They felt that developed countries were
trying instead to shift more of their obligations to the developing countries through strict reporting obligations
and assessment or stocktaking of their mitigation actions. Meanwhile, the much-needed financial resources
were not forthcoming, including on technology transfer, which has been downgraded.
The most dramatic confrontation in the final closing plenary came during the discussion on long-term
finance, which was an agenda item under the COP.
Long-term finance
When the COP 25 Presidency tabled the draft decision on long-term finance for the consideration of
Parties for adoption, a critical paragraph of the draft decision only noted ‘the importance of continued
discussions on long-term climate finance’ and that Parties will decide ‘to consider the matter (of long-term
finance) …’ at COP 26 the next year. This made it clear that there was no certainty that long-term finance
would be a standing item on the COP agenda after 2020.
The African Group raised objections, and was supported by other developing countries including from
the Arab Group and the Like-minded Developing Countries (LMDC). They maintained that in negotiations
the previous night (on Saturday, 14 December) on this item, there was agreement to ‘affirm the importance
of climate finance, and that the matter would continue to be discussed under the COP’.
Meanwhile, some developed countries, led by the United States (US), the European Union (EU),
Japan, and Canada countered that there was no such agreement reached in the negotiations. Several of them
said that the draft decision tabled by the COP 25 Presidency was consistent with their understanding of what
prevailed in the negotiations.
Many developing countries were visibly upset with efforts by developed countries to drop the
consideration of long-term finance under the COP agenda. Their strong feeling was that whilst developed
countries used the rhetoric of wanting high ambition, this was only for mitigation targeted at developing
countries. The developed countries did not even want to discuss where the financing would come from to
help developing countries in their implementation of both mitigation and adaptation efforts.
Given the divergence of views on the matter, the COP President had no option but to invoke Rule 16 of
the UNFCCC’s Rules of Procedure which provides that ‘any item of the agenda.., consideration of which
has not been completed at the session, shall be included automatically in the agenda of the next ordinary
session…’ .
Egypt speaking for the Africa Group expressed that it was ‘unfortunate and disappointing’ that there
could be no decision to continue the long-term finance discussions under the COP post-2020. It said that it
was ‘really surprised that we are not even agreeing to affirm the importance of climate finance’, adding that
this was indeed ‘becoming worrisome for a lot of countries’.
It stressed that when developed countries asked developing countries ‘to raise their ambition, and to
take more actions, be more transparent (in their reporting of actions), to pay more from their own pockets for
adaptation’, this was a ‘very unfortunate message that was being sent to the COP that is calling for ambition’
when ‘we are not even able to affirm or even decide to continue discussions on climate finance’.
Egypt said further that when ‘we ratified the PA, we did not walk out of it and are committed to it and
the Convention’, adding that ‘we are not backsliding or rolling back on the commitments but it seems this is
not the same for all Parties’. In response to developed countries calling ‘for more ambition’ and ‘for addressing
the climate emergency’, the Africa Group said that ‘we are not here for nice statements applauding nice
words’ but ‘we are here to work and make sure that we deliver the right package to enhance the ambition and
have things move forward’. It said that it was very obvious that when it came to issues of finance, technology
transfer or capacity-building, there was ‘very limited space to even discuss them or even affirm them’.
The Africa Group said emphatically that it wanted ‘to put on record that it will engage on this agenda
item again (on long-term finance), but not with a very benign language just calling to affirm or simply
request for discussions to continue’. Instead, it wanted ‘strong language’ that will make clear that ‘climate
finance is a core component for any ambition particularly in Africa’.
The Africa Group sentiments were echoed and shared by other developing countries including the
Arab Group and the LMDC.
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Saudi Arabia, speaking for the Arab Group, also expressed disappointment, stressing that when
addressing the issue of ambition, it cannot only be about ambition in mitigation, but must also be about
ambition in adaptation and on the means of implementation. It said it was unfortunate that ‘developed
countries talk the talk but they do not walk the walk’ and do not deliver on their commitment in providing
finance, recalling that they have a ‘historical responsibility’ for doing so, as a ‘debt’ to be paid to developing
countries to adapt, enhance their resilience and to contribute to mitigation if there is sufficient, adequate and
predictable finance provided to them.
Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and Damage
Another important issue that occupied much attention was on the review of the Warsaw International
Mechanism on Loss and Damage (WIM). It saw a somewhat positive decision adopted of importance to
developing countries, mainly through the hard work and united efforts of developing countries under the
umbrella of the G77 and China.
In the decision adopted, among other things, there is text that ‘urges the scaling-up of action and
support, as appropriate, including finance, technology and capacity-building, for developing countries that
are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change for averting, minimizing and addressing
loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change’.
The G77 and China had tabled a much stronger proposal requesting developed countries for ‘adequate,
easily accessible, scaled up, new and additional, predictable finance, technology and capacity building…
(for) addressing loss and damage’ but due to opposition by developed countries especially the US, the final
decision is a much watered-down version of the original proposal. The US did not want any ‘bifurcation’ of
responsibilities to be attributed to only developed countries.
The decision adopted, among other matters, agreed to the establishment as part of the WIM of ‘the
Santiago network for averting, minimizing and addressing loss and damage…to catalyse the technical
assistance of relevant organizations, bodies, networks and experts, for the implementation of relevant
approaches at the local, national and regional level, in developing countries that are particularly vulnerable
to the adverse effects of climate change’. This network is intended to make it easier for developing countries
to obtain needed support and technical assistance in relation to loss and damage.
The decision also mandated the WIM Executive Committee to set up, by the end of 2020, an expert
group under its auspices to work on action and support issues in relation to loss and damage; and also
mandated the WIM Executive Committee to strengthen its collaboration with and provide inputs to the
finance-related bodies and operating entities under the Convention and its Paris Agreement in order to
ensure that loss and damage issues are addressed by these bodies and entities. These were proposals from
developing countries under the G77 and China going into COP25 which had to be intensely negotiated and
pushed due to opposition from developed countries.
However, an issue that could not be resolved in Madrid was the governance of the WIM. Developed
countries wanted the WIM to be under the governance of the CMA only (Parties under the PA), while
developing countries wanted the WIM to continue to also be under the COP governance.
In the decision adopted, it was noted that ‘considerations related to the governance of the WIM will
continue …( in Nov 2020)’. Hence, this issue remains to be decided in 2020.
The G77 and China, in response to the governance decision of the WIM, noted that ‘discussions on this
issue here at COP25 and CMA2 did not produce any outcome and … such discussions do not prejudice any
further consideration of this matter under the COP and the CMA’.
Tuvalu, in a strong response to the governance issue, said that the decision ‘does not suggest that COP
does not have ongoing role’ as it is ‘the COP that established the WIM’. It also made the observation that
‘during the consultations, a Party (referring to the US) who has been insisting that the WIM operates solely
under the PA, ironically or strategically will not be a Party to the PA’, adding that ‘if they get their way, they
will wash their hands in assisting countries who would be impacted by climate change’. It emphasised
further that ‘this is a tragedy and adversity to the millions of people who are already suffering the impacts of
climate change. Denying this fact could be interpreted as a crime against humanity’, drawing applause from
those present in the plenary hall.
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Pre-2020 implementation and ambition gaps
While mouthing the need for higher ambition in closing the emissions gap to limit temperature rise by
1.5-2°C above pre-industrial levels, developed countries refused to acknowledge their responsibility for the
existence of such a gap by having low mitigation ambition levels in the pre-2020 period. The developed
countries had agreed to revisit and raise their emissions reduction ambition under the Doha Amendment to
the Kyoto Protocol in 2012.
Several developing-country groupings called for a two-year work programme to identify and address
the gaps of developed countries in the pre-2020 time frame, but there was much opposition from developed
countries, with some saying that there is a need to be ‘forward-looking’ and not ‘backward looking’. They
were implying that the focus should be on the post-2020 time frame as regards the nationally determined
contributions (NDCs) under the PA and for all Parties to address the gaps, and to not take a differentiated
approach between developed and developing countries in the pre-2020 period as set out under the Convention
and the KP.
During the negotiations, the LMDC, BASIC (Brazil, India, South Africa, China), ABU (Argentina,
Brazil, Uruguay), the Africa Group and the Arab Group had jointly submitted a proposal mandating a twoyear work programme under the SBI on ‘Pre-2020 Implementation and Ambition’, ‘to identify the progress
and gaps on mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology development and transfer, and capacity building of
the pre-2020 commitments by developed countries, and to make arrangement on closing the gap’.
In relation to the pre-2020 mitigation targets of the developed countries, the joint submission said,
‘The Doha Amendment (of the KP) requires the Annex I Parties (referring to developed countries) to cut
their GHG emissions at least by 18% relative to 1990 levels during the second commitment period (20132020); and to cut their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by at least 25-40% below 1990 levels by 2020; and
to revisit their 2020 targets no later than 2014. However, Annex I Parties have not accomplished these
commitments. No Annex I developed country have revisited their 2020 targets up to now.’
The submission stated further that the ‘EU committed in their NDC to reduce GHG emissions by 40%
by 2030 on the level of 1990, i.e. resulting in a 10-year lag in implementation compared to what it should be
achieving by 2020…. Canada committed to reduce GHG emissions by 30% by 2030 on the level of 2005,
resulting in a 10-year lag in implementation relative to 2020, and constitutes a 25-year delay relative to the
baseline year. Although the US has already officially started the withdrawal process from the Paris Agreement,
its NDC thereunder as communicated during the Obama Administration in 2016 was to reduce GHG emissions
by 36-28% below 2005 levels by 2025, a target that constitutes a 5-year delay relative to 2020, and a 20-year
delay relative to the baseline year’.
During discussions, however, according to several developing country delegates, the developed countries
were not interested to discuss the issue of their pre-2020 implementation of commitments and ambition.
The EU was of the view that many of the pre-2020 elements were covered under existing processes
and decisions and that there was no reason to duplicate them. Canada apparently said that Parties were
gathered to discuss enhancement of NDCs (which take effect from 2021 under the PA); it was ‘at a loss’ to
see the idea of a work programme and did not see any value in this. Australia expressed views along the
same lines and did not see it ‘helpful’ to establish a work programme since Parties needed to be ‘forward
focused’. Apparently, Norway was against the proposal as well.
The US asked Parties to use ‘pragmatism’ as regards the decisions, saying that Parties may see some as
priority issues, but others did not view them as such. It added that there was no point duplicating pre-2020
discussions in the COP decision. It apparently said that it was concerned with the use of the term ‘gaps’ and
that Parties could find a better way to discuss ‘urgency and enhanced ambition’, adding that it did not
support the work programme.
Following further discussions and heavy resistance from the developed countries in relation to pre2020 climate action, the decision adopted was very weak, with agreement to convene at COP 26 ‘a round
table among Parties and non-Party stakeholders on pre-2020 implementation and ambition’.
According to some developing-country delegates, developed countries led especially by the US did
not want to have a ‘bifurcated’ approach in the decision, or for the developed-country ambition gaps to be
explicitly addressed.
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Ambition – should not be mitigation-centric
Under the CMA, there was intense political discussion over the language on increased ambition in the
overall decision to be adopted, known as the number 1 decision.
Earlier drafts of possible elements for the draft decision included calls for ambitious updating of the
NDCs in 2020. This found support among the developed countries led by the EU, the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS), the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and the Independent Alliance of Latin America
and the Caribbean (AILAC).
However, developing countries led by the LMDC, the Arab Group and the Africa Group called for
more nuance in making such calls. They were of the view that ambition was not just about mitigation, and
wanted an integrated approach to say that calls for mitigation ambition should be in sync with calls for
increased support on the means of implementation. They also expressed disappointment that the proposed
text had nothing on adaptation and means of implementation and that it was heavily mitigation-centric.
They wanted the recalling of Article 3 of the PA, which establishes that NDCs are not mitigationcentric and asserted that all aspects of ambition must be included. They were of the view that while nothing
stopped countries from submitting ambitious NDCs, the mandates from the PA and its decision must be
respected, i.e. decision 1/CP.21 requests Parties ‘to communicate or update by 2020’ their NDCs.
The groups were also of the view that even though they were undertaking ambitious climate action in
their countries despite challenges of sustainable development and poverty eradication, forcing ambition on
developing countries was unfair especially since the developed countries had not done their bit in terms of
raising their ambition level on mitigation and in providing adequate and predictable support to developing
countries.
Malaysia for the LMDC stressed that the basic principle is that any framing around ambition must
respect previous mandates, and Parties must not go beyond those. It also stated that the issues of adaptation,
loss and damage and means of implementation need to find reflection in the draft text.
According to developing-country delegates, China welcomed the issue of ambition, but also wanted
the focus on implementation. On the issue of the communication and updating of NDCs, China said that
these had already been mandated by previous decisions, so the issue was a matter of implementing past
decisions. In addition, China warned against ‘changing of the PA goalposts’.
India was of the view that there was no bar for a country to change its NDCs, but the Paris decision was
clear that countries with NDCs of a 10-year time frame would communicate or update it in 2020. It also said
that the framing of ambition must be proper, in that, equity and CBDR must be the frame, along with action
and support.
It was concerned that there was no raising of ambition in the pre-2020 period, and asked what will
happen to the gaps. India said that while the world is looking for an ambitious outcome, ambition stems from
implementation and there was no zeal from developed countries to address this. It stressed the importance of
talking about the historical gaps and shortfalls that have brought Parties to this situation and did not want a
repeat of history.
India recalled that the Convention started in 1992, and what followed was the first commitment period
of the KP, the second commitment period of the KP and then the PA, with the latter’s implementation
beginning in 2021. It also said the world was staring at an imploding problem of disconnect and three lost
decades, with the real issue being one of implementation.
It lamented that developed countries have not been on target to meet their KP commitments and that
there are attempts to block items linked to finance, stressing that this was a great source of discomfort. India
emphasised that there were unmet promises of the past and in looking forward, Parties must not forget the
bedrock principles of equity and CBDR, adding that the problem that is being faced is in the shirking of
responsibilities by developed countries.
Following several rounds of discussions, the CMA decision that was adopted re-emphasised ‘with
serious concern the urgent need to address the significant gap between the aggregate effect of Parties’
mitigation efforts in terms of global annual emissions of greenhouse gases by 2020 and aggregate emission
pathways consistent with holding the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2°C above
pre-industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial
levels’.
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The decision adopted recalled the request to Parties contained in the Paris decision on the communication
or updating of NDCs, and urged Parties to ‘consider the gap…, with a view to reflecting their highest
possible ambition when responding to this request’.
The decision also recalls that ‘each Party’s successive NDC will represent a progression beyond the
Party’s then current NDC and reflect its highest possible ambition, reflecting its CBDR and respective
capabilities, in the light of different national circumstances’.
On adaptation, the decision ‘calls on Parties to engage in adaptation planning processes and the
implementation of actions, including the development or enhancement of relevant plans, policies and/or
contributions in accordance with Article 7.8 of the PA, with a view to continue making progress towards the
global goal on adaptation of enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability
to climate change’.
The decision also requests the ‘Adaptation Committee to consider approaches to reviewing the overall
progress made in achieving the global goal on adaptation and to reflect the outcome of this consideration in
its 2021 annual report’.
In relation to means of implementation, the CMA decision adopted ‘underlines the importance of
implementing commitments under the PA related to finance, technology transfer and capacity-building to
address the mitigation and adaptation needs and priorities of developing countries’.
The decision adopted ‘urges developed country Parties to provide financial resources to assist developing
country Parties with respect to both mitigation and adaptation, in continuation of their existing obligations
under the Convention, and encourages other Parties to provide or continue to provide such support voluntarily’.
The decision also ‘recalls that the provision of scaled-up financial resources should aim to achieve a
balance between adaptation and mitigation, taking into account country-driven strategies, and the priorities
and needs of developing country Parties, especially those that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse
effects of climate change and have significant capacity constraints, such as the least developed countries
and small island developing States, considering the need for public and grant-based resources for adaptation’.
Article 6
Negotiations on Article 6 were embroiled in many difficult and contentious issues, making the path to
reaching an outcome agreeable to all Parties a rather challenging task.
Article 6 of the PA generally deals with what is known as cooperative approaches among Parties,
which include the use of market and non-market mechanisms in the implementation of their NDCs. Parties
had initially agreed that rules for the implementation of the mechanisms would be adopted in 2018 in
Poland. However, negotiations in this regard had proved difficult then and continued to be so in Madrid,
with Parties having different understandings on how the mechanisms are to be implemented.
Despite protracted negotiations that began on 3 December in the first week of the talks under the
SBSTA, Parties were nowhere closer to resolving the issues. In the second week, consultations with Parties
were led by ministers from New Zealand and South Africa, who were appointed by the COP 25 Presidency.
According to a developing-country negotiator, since the evening of 10 December, groups of Parties
and some Parties were being consulted one-on-one. The New Zealand minister made clear that consultations
would only be with ministers and not with heads of delegations or negotiators who had been involved in the
negotiations during the first week.
This approach drew serious concerns especially from some developing-country delegations since the
issues under Article 6 were complex and technical, and unfamiliar to most ministers. Concerns were raised
with the Chilean COP 25 Presidency in this regard.
The Presidency’s proposal was for ministers to handle the following issues, which signalled the areas
where there were major differences of views among Parties:
•
Adaptation financing in the context of the cooperation under Article 6;
•
Accounting aspects;
•
Issues relating to metrics;
•
Use of the approaches for other international mitigation purposes (apart from the purpose of achieving
a Party’s NDC);
•
Transition of activities under the Kyoto Protocol (such as the emission reduction credits from the
Clean Development Mechanism [CDM]);
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•
•

Delivering on the overall mitigation in global emissions; and
The governance of the framework for non-market approaches

Article 6.2
Article 6.2 of the PA allows Parties to engage ‘on a voluntary basis in cooperative approaches that
involve the use of internationally transferred mitigation outcomes (ITMOs)’ towards their NDCs, to promote
sustainable development, ensure environmental integrity and transparency and avoid double-counting.
The foremost contentious issue is the definition of ITMOS and whether the mitigation outcomes to be
transferred can be measured in other metrics than the metric tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO2eq),
which are consistent with the NDCs of the participating Parties.
Developed countries (but not including Japan) and the AOSIS were opposed to having any metrics
other than tCO2eq, while some developing countries such as the LMDC, the Arab Group, India, and South
Korea support the use of other metrics as well.
The other key issue is over the application of corresponding adjustments to emission reductions and
removals from sectors and greenhouse gases not covered by the NDCs.
While developed countries and the AILAC supported this proposal, some developing countries such as
the LMDC, the Arab Group, Brazil, India and China were opposed to it.
It is important to note that the decision adopted in Paris in 2015 requested the SBSTA to develop and
recommend guidance as regards Article 6.2 ‘to ensure that double counting is avoided on the basis of a
corresponding adjustment by Parties for both …emissions by sources and removals by sinks covered by
their NDCs’. Also noteworthy is the fact that Article 6.2 does not make any reference to the use of ITMOs
for purposes other than towards a Party’s NDC.
A further matter relates to the issue of overall mitigation in global emissions with the AOSIS as the key
proponent of this, while developed countries were against it. The PA in relation to the Article 6.4 mechanism
makes clear that the mechanism shall aim ‘to deliver an overall mitigation in global emissions’, whereas
Article 6.2 does not make this explicit, thus giving rise to the problem over this issue.
One of the most contentious issues in relation to Article 6.2 is over the share of proceeds (SOPs) to be
levied on the ITMOs to assist developing countries to meet the costs of adaptation and which will contribute
to the Adaptation Fund. In the PA, Article 6.7 makes clear of this in relation to the Article 6.4 mechanism but
is silent on this in relation to Article 6.2.
Developing countries such as the Africa Group, the LMDC and AOSIS were proponents of proposals
for the SOPS to also apply to Article 6.2 to ensure a balanced treatment between both approaches (under
Articles 6.2 and 6.4), while developed countries were all against it, especially the US.
Article 6.4
Under Article 6.4, another mechanism has been agreed to in order to ‘contribute to the mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions and support sustainable development’. Some Parties see this as an expansion of
the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) under the KP.
A major issue with divergent views is in relation to the transition from the KP as regards the transfer of
pre-2020 credits from the CDM into the Article 6.4 mechanism.
Most developed countries and some sub-groups of developing countries such as the AOSIS, Africa
Group and AILAC were opposed to this transfer, with countries like India in favour of this.
The issue of corresponding adjustments to avoid double-counting is another sticky issue in relation to
the Article 6.4 mechanism, with many developed and developing countries supporting its application to both
Article 6.4 and Article 6.2. However, the LMDC (including India) and Brazil were not in favour of this.
Article 6.8
Article 6.8 of the PA deals with non-market approaches and states that ‘Parties recognize the importance
of integrated, holistic and balanced non-market approaches being available to Parties to assist in the
implementation of their NDCs… including through, inter alia, mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology
transfer and capacity-building, as appropriate…’.
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The governance of the framework is the key contentious issue and relates to whether or not to have a
‘permanent’ institutional arrangement to implement the framework and the work programme.
Developed countries were opposed to having a ‘new’ permanent governance arrangement, while
developing countries were proponents of some new arrangements, such as a ‘forum’ or a ‘taskforce’ under
the SBSTA.
Given the above and despite the intense negotiations over the two weeks, Parties could not find agreement
on the many issues and only managed to adopt a procedural decision under the CMA, that requested the
SBSTA to continue the consideration and adoption by the CMA of decisions next year, ‘on the basis of draft
decision texts’ which were prepared by the Presidency in Madrid, while ‘recognizing that these draft texts
do not represent a consensus among Parties’.
Hence, the can has now been kicked down the road to COP 26 in 2020, on the Article 6 issues.
COP 25 – many decisions deferred
COP 25 was also loosely referred to by some delegates as a COP of ‘Rule 16’, referring to the UNFCCC
Rules of Procedure, where if an item on the agenda of a session’s consideration has not been completed at
the session, it shall be included automatically in the agenda of the next session.
Rule 16 was applied to several important agenda items including the following: long-term climate
finance; common time frames for NDCs; report of the Adaptation Committee; rules for the operation and
use of a public registry relating to NDCs as well as adaptation communications; revision of the UNFCCC
reporting guidelines on annual inventories for Parties included in Annex 1 to the Convention; several issues
related to the PA transparency framework; procedures for the CDM; and report on the high-level ministerial
round-table on increased ambition on the KP commitments.
Other decisions which were adopted with substantive outcomes, although weak in some instances,
included: the second periodic review under the Convention, the Forum on the implementation of response
measures, guidance to the Global Environment Facility and the Green Climate Fund, the report of the Standing
Committee on Finance and the report of the Adaptation Fund Board.
Scope of the 2nd periodic review under the Convention
On the scope of the second periodic review, in the decision adopted, Parties agreed that it should be ‘in
accordance with the relevant principles and provisions of the Convention and on the basis of the best available
science: (a) Enhance Parties’ understanding of: (i) The long-term global goal and scenarios towards achieving
it in the light of the ultimate objective of the Convention; (ii) Progress made in relation to addressing
information and knowledge gaps, including with regard to scenarios to achieve the long-term global goal
and the range of associated impacts, since the completion of the 2013–2015 review; (iii) Challenges and
opportunities for achieving the long-term global goal with a view to ensuring the effective implementation
of the Convention; and (b) Assess the overall aggregated effect of the steps taken by Parties in order to
achieve the long-term global goal in the light of the ultimate objective of the Convention’.
Parties also agreed that ‘the outcome of the second periodic review will not result in an alteration or
redefinition of the long-term global goal stated in decision 10/CP.21’ (‘the goal is to hold the increase in the
global average temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the
temperature increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels’).
Developing countries have been insisting on a review of the overall progress and implementation of
actions of Parties in the pre-2020 period under the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol, while developed
countries have been opposing the need for such a review.
Forum on Response Measures
The impacts of implementation of response measures is understood as the effects arising from the
implementation of mitigation policies and actions taken by Parties under the Convention, the KP and the PA,
and how these mitigation policies/actions could have impacts on countries, particularly developing countries,
including cross-border impacts. COP 17 (in 2011) established a Forum on the impact of the implementation
of response measures.
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Decisions were adopted in Poland in 2018 to relaunch the work of the Forum on the impact of the
implementation of response measures. The decisions identified four areas for the work programme viz. (a)
economic diversification and transformation; (b) just transition of the workforce and the creation of decent
work and quality jobs; (c) assessing and analysing the impacts of the implementation of response measures;
and (d) facilitating the development of tools and methodologies to assess the impacts of the implementation
of response measures. The decisions also provided for the creation of the Katowice Committee of Experts
on the Impacts of the Implementation of Response Measures (KCI) to support the work programme of the
forum.
In June 2019, the Forum began to develop a six-year work plan. However, opposition from developed
countries prevented the work plan from being finalised. In Madrid, agreement was reached after much
wrangling so that the forum can start its work. In addition, Parties also reached agreement in adopting the
rules of procedure of the KCI.
Other finance issues
Apart from the long-term finance issue, all other finance matters, viz. the Standing Committee on
Finance (SCF), the Green Climate Fund (GCF), the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the Adaptation
Fund (AF) were contentious between developed and developing countries, with intense protracted
negotiations, with no clarity on the process forward or the possibility of any agreement in sight, until the
final closing day of the talks.
During the latter part of the first week and the week that followed, consultations were predominantly
carried out in Party-only ‘informal-informal’ settings, closed to observers. However, at the negotiations on
the AF under the CMP, the US, although an observer Party to the KP, was allowed to actively engage on the
decision-making issue of membership of the AF Board, which drew heavy criticism and opposition by
developing countries.
Although negotiations were launched on all finance matters at their respective first contact groups at
the start of the first week, there was a glaring absence in the convening of a final contact group to arrive at
conclusions on all matters besides the AF, which was the normal practice, according to a senior negotiator
close to the process.
Parties, therefore, did not have a final say on the proposed ‘bracketed’ (not agreed) draft decision texts
on all matters developed by the respective co-chairs who were facilitating the consultations, which then got
transmitted to the COP 25 Presidency for further work. The highly contested co-chairs’ draft texts were
eventually transmitted in the evening of Thursday, 12 December, well past the deadline of 9 December.
Several developing country delegates who were following in the negotiations told TWN that the process
to arrive at any consensus draft texts was ‘extremely flawed and lop-sided’, as only developed countries’
proposals got included in the evolving iterations of the texts, while those of developing countries were
ignored and not reflected. They complained that the co-chairs’ draft texts were therefore imbalanced, and
were contested by developing countries. According to a delegate, the entire process was designed to
accommodate primarily the interests of the US, followed by the EU and other developed countries. Requests
by developing countries for their amendments to texts were apparently ignored.
On the morning of Thursday, 12 December, Parties were requested to arrive at ‘compromise’ texts, by
working in two parallel sessions: one on the LTF and SCF decisions and the second on the guidance to the
GCF and the GEF.
The Presidency-led consultations after 12 December were also driven to accommodate the US, shared
many developing-country negotiators with TWN. They further expressed much frustration and viewed the
process as being ‘totally unfair’ given that the US is already in the process of exiting the PA. This, they said,
‘was a dent on multilateralism’.
On Friday, 13 December (when the talks were initially scheduled to end), Parties were provided with
draft texts proposed by the Presidency on all finance matters for consideration. Concerns and repeated redlines of developing countries were again not reflected. In the late afternoon of Saturday, 14 December, the
Presidency’s proposed texts were shared with Parties, followed by an informal consultation where divergences
continued, limiting any progress forward. Finally, in the morning of Sunday, 15 December, a couple of hours
before the joint closing plenary, final draft decisions from the Presidency were circulated and published
online for consideration and adoption by Parties.
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According to developing-country delegates, although the decisions were watered down and highly
imbalanced especially for developing countries, they were adopted on matters relating to the SCF, the GCF,
the GEF (under both the COP and the CMA) and the AF (which was a decision under the CMP). In addition,
draft conclusions on the AF (under the CMA) were also postponed for consideration the next year.
Decisions under the COP and CMA
Matters relating to the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF)
Key contentious issues revolved around the ‘common’ definition of climate finance; the synthesis
report to the COP for setting a new collective quantified goal on finance from a floor of US$100 billion per
year in accordance with decision 14/CMA.1; reference to the Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and
Damage (WIM) in relation to inputs by its Executive Committee to draft guidance; and participatory liaison
between the SCF and constituted bodies going beyond the appointed focal points.
One issue of utmost significance was the continued importance of the determination of the climate
finance needs of developing countries, to be reflected in the decision. This was highlighted at the outset by
Palestine on behalf of the G77 and China, stating that it should be ‘comprehensive’, serving as a ‘tool
amongst others to guide the replenishment process of the operating entities (of the Financial Mechanism
under the COP and the CMA)’. In addition, developing countries also wanted the determination to include
‘their needs on loss and damage’, which was also strongly opposed by the US and Japan.
The push for a ‘common’ definition on finance (which was in brackets in the draft texts) was led by
India for the LMDC and supported by South Africa for the Africa Group and Malawi for the LDCs. The US,
Japan and the EU were opposed to this proposal citing already ‘existing’ language referring to the different
definitions within the Biennial Assessment Report and overview of climate finance flows.
South Africa for the Africa Group advocated strongly a proposal (which was also supported by other
developing countries) as follows – ‘requests the SCF to prepare a synthesis report to inform the COP’ to
inform the CMA 3 (in 2020) in its ‘initiation of its deliberations on setting a new collective quantified goal
from a floor of USD 100 billion per year in accordance with decision 14/CMA.1’. This proposal was met
with opposition from the US, the EU, Japan and Australia, and the final decisions which were adopted had
no text on the preparation of the synthesis report by the SCF.
(In decision 14/CMA 1 adopted last year, Parties had agreed ‘to initiate [in] Nov 2020, in accordance
with Article 9(3) of the PA, deliberations on setting a new collective quantified goal from a floor of USD
100 billion per year…’.)
The reference to ‘loss and damage’ vis-à-vis needs determination was also removed from the decisions.
As opposed to agreeing on the need for a ‘common’ definition of climate finance, para 10 of the
adopted decisions reads, ‘underscores the important contribution of the SCF in relation to the operational
definitions of climate finance, and invites Parties to submit via the submission portal, by 30 April 2020, their
views on the operational definitions of climate finance for consideration by the SCF in order to enhance its
technical work on this matter in the context of preparing its 2020 Biennial Assessment and Overview of
Climate Finance Flows’.
Para 13 of the decisions carries a rather weak language on reference to the WIM inputs which reads,
‘looks forward to the inputs that may be provided by the Executive Committee of the WIM…..to the work of
the SCF for its consideration in preparing elements of draft guidance for the operating entities’.
Para 16 of the decisions only ‘take note of the appointment of SCF focal points to liaise with the other
constituted bodies under the Convention and the Paris Agreement’.
Guidance to the GCF
One of the key contentious issues on the GCF guidance was the long-standing issue of the lack of
clarity on the status of the provision of privileges and immunities (Ps & Is) for the GCF.
According to developing country delegates, they were concerned that despite the Governing Instrument
(GI) of the GCF providing that the Fund ‘will enjoy such Ps & Is as are necessary for the fulfilment of its
purposes’, ‘the GCF Board has reported that there has been an absence of such privileges and immunities
which creates an increased risk that legal action may be taken against the GCF, its Board members and other
officials’.
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Palestine for the G77 and China clearly stated in the initial contact group that the issue of Ps & Is is a
critical matter to deal with given that there have been no conclusions even after deliberations on this for a
number of years. It referred to the GCF’s GI which clearly articulates the need for Ps & Is under the legal
status of the Fund. Since the Fund is designed as neither a multilateral development bank nor a UN agency,
it is difficult for countries to deal with Ps & Is with some requiring to enact new parliamentary legislation.
Palestine urged the GCF Secretariat to explain the lack of success in securing them, with their existing
bilateral approach. It also underlined that Ps & Is are ‘extremely important for the Fund to ensure that it is
secure’, not only for recipients and contributors but also extended to the staff for their functions.
South Africa for the African Group echoed the G77 and China, further calling on the Secretariat to
report back on their progress since ‘this is the third report (referring to the GCF report to the COP) clearly
telling us that the bilateral system is not working’. It also pointed out that a number of developing countries
will not be able to grant bilateral Ps & Is as it requires domestic legislation. Further, it pointed out that it will
be the ‘COP’ which will ‘clarify’ on this outstanding issue as it was a COP decision which established the
GCF.
Iran supported the previous speakers and also drew attention to developing countries under unilateral
sanctions or embargoes, which could pose risks besides being a political issue. Saudi Arabia for the Arab
Group and Liberia aligned with the G77 and China as well as the Africa Group. South Korea and Armenia
also stated that this issue needs to be resolved by the COP in a legal way.
Switzerland for the Environmental Integrity Group (EIG) suggested moving forward with the Africa
Group’s proposal on having a session with the Secretariat to get the ‘full story’ on why its approach did not
yield the right results.
The US urged the Secretariat to provide ‘a full analysis’ and for further bilateral arrangements to be
made, and referred to the case of South Africa. To this the South African delegate responded that it had been
engaging with its Parliament for two years and ‘frankly, it is not as simple as your analysis’.
In the next informal consultation, the Secretariat provided its response on the Ps & Is and also sent a
note later, containing supplementary information. Sources told TWN that a ‘placeholder’ remained on the
insertion of text on Ps & Is in the decision text until the very end.
In this regard, in the final decision adopted, para 8 of the text ‘encourages the Board of the GCF to
continue its efforts to ensure that the GCF enjoys immunities and privileges’. Para 9 further ‘takes note of
the engagement of the President of the COP’ with the UN Secretary-General on the matter through a ‘possible
institutional linkage’ between the UN and GCF and ‘requests the President to report on this engagement’ at
COP 26. Para 10 of the decision provides for the continued consideration of this matter (and refers to para 9)
at COP 26.
The other contentious issue was having a reference to the WIM and addressing loss and damage in the
decision text, which also had a ‘placeholder’. According to developing country negotiators, the US, Australia,
the EU, Switzerland and Mexico opposed any text on loss and damage, with Antigua and Barbuda for
AOSIS as the main proponent supported by Burkina Faso for the LDCs as well as by the African Group and
the G77 and China.
In this regard para 21 of the decision adopted ‘invites the Board of the GCF to continue providing
financial resources for activities relevant to averting, minimizing and addressing loss and damage in developing
country Parties, to the extent consistent with the existing investment, results framework and funding windows
and structures of the GCF, and to facilitate efficient access in this regard, and in this context to take into
account the strategic workstreams of the five-year rolling workplan of the Executive Committee of the WIM
…’. A similar decision was adopted under the CMA for guidance to the GCF.
Another sticky issue which was challenged by Palestine for the G77 and China was over the factual
reflection of the first replenishment (GCF-1) nominal pledge of US$9.66 billion as opposed to the ‘existing
inflated figure of USD9.78 billion’ (arrived at with a speculative notional credit of US$118.47million) by
the GCF Secretariat. Palestine expressed that the notional credit figure was ‘speculative’ and ‘that may be
earned’ is premised upon the assumption of early encashment by the contributors.
The other related matter which Palestine on behalf of the G77 was pushing for was the inclusion in the
decision text of the unfulfilled commitments of the preceding initial resource mobilisation (IRM) pledges
which Parties were urged to ‘confirm’ as a ‘matter of urgency’.
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The decision adopted under the COP managed to successfully capture the fact of the GCF-1 ‘nominal
pledge of USD 9.66bn and a notional credit of USD 118.47m that may be earned in the event all contributors
make early encashment’. The decision however did not contain any text on the unfulfilled IRM pledges
which had been in brackets throughout the various iterations of the text.
Guidance to the GEF
One of the key concerns as regards the GEF revolved around the ‘inadequacy of resources’ with
dwindling amounts in every replenishment cycle and which was evident in the current GEF-7 (seventh
replenishment) cycle compared to GEF-6.
At the opening contact group, Palestine for the G77 and China highlighted the track record from GEF5 to date with ‘regression’ of over 36% decline in the climate allocation. ‘Adequacy of resources is important
for Convention commitments as well as for the global environment component,’ said Palestine, adding that
‘developing countries were facing difficulties in resources to meet their commitment requirements’ and that
‘there has been no response from the GEF since the last two years’.
The Maldives for AOSIS, Malawi for the LDCs, India for the LMDC, China and Iran echoed the G77
and China on this matter.
The most contentious issue however was in relation to the ‘changes’ made to the GEF ‘eligibility
criteria’ without the consent of the COP, in particular, changes made to the STAR allocation (System for
Transparent Allocation of Resources) following the GEF-6 replenishment and the update to the STAR
allocation following the GEF-7 replenishment process.
Palestine for the G77 and China strongly emphasised that the GEF approach was ‘unacceptable’ since
the COP was not consulted and did not consent to the changes made, calling for a reflection of these views
in the draft decision text. It made clear that the eligibility criteria are ‘not determined by contributors’ and
further pushed for the GEF to ‘cease’ the application of the updated eligibility criteria and to report to the
COP on steps taken in this regard.
India for the LMDC echoed the G77 and China views, while Brazil for Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay
(ABU) stated that no ‘new category’ (of countries) should be created in line with the ‘Convention language’
vis-à-vis eligibility criteria. The EU was of the view that the STAR allocations were ‘agreed’ in Poland last
year. South Africa for the African Group countered this, saying ‘this change is made by the GEF Secretariat
which is not acceptable’.
The other sticky issue was the increasing co-financing requirements being imposed, currently being in
the ratio of 1:7, which was contested by Palestine for the G77 and China and supported by Malawi for
LDCs.
As in the GCF and the SCF, reference to WIM and addressing loss and damage was resisted by the US,
Australia, Canada and the EU. The Maldives for AOSIS and Burkina Faso for LDCs were the key proponents
supported by the G77 and China, Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group and the Africa Group.
Sources told TWN that a placeholder on the loss and damage text appeared until the last iterations of
the text, and was eventually dropped with no text in the final draft decision circulated by the Presidency.
The decision adopted a very watered-down language on eligibility criteria with para 5 reading as,
‘urges the GEF to continue to report to the COP any change or update to the eligibility criteria for accessing
the GEF resources, including the STAR country allocation, in its future reports to the COP’.
Para 6 on co-financing reads as, ‘encourages the GEF, as part of the overall performance study of its
seventh replenishment, to analyse any challenges faced and lessons learned by the GEF and its implementing
agencies in applying the updated policy on co-financing of the GEF and report back to the COP on the
outcomes of the study’.
Decisions for adoption under the CMA and CMP
Matters relating to the Adaptation Fund (AF)
The main contentious issue on the AF was over the proposed changes in membership of the AF Board
by developed countries and with the US actively engaged in negotiations when it only has observer status to
the CMP as it is not Party to the KP having withdrawn in 2001. The AF is currently serving both the KP and
the PA, and therefore under the purview of the CMP and the CMA. (See TWN Madrid Update 8.)
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The problematic ‘para 8’ dealing with membership in the proposed decision text under the CMP was
opposed by Palestine for the G77 and China as well as South Africa for the Africa Group, supported by India
for the LMDC, China and Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group. The EU and Canada wanted to maintain para 8.
However, the EU accepted the ‘deletion’ of para 8 eventually and agreed to ‘continue work’ in Bonn in June
2020.
(The controversial para 8 was as follows: ‘Decides that the AF shall comprise of 16 members representing
Parties to the KP or Parties to the PA, taking into account fair and balanced representation among these
groups as follows: (a) Two representatives from each of the five UN regional groups; (b) One representative
of the small island development States; (c) One representative from least developed country parties; (d) Two
other representatives from developed country Parties; (e) Two other representatives from developing country
Parties’.)
The adopted decision under the CMP does not contain paragraph 8.
Under the CMA, when the second meeting of the contact group on 10 December was convened to
conclude the agenda item on the AF, there was a proposal by the EU to have a similar decision adopted as
under the CMP.
This proposal was rejected by the G77 and China, the Africa Group, India for the LMDC, Saudi Arabia
for the Arab Group, China and Malawi for LDCs. The US supported the EU proposal, backed by Switzerland
for the EIG.
At the third contact group convened on 11 December, Parties retained their respective positions, which
led the co-facilitators to conclude that ‘it is clear now that there is no consensus on the way forward and
there is no agreement on the draft text reached’. Hence, the draft conclusions with the EU’s proposal still on
the table will be taken up at the next session in June 2020.
Conclusion
Given the strong North-South divide on many issues, negotiations on the road to and at Glasgow in the
United Kingdom (which is the host of COP 26 to be held in November 2020) will not be easy.
The stance of the US in particular will be keenly watched, as it will no longer be a Party to the PA
effective 3 November 2020. It will however continue to be a Party to the Convention. So, how the US
behaves in the negotiations and how other Parties, especially the developed countries, intend to accommodate
the US concerns remains to be seen.
Coincidently, 3 November 2020 will also be when the US Presidential elections will take place. The
outcome of its elections and what influence this will have at the Glasgow talks is another factor that will
shadow the COP in 2020.

*

With inputs from Prerna Bomzan, Indrajit Bose and Vice Yu
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stocktake on pre-2020 implementation and
ambition will take place in two segments: one is a
technical session on 4 December and another on
10 December during the high-level segment which
will involve ministers.
Developing countries are expected to
highlight that the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto
Protocol (KP) which gives effect to the second
commitment period (2CP from 2013 to 2020) has
yet to come into effect, given the lack of political
will to do so by major developed countries
including Japan, Russia and Canada. As of October
this year, only 134 Parties have ratified the Doha
Amendment, short of 10 more countries required
for it to enter into force.
Governments had agreed to the Doha
Amendment in 2012, and for developed-country
Parties to the KP to undertake aggregate emission
cuts that would be at least 18% below 1990 levels
under the 2CP, and to revisit their emission
reduction commitments by the end of 2014, with a
view to increasing their ambition. These key
decisions led to developing countries agreeing to
negotiations for what is now the PA, where all
countries have emission reduction obligations.
This issue of the status of the Doha
Amendment is also on the CMP agenda, and
developing countries can be expected to voice their
unhappiness over the reneging of the decisions
taken by developed countries.
At the June session in Bonn, the Like-Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC) said that developed
countries must act expeditiously and responsibly
to close the pre-2020 implementation gaps so that
there is no transfer of burden to developing
countries in the post-2020 period.
Another implementation gap that can be
expected to be highlighted is that on finance. At

2 December (Meena Raman) – Amidst continuing
protests in Chile, the annual climate talks under
the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC), originally scheduled
to take place in Santiago, will now kick off in
Madrid, Spain, from 2-13 December 2019, with the
Chilean Minister of Environment, Carolina
Schmidt, presiding over the talks.
Governments attending the 25th session of
the Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (COP
25), the 15th session of the Kyoto Protocol Parties
(CMP 15) and the second session of the Conference
of Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA 2), will
meet along with the Subsidiary Body for
Implementation (SBI) and the Subsidiary Body for
Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA), to
consider and decide on various issues, including a
few unfinished items as well as further work dealing
with the Paris Agreement (PA) implementation,
following the decisions adopted in Katowice,
Poland last year.
Some of this work already began at the June
2019 intersessional meeting of the Subsidiary
Bodies held in Bonn, Germany. In Madrid, Parties
will continue to negotiate, in order to adopt the final
conclusions and decisions.
We set out below some of the key issues to
be discussed at the two-week meetings.
The main issues
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 under the Convention and the
KP in the pre-2020 time frame. In Madrid, a
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damage associated with impacts of climate change,
including extreme events and slow-onset events.
The implementation of the functions of the Loss
and Damage Mechanism is guided by the
Executive Committee (known as the Excom), that
currently acts under the guidance of the COP.
The Subsidiary Bodies at the June talks agreed
on the terms of reference for the WIM review,
which will now be undertaken in Madrid.
Given the spate of extreme weather events
and the adverse impacts countries are already
facing, and the recent reports from the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), developing countries are expected to
underscore the importance of the WIM and for its
enhancement so that it will be effective and
meaningful in responding to their needs. This
includes the highly controversial aspect of
facilitating and enhancing financial support to
developing countries to avert, minimise and address
loss and damage. Developed countries can be
expected to oppose any new financial arrangements
in this regard.
A separate but related matter regarding the
WIM is over its governance. At issue is whether
the WIM should be exclusively under the authority
and guidance of the CMA (Parties to the PA) or
whether it should also continue to be governed by
the COP (Parties to the Convention) as well.
Developed countries take the view that given
Article 8(2) of the PA, the WIM should be governed
by the CMA, while developing countries wish the
WIM to be under both the COP and the CMA, as
they do not want the mandate and scope of the WIM
to be limited.
Key to resolving the governance issue will
be the outcome of the WIM review itself. Whether
Parties can reach a conclusion on the governance
of the WIM at this time in Madrid remains to be
seen.

the June session, the Africa Group reminded
developed countries not to forget their
commitments on the mobilisation of finance of
US$100 billion per year by 2020.
In Madrid, developing countries are bound
to stress that their finance needs are far from being
met in order for them to implement their climate
actions. References will be made to the October
meeting held in Paris this year of contributors to
the Green Climate Fund (GCF), that saw 28
countries pledge resources to replenish the Fund
for an amount of US$9.7 billion for the period
2020-23, which falls short of the initial resource
mobilisation target of US$10.2 billion.
With only one more year to go on the
implementation of pre-2020 commitments, whether
the stocktake will be more than just a talk shop (as
was the case in the past) remains to be seen.
Scope of the periodic review
Related to the issue of the implementation of
pre-2020 commitments, is another item on the
agenda of the Subsidiary Bodies known as the
‘scope of the periodic review’.
Developing countries have been insisting on
a review of the overall progress and implementation
of actions of Parties in the pre-2020 period under
the Convention and the KP, while developed
countries have been opposing the need for a review,
arguing that a mechanism is already in place under
the global stocktake (GST) of the PA. (The GST is
a review of the collective progress of Parties in
meeting the goals of the PA, which will take place
in 2023.) Developing countries have made clear
that the GST will focus on the collective progress
of Parties in implementing the PA in the post-2020
time frame while a review of the pre-2020
implementation is necessary.
No agreement was possible on the scope of
the periodic review at the June session on this issue,
and Parties agreed to consider the matter further at
the session in Madrid. Intense wrangling on this
issue is to be expected between developed and
developing countries.

Article 6 of the PA
Article 6 of the PA generally deals with what
is known as cooperative approaches among Parties,
which include the use of market and non-market
mechanisms. Parties had initially agreed that rules
for the implementation of the mechanisms would
be adopted last year.
However, negotiations in this regard have
proved difficult, contentious and complex, with
Parties having different understandings on how the
mechanisms are to be implemented. Hence, the
rules to be applied in the implementation of Article
6 were not part of the package of decisions adopted

Loss and damage – review of the Warsaw
International Mechanism
An important agenda item under the
Subsidiary Bodies is the review of the Warsaw
International Mechanism for Loss and Damage
associated with climate change impacts (WIM).
The WIM was established at COP19 in
Warsaw, Poland in 2013, to address loss and
2

provision for the Article 6(4) mechanism to
contribute a share of proceeds to the AF.
Developing countries led by the African Group and
the Alliance of Small Island States have been calling
for a share of proceeds to come from both the
ITMOS and the Article 6(4) mechanism, while
developed countries such as the EU, United States
(US) and Japan are against this.
Under Article 6(4), another mechanism has
been agreed to in order to ‘contribute to the
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions and support
sustainable development’. Some Parties view this
mechanism as an expansion of the Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) under the KP.
Brazil has been a major proponent of this
‘sustainable development mechanism’.
Whether and how the certified emission
reduction credits (CERs) obtained under the KP
CDM mechanism in the pre-2020 time frame is to
be treated under the PA is another major issue.
Article 6(8) of the PA deals with non-market
approaches and states that ‘Parties recognize the
importance of integrated, holistic and balanced nonmarket approaches being available to Parties to
assist in the implementation of their NDCs…
including through, inter alia, mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building,
as appropriate…’. Further, the SBSTA was
mandated to undertake a work programme to
consider how to enhance linkages and create
synergy between inter alia, mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building
and how to facilitate the implementation and
coordination of non-market approaches. Some
developing countries, led primarily by Bolivia,
were major proponents of the non-market
approaches, as a counter to the market-based
approaches.
There will certainly be push to ensure a
balanced outcome in relation to the mechanisms
under Article 6. A major challenge for developing
countries is to arrive at cooperative approaches that
are able to reflect the diversity of NDCs and account
for future cooperative arrangements, and which will
also ensure environmental integrity and prevent the
double-counting of actions by Parties involved in
these mechanisms.
At the June session, draft decision texts were
developed on all the Article 6 items. According to
Paul Watkinson, the SBSTA Chair (who has
prepared a reflections note for the session), these
texts contain a number of ‘unresolved issues’ which
are ‘still high’.
What decisions will finally be agreed to will
be a major preoccupation in Madrid. Some Parties

in Poland last year, and remains an unfinished
agenda item to be completed in Madrid.
Under Article 6(1), it was agreed that Parties
can ‘choose to pursue voluntary cooperation in the
implementation of their nationally-determined
contributions (NDCs) to allow for higher ambition
in their mitigation and adaptation actions and to
promote sustainable development and
environmental integrity’.
Article 6(2) of the PA allows Parties to engage
‘on a voluntary basis in cooperative approaches that
involve the use of internationally transferred
mitigation outcomes (ITMOs)’ towards their NDCs,
that promote sustainable development, ensure
environmental integrity, transparency and avoid
double-counting.
The reference to ITMOs has allowed the
opening of the door for the establishment of an
international carbon market, despite years of lack
of consensus on this among Parties in the
negotiations under the COP since 2010.
The European Union (EU) has been a major
proponent of this, along with Japan and other
members of the Umbrella Group, while countries
such as Bolivia and Venezuela, among others, have
strongly resisted such mechanisms, primarily
because they allow for offsets, i.e. where developed
countries can transfer their mitigation actions to
be undertaken by developing countries by paying
for them, with the consequent emission reductions
in developing countries counted as the emission
reductions of developed countries.
There have also been concerns over the
environmental integrity of the carbon markets and
whether they will genuinely lead to overall
reductions in emissions, with some developing
countries such as the LMDC calling for limits on
the use of market-based mechanisms in the
achievement of NDCs, especially in the context of
the PA where developing countries also have
obligations to undertake emission reductions.
A contentious issue is whether ITMOs can
be used for purposes other than towards the
achievement of NDCs such as the global marketmechanism scheme under the International Civil
Aviation Organisation, known as the ‘Carbon
Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International
Aviation’ (CORSIA), which is not under the
UNFCCC. Developed countries can be expected
to support the recognition of CORSIA, with
developing countries being opposed to this.
Also at issue is whether there can be a share
of proceeds from the use of ITMOs that goes
towards resourcing the Adaptation Fund (AF). The
PA is silent on the matter, while there is an express
3

• Adaptation Fund (AF)
Last year, the CMA decided that the AF shall
serve the PA effective 1 January 2019. The SBI
was tasked with considering the membership of the
AF Board, which will comprise members from
developed and developing countries who are Party
to the PA.
At the June session this year, consultations
did not result in any conclusions following
divergences among developed and developing
countries, with developed countries wanting to
change the composition of the AF Board. In this
regard, during the June session, the Africa Group
in particular expressed regret over the stance of
developed countries. Parties will continue
consideration of this matter at COP 25.

are expected to propose that there be general
guidance agreed to on Article 6, with the more
technical issues being dealt with in the following
years.
Finance Issues
There are several important matters related
to finance on the COP agenda. Among them are
the following:
• Long- term finance (LTF)
At COP 24, 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 grant-based resources
for adaptation’.
It was also decided that ‘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
global average temperature to well below 2ºC
above pre-industrial levels and pursuing efforts to
limit the temperature increase to 1.5ºC above preindustrial levels’.
An in-session workshop on LTF was
organised during the June session and the secretariat
has prepared a summary report on the workshop
for the consideration of Parties. A note by the COP
24 President on the third biennial high-level
ministerial dialogue on climate finance held in
Poland has also been made available. Parties are
expected to consider these reports in their
discussions.
Developed countries have traditionally
opposed the continuity of discussions on LTF
beyond 2020, given that this is a process under the
Convention (as the PA deals with the post-2020 time
frame), while developing countries will be expected
to emphasise the fact that the issue of LTF does
not end in 2020, especially in the context of the
decision adopted last year in Poland on initiating
in November 2020, deliberations on setting a new
collective goal on finance from a floor of US$100
billion.

• Matters related to the GCF and Global
Environment Facility (GEF)
Both the GCF and the GEF submit annual
reports to the COP. The Parties are expected to
provide guidance to these entities, so that they are
accountable to the COP.
One major issue that developing countries are
expected to stress is the eligibility of all developing
countries to access finance from the GCF and the
GEF (which are operating entities of the financial
mechanism of the COP as well as the CMA).
The US in particular has been trying to limit
the access of some developing countries such as
Iran, China and Palestine to the resources from
these entities.
Enhanced Transparency Framework (ETF)
Under Article 13(1) of the PA, Parties agreed
to the establishment of an ETF for action and
support, with built-in flexibility which takes into
account developing-country Parties’ different
capacities.
In Poland, the rules for the ETF were adopted,
which provide comprehensive requirements
regarding the information that must be reported by
Parties in relation to their NDC implementation and
how this information would be considered. It was
also decided that Parties shall submit their first
biennial transparency report (BTR) and national
inventory report (NIR), in accordance with the
rules, at the latest by 31 December 2024. Parties
had also agreed that the BTRs, the technical expert
review and the facilitative multilateral
consideration of progress are prepared and
conducted in accordance with the rules.

4

reached on the work plan so that the forum can
start its work.

The CMA requested the SBSTA to undertake
further technical work on a number of issues in
relation to how the information to be reported and
reviewed should be organised and presented, and
how programmes for the training of experts taking
part in reviews should be elaborated. The task of
the SBSTA is to produce the operational tools for
Parties to be able to implement the agreed ETF,
which comprises common reporting tables and
common tabular formats.
A key issue in developing these common
reporting tables and formats would be on how the
flexibility provided to developing countries that
need it could be reflected in the different outlines
and made operational effectively.

NDCs – common time frames
In Poland, it was agreed that Parties ‘shall
apply common time frames to their NDCs to be
implemented from 2031 onward’. The SBI was
tasked with considering this matter in June, which
it did and a draft decision with several options will
be further discussed at the Madrid session.
This issue was the subject of intense
negotiations in Poland, with developed countries
pushing for a common time frame for the NDCs of
all Parties, while some developing countries were
of the view that countries should have the flexibility
of deciding whether to have a five-year or a 10year time frame.

Forum on Response Measures
The impacts of implementation of response
measures is understood as the effects arising from
the implementation of mitigation policies and
actions taken by Parties under the Convention, the
KP and the PA, and how these mitigation policies/
actions could have impacts on countries,
particularly developing countries, including crossborder impacts. COP 17 (in 2011) established a
forum on the impact of the implementation of
response measures.
Decisions were adopted in Poland to relaunch
the work of the forum on the impact of the
implementation of response measures (forum). The
decisions identified four areas for the work
programme viz. (a) economic diversification and
transformation; (b) just transition of the workforce
and the creation of decent work and quality jobs;
(c) assessing and analysing the impacts of the
implementation of response measures; and (d)
facilitating the development of tools and
methodologies to assess the impacts of the
implementation of response measures.
The decisions also provided for the creation
of the Katowice Committee of Experts on the
Impacts of the Implementation of Response
Measures (KCI) to support the work programme
of the forum. The KCI had its first meeting in June
this year and will hold its second meeting in Madrid.
The report of the KCI and any recommendations
made will be considered by the forum, which will
then forward any conclusions to the COP, the CMP
and the CMA for adoption.
In June, the forum began to develop a sixyear work plan. However, opposition from
developed countries prevented the work plan from
being finalised. In Madrid, agreement has to be

Backdrop of the talks
The Madrid talks are taking place against the
backdrop of great turbulence on the planet, with
recent extreme events of ravaging forest fires in
California and Australia due to unusually high
temperatures, very dry weather and strong winds
and historic floods in Venice with exceptional high
tides. This year also witnessed major cyclones and
floods which devastated many parts of the world
including in Mozambique, the Bahamas, India,
Pakistan, Nepal, Bangladesh, China, Iran, and
South Africa.
The most recent Special Report of the IPCC
on the ‘Ocean and Cryosphere’ released in
September this year as well as other new articles
in scientific journals, continue to sound the alarm
bells and dire warnings of how climate change
impacts will exacerbate even further from the
warming of the oceans and the widespread
shrinking of the cryosphere. (The ‘cryosphere’
refers to components of the Earth System at and
below the land and ocean surface that are frozen.)
New findings by researchers from Climate
Central (a US-based non-profit institution) predict
that over the next three decades, hundreds of
millions of people worldwide are at risk of losing
their homes as entire cities sink under rising seas.
It can be expected that these reports and
events will feature prominently in the speeches
of delegates in the conference halls especially from
developing countries who are already suffering, and
who will be calling for more effective action and
support for loss and damage to address such adverse
impacts.
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As emissions rise, and with a perception that
governments are not doing enough to tackle the
climate crisis, anger and frustration are mounting
even more especially among the youth and climate
change activists, as they continue to take to the
streets demanding for greater urgency and more
action from their governments.
Their eyes will be on the talks with the hope
that Northern governments, in particular, will act
responsibly in doing more to cut their emissions
and assist Southern governments to make the
transition fast to a low-emissions path, while they
address adaptation, build climate resilience and
tackle loss and damage.
Meanwhile, in a recent press statement of 4
November by its Secretary of State, Mike Pompeo,
the US has begun the process to withdraw from
the PA, which will take effect one year from the
delivery of the notification to the UN (i.e. on 3
November 2020). The announcement is nothing
new, as President Donald Trump had already made
this known in 2017.
Of concern though will be that despite its
intention to withdraw, the US will continue to
negotiate as a major player, often calling the shots
as has been visible since COP 23 (in 2017) and
COP 24 (in 2018), and in leading its allies in the
developed world to accommodate its concerns,
often at the expense of developing-country
interests.
Given the above issues, the Madrid talks will
not be easy, and its outcomes will be keenly
watched and debated.

Regrettably, the just-released 2019 Emissions
Gap Report (EGP) of the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) paints a very
bleak picture that ‘greenhouse gas emissions have
risen 1.5 per cent per year over the last decade.
Emissions in 2018, including from land-use
changes such as deforestation, hit a new high of
55.3 gigatonnes of CO2 equivalent.’
The Report further reveals that ‘to limit
temperatures, annual emissions in 2030 need to be
15 gigatonnes of CO2 equivalent lower than current
unconditional NDCs imply for the 2°C goal; they
need to be 32 gigatonnes lower for the 1.5°C goal.
On an annual basis, this means cuts in emissions
of 7.6 per cent per year from 2020 to 2030 to meet
the 1.5°C goal and 2.7 per cent per year for the 2°C
goal. To deliver on these cuts, the levels of ambition
in the NDCs must increase at least fivefold for the
1.5°C goal and threefold for the 2°C.’
It is noteworthy that the EGP is focused on
the NDCs under the PA, which only begin to be
implemented from 2021 onwards and with a
majority of the pledges with a 10-year time frame.
There is no focus on what developed countries in
particular were supposed to do in the pre-2020 time
frame under the KP and the pledges under the
Convention (via the 2010 Cancun decision) or the
emissions gap in the pre-2020 time frame, which
will certainly be highlighted by many developing
countries.
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Need for Transformational Approach in Tackling Climate Change –
Says UN Secretary-General
circumstances of Africa’ and ‘the Latin American
States’ respectively. The CMA 2 provisional agenda
was eventually adopted, which then paved the way
for the opening ceremony of the talks, presided over
by Schmidt. (See details below on the CMA 2
proceedings.)
Following the opening ceremony, a
roundtable on climate ambition was held with the
participation of nearly 50 heads of state and
government.
The first day of the talks also saw the opening
of the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI)
and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA), which launched
their work.
A joint plenary meeting of the COP/CMP/
CMA and the Subsidiary Bodies was also convened
to hear opening statements from Parties and
observer constituencies.

Madrid, 3 December (Prerna Bomzan) – At the
opening ceremony of the climate talks in Madrid,
Spain on 2 December, UN Secretary-General
Antonio Guterres said that what the world needed
in tackling climate change was ‘not an incremental
approach, but a transformational one’, that involved
‘rapid and deep change in the way we do business,
how we generate power, how we build cities, how
we move, and how we feed the world’. ‘If we don’t
urgently change our way of life, we jeopardize life
itself,’ warned the UN-SG.
The UN-SG also called for ‘ambition in
mitigation, ambition in adaptation, and ambition
in finance’, adding that ‘we should ensure that at
least $100 billion a year are available to developing
countries for mitigation and adaptation and take
into account their legitimate expectations to have
the resources necessary to build resilience and for
disaster response and recovery’.
The annual climate talks under the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC), the Kyoto Protocol (KP) and
the Paris Agreement (PA) opened with meetings of
the 25th session of the Conference of Parties to the
UNFCCC (COP 25), the 15th session of the
Conference of Parties to the KP (CMP 15) and the
second session of the Conference of Parties to the
Paris Agreement (CMA 2).
The talks in Madrid are being presided over
by Chilean Minister of Environment, Carolina
Schmidt, as the President of the COP.
The first day began with the smooth adoption
of the provisional agendas of COP 25 and CMP
15. However, when it came to the adoption of the
provisional agenda for CMA 2, disagreements arose
in relation to proposals for inclusion onto the
agenda by the African Group and the Independent
Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean
(AILAC) regarding the ‘special needs and special

At the opening ceremony
Apart from the UN-SG, the opening ceremony
saw statements by Hoesung Lee, the Chair of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), by Sebastian Pinera, the President of Chile
via a video message and by Pedro Sanchez, the
President of Spain.
In his statement, Antonio Guterres said that
‘by the end of the coming decade we will be on
one of two paths. One is the path of surrender,
where we have sleepwalked past the point of no
return, jeopardizing the health and safety of
everyone on this planet…The other option is the
path of hope. A path of resolve, of sustainable
solutions. A path where more fossil fuels remain
where they should be – in the ground – and where
we are on the way to carbon neutrality by 2050.
That is the only way to limit global temperature
7

The UN-SG said further that ‘we need to make
progress on carbon pricing, shift taxation from
income to carbon, ensure no new coal plants are
built after 2020, and end the allocation of taxpayers’
money for perverse fossil fuel subsidies. We must
also ensure that the transition to a green economy
is a just transition – one that recognizes the need to
care for the future of negatively impacted workers,
in terms of new jobs, lifelong education, and social
safety nets.’
‘To limit global temperature rise to the
necessary 1.5 degrees by the end of this century,
we must reduce emissions by 45 per cent from 2010
levels by 2030, and we must achieve climate
neutrality by 2050. Ten years ago, if countries had
acted on the science available, they would have
needed to reduce emissions by 3.3 per cent each
year. We didn’t. Today, we need to reduce emissions
by 7.6 per cent each year to reach our goals,’ he
elaborated.
Recalling the UN Climate Summit in New
York in September, the SG said that ‘some 70
countries announced their intention to submit
enhanced national contributions in 2020, with 65
countries and major subnational economies
committing to work for net zero emissions by 2050’,
adding that he was pleased to see governments and
investors backing away from fossil fuels, giving
the example of the European Investment Bank,
which has announced it will stop funding fossil fuel
projects by the end of 2021.
He added further that ‘we are still waiting for
transformative movement from most G20 countries,
which represent more than three-quarters of global
emissions. Primarily, all the main emitters must do
more. This means enhancing national determined
contributions in 2020 under the Paris Agreement,
presenting a carbon neutrality strategy for 2050,
and embarking on the decarbonization of key
sectors, particularly energy, industry, construction,
and transport. Without the full engagement of the
big emitters all our efforts will be completely
undermined.’
Hoesung Lee, the Chair of the IPCC,
reminded delegates that ‘the IPCC assessments
show that climate stabilisation implies greenhouse
gas emissions must start to peak from next year,
but emissions are continuing to increase with no
signs of peaking soon’. He said that the IPCC’s
three special reports on ‘warming of 1.5C’, ‘climate
change and land’ and ‘oceans and cryosphere’,
indicated that the impacts of global warming are
‘much more severe than previously understood’
with accelerating sea level rise, ocean warming,
some key ecosystems becoming much more

rise to the necessary 1.5 degrees by the end of this
century.’
Said the UN-SG further, ‘The latest, justreleased data from the World Meteorological
Organization show that levels of heat-trapping
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere have reached
another new record high. Global average levels of
carbon dioxide reached 407.8 parts per million in
2018…The last time there was a comparable
concentration of CO2 was between 3 and 5 million
years ago, when the temperature was between 2
and 3 degrees C warmer than now and sea levels
were 10 to 20 m higher than today… The last five
years have been the hottest ever recorded. The
consequences are already making themselves felt
in the form of more extreme weather events and
associated disasters, from hurricanes to drought to
floods to wildfires. Ice caps are melting. In
Greenland alone, 179 billion tonnes of ice melted
in July. Permafrost in the Arctic is thawing 70 years
ahead of projections. Antarctica is melting three
times as fast as a decade ago. Ocean levels are rising
quicker than expected, putting some of our biggest
and most economically important cities at risk.
More than two-thirds of the world’s megacities are
located by the sea. And while the oceans are rising,
they are also being poisoned. Oceans absorb more
than a quarter of all CO2 in the atmosphere and
generate more than half our oxygen. Absorbing
more and more carbon dioxide acidifies the oceans
and threatens all life within them.’
The UN-SG lamented further that ‘in several
regions of the world, coal power plants continue to
be planned and built in large numbers. Either we
stop this addiction to coal or all our efforts to tackle
climate change will be doomed. And, as the UN
Environment Programme has just revealed,
countries are planning to produce fossil fuels over
the next decade at over double the level that is
consistent with keeping temperature rise to 1.5
degrees C.’
He added further that ‘the fossil fuel industry
is not alone. From agriculture to transportation,
from urban planning and construction to cement,
steel and other carbon-intensive industries, we are
far from a sustainable path. We see some
incremental steps towards sustainable business
models, but nowhere near the scope and scale
required. What we need is not an incremental
approach, but a transformational one. We need a
rapid and deep change in the way we do business,
how we generate power, how we build cities, how
we move, and how we feed the world. If we don’t
urgently change our way of life, we jeopardize life
itself.’
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During the CMA, when the provisional
agenda was tabled for adoption, Honduras on
behalf of AILAC said that any outcome on the
matter ‘must reflect an equal treatment with Africa’.
It urged the Presidency to hold informal
consultations during CMA 2 on the matter of the
special needs of Latin America as well. Guatemala,
Venezuela, Ecuador, Colombia and Argentina
echoed the proposal by Honduras.
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group
intervened, saying ‘we only accept Africa’s request
and nothing else’ while further remarking that if
other countries or groups are to be considered then
to ‘also include the Arab Group’. It urged the CMA
President to abide by the understandings reached
the night before.
Switzerland for the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG) also raised objections, as
did Belize for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS). AOSIS also requested to ‘put on record’
that it ‘will not support any discussions or
consultations that will amount to renegotiation of
the PA’. Nepal and Bhutan meanwhile put forward
the suggestion ‘to consider the special
circumstances of mountainous countries most
vulnerable to climate change’.
Egypt reiterated that the African proposal had
been on the table since 2015 and it also wanted
Parties to abide by the Presidency’s proposal as was
agreed the night before. South Africa, Sudan,
Morocco, Ghana, Nigeria, Mauritius, Algeria,
Tanzania and Malawi echoed Egypt’s proposal.
Following the various interventions, Schmidt
proposed the adoption of the provisional agenda
‘as agreed last night’ and gavelled the adoption of
the decision.

vulnerable and ‘increasing risk of reaching the
limits of adaptation’. ‘There will be little room for
eco-system based adaptation, blue carbon
ecosystems, sustainable fisheries and sustainable
land management as these adaptation options are
effective only on low-emission pathways,’ he
added. He informed that the IPCC is now mid-way
through the sixth assessment cycle that will be
delivered in 2021 with the synthesis report expected
in May 2022.
At the CMA 2 proceedings
When the CMA 2 provisional agenda was
being considered for adoption, disagreements arose
over the proposals for inclusion onto the agenda
by Egypt on behalf of the African Group, as well
as by Honduras on behalf of AILAC regarding
the ‘special needs and special circumstances of
Africa’ and the ‘Latin American States’,
respectively.
A day before the commencement of the COP,
the Chilean Presidency had been conducting
consultations with Parties including on the agenda
proposals by Egypt and Honduras, and an
agreement had been reached midnight of 1
December to not include the proposals on the
agenda but with some ‘understandings’.
According to sources, on the proposal by the
African Group, the agreement reached was not to
include the agenda item, on the ‘understanding’ that
‘informal consultations’ will be held with the
Presidency during CMA 2 urging Parties to the PA
to ‘recognize’ the special circumstances and needs
of African countries, ‘in line with previous
decisions of the COP’. On the proposal by AILAC
the understanding reached was to not include their
proposal on the agenda.
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Countries Express Their Expectations for COP 25

The G77 Chair also said that ‘a number of
developed countries have also not yet complied
with their existing national reporting requirements
under the Convention, leading to a lack of
transparency in terms of what they have done to
reduce their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in
the pre-2020 period and whether they have lived
up to their commitment to take the lead. There
should be no backsliding on their transparency
commitments even as we continue to negotiate on
common transparency formats for the PA that take
account of the flexibility needs of developing
countries’.
‘Additionally, long-standing commitments of
developed countries under the Convention to
provide developing countries with the needed,
adequate, and stable financing and technology to
implement climate actions continue to be
implemented insufficiently. While we welcome the
USD 9.7 billion pledged by developed countries to
the Green Climate Fund (GCF) at its first
replenishment, we underscore that it is significantly
below the initial resource mobilization pledge of
USD10.2 billion and far short of what developing
countries need to enhance their climate action
through ambitious NDCs,’ stressed the G77 Chair
further.
Emphasising the need for enhanced ambition
by developed-country Parties to fulfil their pre-2020
commitments, in particular urgently raising their
ambition in relation to emission reduction targets
and the provision of support to developing
countries, the G77 Chair said that ‘this is critical
to building trust for enhancing ambition by all in
the post-2020 period. Pre-2020 implementation
issues are therefore important to address from this
COP’.
Regarding post-2020 actions under the
Convention and its PA, the Group said that ‘recent
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Madrid, 3 December (Evelyn Teh) – At the final
plenary session convened on 2 December, countries
through their various groupings conveyed their
expectations for the outcomes of the climate talks
held under the UNFCCC in Madrid, Spain.
Several groups of developing countries, led
by the G77 and China, also had strong words for
the United States (US) for withdrawing from the
PA.
Minister of Palestine’s Environmental
Quality Authority, Adalah Atira, speaking for the
G77 and China, said that ‘COP25 takes place at a
crucial historical juncture. 2020 is quite literally
around the corner. This is the year in which Parties’
pre-2020 actions under the Convention are
supposed to conclude and lay the foundation for
future climate actions for Parties to the Paris
Agreement (PA). For the G77, success at this COP
will be determined by whether or not the decisions
will enable all Parties to contribute more effectively
and ambitiously in terms of nationally-determined
contributions (NDCS) and help developing
countries to better adapt, address loss and damage,
and continue to pursue and fulfil our right to
sustainable development.’
In an apparent reference to the United States
(US), the G77 Chair expressed deep regret that ‘a
developed State Party that is responsible for
emitting almost one-fifth of current annual global
emissions and historically responsible for almost
one-third of cumulative historical global emissions,
has chosen to withdraw from the PA. At the same
time, some other developed Parties have chosen
not to be part of the second commitment period
(2CP) of the Kyoto Protocol (KP), contributing to
its non-entry into force before the period expires
at the end of 2020.’ The G77 called on these Parties
‘to reconsider these choices, particularly given that
the COP will be negotiating important issues
relating to ambitions post-2020’.
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the negative economic and social consequences of
response measures on developing countries’, and
that ‘the Forum and the Katowice Committee of
Experts need to be made operational through
adoption of a 6-year workplan’.
The G77 also expressed concerns ‘by the
application of unilateral coercive or extra-territorial
economic measures, including in relation to
international trade, which are inconsistent with
international law. These actions adversely affect
the capabilities of developing countries to finance
their efforts in mitigation and adaptation to climate
change and hinder their right to access available
resources. In this context, it is of utmost importance
that all necessary measures be undertaken to ensure
the depoliticized flow of international resources by
all financial mechanisms under the Convention and
its KP and PA to all eligible Parties’.
On Article 6 of the PA (dealing with
cooperative approaches involving market and nonmarket mechanisms), the G77 Chair said that
negotiations on this matter ‘are difficult,
contentious and complex, this agenda item should
be concluded in a manner that ensures that there is
a balanced outcome under Articles 6(2) and 6(4)
as well as 6(8) that reflect the diversity of NDCs,
ensures environmental integrity, avoids double
counting, promotes sustainable development,
provides adequate and predictable funds for
adaptation, and enables future cooperative
arrangements among Parties through the nationally
appropriate use of both market and non-market
approaches’.
In conclusion, the G77 Chair said that his
Group viewed ‘the cynicism shown by major
partners towards multilateralism and the
international rules-based order as a whole as a
serious challenge that could undermine our
collective efforts and interests’, adding that ‘we
have an obligation to act responsibly and to be
guided by our joint interests and the science.
Unilateralism, isolationism, and pseudo-science
threaten our efforts and we have a responsibility to
ensure that they do not hijack our ongoing efforts’.
Malaysia, speaking for the Like-minded
developing countries (LMDC), said that the
COP25 outcomes must not be mitigation-centric.
‘For our developing countries, adaptation to
the adverse effects of climate change and
addressing the losses and damages that are incurred
are extremely important because these are directly
related to our countries’ ability to pursue sustainable
development and eradicate poverty at the same time
as we implement the Convention and its PA.’

(IPCC) Special Reports released in 2018 and 2019
highlight the need for urgent and ambitious action
on mitigation and adaptation’, adding that
‘developed country Parties must hence lead in
global emission reduction efforts by committing
to accelerated emissions reductions from 2020
onward, in order to promote global reductions of
emissions on a scale and timeframe within the next
decades consistent with the science, and lead in
supporting adaptation actions in developing
countries’.
According to the Group, ‘the communication
of Long Term Low-Emission Development
Strategies that reflect urgency and ambition
consistent with the best available science is a
critical enabler for enhancing ambition and
adequacy of actions. It should also be accompanied
by finance flows that are consistent with the
demands of such strategies’.
In this regard, the G77 called on developed
countries ‘to show enhanced ambition on the
provision of finance, capacity building and
technology support to developing countries
beginning in 2020, even as we respond based on
our different national circumstances to calls to show
enhanced ambition on adaptation and mitigation
and the pursuit of sustainable development by
developing countries when implementing the PA
in the post-2020 period’.
The G77 Chair also said that ‘adaptation is a
key priority climate action for developing countries
reeling from the socio-economic, developmental,
and environmental impacts, losses, and damages
arising from climate change. This means that the
outcome of COP25 must not be mitigation-centric.
There must be substantive discussions at this COP
on adaptation, to ensure that the role of adaptation
in addressing climate change is promoted and
supported’ .
‘The review of the Warsaw Implementation
Mechanism on Loss and Damage (WIM) is a crucial
agenda item for the G77,’ said the Minister, adding
that ‘we want to see the WIM become an effective
mechanism under the Convention and its PA in
addressing the needs of developing countries,
especially for enhanced action and support in
relation to loss and damage, including financing
and technology transfer.’
On response measures, the G77 Chair
reaffirmed ‘the importance of giving full
consideration to identifying necessary actions to
meet the specific needs and concerns of developing
country Parties arising from the impact of the
implementation of response measures, and to avoid
11

Egypt, on behalf of the Africa Group, said
that the UNFCCC has reported inventory data from
Annex I countries (excluding economies in
transition) that ‘the total aggregate GHG emissions
excluding LULUCF (land use, land-use change and
forestry) decreased only by 1.6% over the period
1990 to 2017’. It expressed deep concern that ‘some
Annex I Parties have increased their emissions by
up to 140%. This constitutes a significant increase
and is substantially contributing to the climate
emergency’.
‘Several Annex I Parties, with the historical
responsibility to act and the capacity to respond to
climate change have not fulfilled their
commitments or lived up to the challenge of
addressing climate change. Furthermore, with the
withdrawal of one major Party to the PA,
approximately 18% of the global emissions will
not be accounted for in the collective effort to
address climate change under the PA. We note that
this same Party has again not provided their national
communication and biennial reports which is a clear
commitment under the Convention,’ said Egypt
further.
The Africa Group said that ‘adaptation is a
core and fundamental element and aim of the PA
to strengthen the global response to threat of climate
change’ and expressed concern over ‘the lack of
space and attention provided to this core element’,
adding that ‘all African countries are facing
different adverse impacts’ and that ‘African
governments are already paying 2 to 9% of their
GDP to fund adaptation actions which is around
20% of the estimated annual costs of adaptation in
Africa. This is done despite the existing financial
constraints and competing needs for social and
economic development’. ‘It is important to discuss
the global goal for adaptation and develop
modalities and procedures for the recognition of
adaptation efforts, enhancing the implementation
of adaptation action and reviewing the adequacy
of adaptation support. A failure to do so goes against
one of the aims of the PA,’ said Egypt.
The Group, while stressing that the PA is a
treaty to raise ambition and implementation,
noticed that the Agreement ‘is becoming treaty
consumed with reporting and communicating rather
than addressing the core priority of
implementation’, and called for the COP and the
CMA ‘to facilitate raising ambition both on
mitigation and adaptation in equal and balanced
manner and more importantly facilitate
implementation of action on the ground’. It also
stressed ‘the importance of grant-based resources
for African countries, particularly for adaptation.

The LMDC also said that ‘progress of pre2020 actions under the Convention and the KP form
the real-world starting landscape for actions and
mutual trust in post-2020 period under the
Convention and its PA’, stressing the importance
of producing ‘a robust outcome at COP25 to initiate
a mechanism to comprehensively assess the
progress and gaps in mitigation, adaptation, and
means of implementation, and to make concrete
arrangements on closing the gaps, to ensure these
gaps not to be shifted to post-2020 and cause extra
burden on all developing countries’.
On Article 6 of the PA, Malaysia said that
‘all Parties that wish to engage in cooperative
approaches can do so by adopting guidance to
operationalize multiple metrics. Article 6 guidance
should also respect and promote the nationallydetermined nature of NDCs and Parties’ rights to
pursue sustainable development in line with their
national circumstances. Article 6 outcomes must
also ensure that the development of non-market
mechanisms is given equal importance in terms of
the various mechanisms that Parties can use in order
to achieve mitigation and adaptation outcomes
under their NDCs, and that market mechanisms do
not become a primary means by which Annex I
developed countries take credit for mitigation
outcomes under their NDCs.’
On the review of the work on loss and damage
under the WIM, the LMDC said that the mechanism
must be ‘able to respond adequately and fully to
the needs of developing countries. This is
particularly because the global loss and damage due
to climate change may well require financing for
developing countries of hundreds of billions of
dollars per year by 2030.’
Malaysia also called for ‘scaled up, adequate,
and effective provision of public climate finance
from developed to developing countries’. While it
welcomed the GCF replenishment pledge
amounting to US$9.7 billion, it expressed
disappointment that ‘this is significantly less than
the initial resource mobilization pledge of US$10.2
billion and more importantly does not match what
developing countries need in terms of financial
support for their climate actions’.
The LMDC also expressed concerns over the
application of unilateral coercive economic
measures that affect the capacities of developing
countries to finance their efforts in mitigation and
adaptation to climate change. ‘In this context, it is
of utmost importance for all necessary measures
to be undertaken to depoliticize the flow of
international financial resources such as through
the GEF mechanism,’ it added further.
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action.’ Belize said that ‘the challenge is so great
that COP 25 must trigger “Our Decade of
Ambition”. This session must establish key
milestones to lay the groundwork for 2020 and
beyond,’ it added further.
It also expressed that the WIM review must
yield robust, and a fit-for-purpose mechanism. ‘We
must quantify loss and damage and risks, and carry
out assessments of risk in vulnerable developing
countries. Hence, the GCF focus should be
expanded to address loss and damage, and this
requires dedicated emergency response window to
enable decision-making 7 days after experiencing
loss and damage from extreme weather events,’ said
AOSIS further.
Saudi Arabia on behalf of the Arab Group
stated that it was imperative to emphasise the
principle of CBDR-RC and for the provision of
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building
for developing countries to achieve their NDCs,
while being in line with the Sustainable
Development Goals. As regards Article 6 of the PA,
it emphasised the need to recognise the ‘national
circumstances’ of Parties in their respective NDCs
and facilitate ways to maximise the cooperative
approach.
Bhutan on behalf of the Least Developed
Countries also emphasised that the rules agreed
to for the implementation of Article 6 of the PA
must ensure environmental integrity and incentivise
cooperation, and not open up loopholes that shift
emissions between Parties. It must also provide
resources to the Adaptation Fund through shared
proceeds.
Brazil on behalf of Argentina, Brazil and
Uruguay (ABU) pointed out that the Doha
Amendment is the centrepiece of pre-2020
commitments and should contribute to the work
post-2020. Any shift in pre-2020 gaps to developing
countries is unacceptable against equity and CBDRRC, it added.
Venezuela on behalf of the Bolivarian
Alliance for the Peoples of Our America (ALBA)
stressed that NDCs should include adaptation as a
priority and reflect flexibility to recognise the
different circumstances of countries. It also called
for creating a financial facility to support the WIM.
Finland, speaking for the European Union
(EU), referred to the recent reports of the World
Meteorological Organisation, UNEP Emissions
Gap Report and the IPCC Special Reports which
have all indicated that the world is not on the right
track towards emissions reduction. The EU
expressed their priorities towards closing that gap.

Climate ambition and action should not be seen as
a proxy for increasing the debt burden of African
countries’, added Egypt further.
China on behalf of the BASIC Group
stressed that the key outcomes of COP25 are to
conclude negotiations under Article 6 of the PA, to
achieve progress on climate finance, and to produce
robust outcomes on addressing pre-2020 gaps. The
group also stated that ‘public finance is the fulcrum
of enhanced climate ambition by developing
countries, and developed countries must honour
their climate finance commitments of providing
USD 100 billion per annum by 2020 for developing
countries in a transparent and grant-based manner’.
On the pre-2020 stocktake, China drew
special attention to the fact that ‘pre-2020 ambition
is an important agenda for developing countries’,
adding that ‘pre-2020 is not about time scale, but
about commitments. When commitments are
fulfilled, the mission of pre-2020 is accomplished’.
The Group expressed concerns ‘about the pre-2020
gaps due to insufficient and unfulfilled
commitments by developed countries in terms of
mitigation, adaptation and provision of means of
implementation. The time is ripe to constructively
address this issue and devise a concrete way
forward. Developed countries must be encouraged
to act expeditiously and responsibly to close the
pre-2020 implementation gap so there is no transfer
of burden to developing countries in the post-2020
period. It is important to produce a concrete
outcome at COP25 of arrangements to
comprehensively assess the pre-2020 progress and
gaps and to close the gaps by developed countries
in the post-2020 period.’
Belize on behalf of the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS) expressed disappointment
‘by inadequate action by developed countries in
accordance with the principle of CBDR-RC, and
outraged by the dithering and retreat of one of the
most culpable polluters from the PA. Retreat and
inaction are not hallmarks of leadership. In the
midst of a climate emergency, they are tantamount
to sanction ecocide. They reflect profound failure
to honour collective global commitment to protect
the most vulnerable’.
The AOSIS also said that ‘COP 25 must
demonstrate how far we will push for ambition to
avert ecocide. COP 25 must signal our resolve to
achieve a 1.5-degree C world… All countries,
especially developed countries with historic
responsibility for humanity’s greatest challenge,
must present bold plans in 2020 and facilitate the
means to unleash a wave of unprecedented climate
13

Australia on behalf of the Umbrella Group
stated that ‘we must ensure strong outcomes and
robust rules on Article 6 of the PA to facilitate
market and non-market solutions to be concluded
in this COP’.

It also looked forward towards a successful second
review of the WIM. It also wanted to see ‘robust
and comprehensive’ accounting rules for Article 6
of the PA to avoid double-counting.
Switzerland on behalf of the Environment
Integrity Group (EIG) urged Parties to update the
governance of the Adaptation Fund.
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Developing Countries Outline Elements for Decision on Loss and
Damage Mechanism
programmes, and with relevant stakeholders within
and outside the Convention; (e) The progress on
the implementation of the workplan of the ExCom;
and (f) The response of the WIM to relevant
decisions and the Paris Agreement.’ Para 5 states
that: ‘In their assessment, Parties will consider: (a)
The effectiveness and efficiency of the WIM,
including timeliness, relevance, usefulness,
visibility, coherence, complementarity,
comprehensiveness, responsiveness and
resourcing; (b) Barriers and gaps, challenges and
opportunities, and lessons learned.’)
Palestine, speaking for the G77 and China,
proposed some ‘elements or components of what
can become decision text in relation to the WIM
review’. Referring to the WIM event that was held
on the eve of the official opening of the Madrid
talks on 1 December, Palestine said that the G77
proposal drew on the discussions at the event.
Calling attention to paragraphs 4 and 5 of the TOR
for the WIM review, the G77 said that the WIM is
bigger than the ExCom.
In relation to the needs, it expressed the
following: prioritisation of the workstreams on
slow-onset events and non-economic losses; gap
analysis at national and international levels as
regards capacity, technology and finance of
developing countries; risk assessments; and
collaboration and cooperation, which it said is a
means for delivering action and support.
‘This needed stronger links between the WIM
and relevant constituted bodies of the Convention
such as the Technology Executive Committee
(TEC), the Climate Technology Centre and
Network (CTCN), the Standing Committee on
Finance (SCF) and the operating entities of the
Financial Mechanism (e.g. Green Climate Fund,
Global Environment Facility and Adaptation
Fund).’

Madrid, 5 December (TWN) – Developing
countries under the Group of 77 and China have
proposed ‘elements or components’ for what they
expect for a decision on the review of the Warsaw
International Mechanism for Loss and Damage
associated with Climate Change Impacts (known
as the WIM) at the Madrid climate talks.
The informal consultations, which began on
3 December and continued on 4 December, are
taking place under the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary
Bodies, and are being co-facilitated by Kishan
Kumarsingh (Trinidad and Tobago) and Marianne
Karlsen (Norway).
Following interventions by Parties, the cofacilitators are expected to produce ‘a note’ for the
consultations which will continue on 5 December.
(At the intersessional meeting of the Subsidiary
Bodies held in June 2019, Parties agreed on the
terms of reference (TOR) for the review of the
WIM. According to the TOR, the objective of the
2019 review is to ‘consider, inter alia, progress on
the implementation of the workplan of the
Executive Committee of the Warsaw International
Mechanism (ExCom), as well as its long-term
vision that guides ways in which the WIM may be
enhanced and strengthened, as appropriate’. On the
scope of the review, the following was agreed to –
Para 3 reads: ‘Parties will review the WIM since
its establishment in 2013, taking into account those
segments of the population that are already
vulnerable….’ Para 4 reads: ‘The review will focus
on, inter alia: (a) The performance of the WIM
and its functions as set out in decision 2/CP.19 and
how it continues to promote the implementation of
approaches to address loss and damage associated
with the adverse effects of climate change; (b) The
structure of the WIM; (c) The usefulness and use
of the outputs of the WIM, including for developing
country Parties; (d) Collaboration, coherence and
partnerships with bodies, entities and work
15

Saint Lucia for the Alliance of Small Island
States (AOSIS) called for specific actions on all
the workstreams and functions of the WIM in the
four broad areas of risk assessment and reporting,
action and support, expanding the work on loss and
damage and collaboration and cooperation.
Ecuador on behalf of the Like-Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC) said that while
the WIM had some achievements, there were big
gaps that needed to be fulfilled with the outputs of
the review, stressing the need for finance,
technology transfer and capacity-building which
enable actual action and implementation of the
WIM. It also said that an enhanced WIM was
needed with a long-term vision taking into account
the science of climate change impacts.
Colombia on behalf of the Independent
Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean
countries (AILAC) called for a periodic review
of the WIM which is aligned with the global
stocktake (GST) under the Paris Agreement. It also
wanted the outcome of the 2019 review to have
concrete recommendations on action and support
addressing finance, technology transfer and
capacity-building. On technology transfer, it called
for a replication of something akin to the Climate
Technology Centre and Network involving national
focal points to facilitate action on the ground.
The European Union (EU) said that the
WIM is providing a framework for developed and
developing countries to strengthen the averting,
minimising and addressing of loss and damage.
It agreed that the WIM should do more,
adding that the pace of work on slow-onset events
was slow and needed to be more efficient. It also
stressed the need for the products of the WIM to
have a better outreach to inspire action by Parties.
The EU also agreed that there was a need to
mobilise synergy and among the wide landscape
of partners including their resources and a need
for comprehensive risk assessments.
New Zealand said that the WIM had done
excellent work but has underperformed in some
areas. It said that the challenge was to ensure that
there are efficient ways of working to ensure that
the impacts of climate change did not reverse the
development outcomes in the recent decades of
developing countries.
Informal consultations will continue on 5
December on the matter.

It also stressed the need to ‘build on
partnership bases which have already been built
with institutions such as the International
Organisation for Migration, UN Refugee Agency
(UNHCR), International Labour Organisation etc.
and the Disaster Risk and Reduction community,
civil society organisations etc. for building capacity,
technical assistance, sources of data’.
As regards ‘action and support’, the G77
identified the following: enhancement of the WIM
budget to work properly; finance for enhanced
action and support would involve having technical
expert groups, and looking at ideas to provide
funding for loss and damage, such as Innovative
Finance and Finance Facility.
It also said that what was also needed is a
capacity-building programme, with a focus on
national focal points; and a need to address the lack
of strong communication of knowledge products
also in disseminating, socialising, simplifying the
messages, getting the public to understand loss and
damage, as well as action to be taken at a household
level.
On the ‘process for review’ the G77 called
for a ‘simple succinct summary of what was
discussed in relation to the WIM’. On the ‘outcome’
expected, a ‘concrete decision’ that ‘welcomed
work, invites partnerships, establish technical
groups, and other practical and concrete actions to
be undertaken moving on from COP25 to enhance
and strengthen the WIM’s effectiveness and
performance in addressing the needs of developing
countries in relation to loss and damage’.
The G77 hoped that these elements or
components could be ‘the basis for moving forward,
subject to discussion, clarification and hopefully
consensus’.
Timor Leste, on behalf of the Least
Developing Countries (LDCs), echoing the G77
call stressed the need for a finance facility, as well
as a technology transfer facility that helps the
implementation of the WIM. It also said that the
WIM is bigger than the ExCom, adding the need
for an expert group under the ExCom to assist the
most vulnerable developing countries, including the
LDCs.
Sudan, for the African Group, said that what
was needed is to enable the WIM to implement its
vision in assisting vulnerable developing countries.
It also called for the establishment of a technical
expert group to advance the work on enabling
action and support.
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Disagreements Continue over Membership of Adaptation
Fund Board

of market and non-market mechanisms. Parties
were unable to arrive at an agreement on the
operational details and rules to be applied in the
implementation of Article 6 in Poland last year, and
these are being deliberated in Madrid.)
Malawi spoke for the LDCs and reiterated
the understanding of the group that Parties to the
PA are eligible to serve on the AF Board. ‘The
decision has been taken. It should be left to
constituencies to nominate members, but without
changing the configuration of the Board. Let us
take a quick procedural decision and close the
matter here,’ said Malawi.
China said it was too early to talk about
composition, given the link of the Adaptation Fund
with the share of proceeds from Article 6, still under
negotiation. ‘The AF has worked smoothly in the
past. There is no need to change the composition
of the Fund,’ said China.
India also said that the AF had been
performing well and there was no ‘pressing need
for any change’. India added that the foremost issue
for the Adaptation Fund was funding, which was
still under negotiation.
Developed countries led by New Zealand,
Japan, Australia, Canada, Switzerland, and the
European Union (EU), however, were very clear
about the need for the Board composition to change.
The EU said a unique feature of the AF Board was
that the majority comprised developing countries
and ‘the EU is prepared to maintain this principle’.
The EU called for a decision though to
operationalise the Katowice decision. ‘Katowice
made the decision that the AF serves the PA. For
that to happen, work was mandated and which
needs to be finished here. We are here to finalise
the work and eligibility of the AF Board with a
decision by the CMP,’ the EU said. The EU called
for a ‘small and technical change’ in the language

Madrid, 5 December (TWN) – Discussions on the
membership of the Adaptation Fund Board
continued to be contentious at the ongoing climate
talks in Madrid, with developing countries calling
for a procedural discussion on the matter, and
developed countries calling for changing the
composition of the AF Board through a substantive
decision.
According to Palestine, speaking for the G77
and China, a previous decision adopted during
COP 24 in Katowice last year had made it clear
that developing and developed countries that are
Parties to the Paris Agreement (PA) are eligible for
membership on the AF Board and therefore, there
was no need to discuss the matter further. The group
stressed that the matter was purely procedural.
During discussions over 3 and 4 December
on the issue, the Africa Group reiterated that its
position had not changed and that it was in favour
of a procedural decision and that no action was
required until the share of proceeds from Article 6
became available. The Arab Group, ABU
(Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay), the Alliance of
Small Island States (AOSIS), the Independent
Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean
(AILAC) and the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) supported Palestine.
(The AF currently serves both the KP and the
PA. In Poland last year, 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.
Negotiations on the share of proceeds are currently
ongoing in Madrid. Article 6.4 establishes a
mechanism to contribute to the mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions and support sustainable
development for use by Parties on a voluntary basis.
Article 6 of the PA deals with cooperative
approaches among Parties, which include the use
17

the PA. Japan also said that the existing
categorisation of Annex I and Non-Annex I should
be changed to developed-country Parties and
developing-country Parties in the PA context.
Speaking for the Environment Integrity
Group (EIG), Switzerland said the AF had a
distinct role to play in climate finance and that a
decision was required to conclude the matter, while
maintaining the ‘current balance of developed and
developing countries’. Switzerland however said
that depending on the source of financing for the
AF, the composition should be revisited. It agreed
that the Board’s governance should be adapted to
the PA language of developed and developing
countries.
Following the exchange, the co-facilitators for
the session Amjad Abdulla (Maldives) and Fiona
Gilbert (Australia) proposed that they would
compile the views they had heard and called for
further submissions.
Palestine reiterated that there would be either
a procedural decision or no decision. The Africa
Group stressed that no further work was required
given that there was clearly no consensus on the
matter. Norway, however, said it did not think the
matter was very difficult to resolve since Parties
were ‘not that far apart’. Responding to Norway,
Palestine said, ‘We are very far apart. Our position
stands.’
The Umbrella Group of countries continued
to call for a substantive decision on the issue. The
matter is expected to be discussed further.

(referring to the Annexes of the Convention) and
said that it did not want to touch on nomination
issues or change the number of Parties in the AF
Board and that the ‘majority view’ would be
maintained. (The CMP is the Conference of Parties
meeting as the Parties to the KP.)
(According to Decision 1/CMP.3, the AF
Board shall have 16 members, representing Parties
to the KP, taking into account fair and balanced
representation among these groups and would
include two representatives from each of the five
United Nations regional groups; one representative
of the Small Island Developing States [SIDS]; one
representative of the Least Developed Country
Parties; two other representatives from the Parties
included in Annex I to the Convention [Annex I
Parties]; two other representatives from the Parties
not included in Annex I to the Convention [nonAnnex I Parties].)
(In a decision adopted in December 2018 in
Katowice, Poland [para 4 of decision 1/CMP], the
Subsidiary Body for Implementation was tasked
with considering the membership of the AF Board
and to forward a recommendation to the CMP for
its consideration at its session later this year.)
Japan wanted to continue deliberating on the
membership issue and said that to make the Fund
sustainable, financing is necessary and for that,
representation of developed countries on the Board
needs to be enhanced. Japan added that the existing
composition did not quite reflect the representation
of developed countries and said that change would
be required when the AF exclusively starts serving
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Developed Countries Oppose Long-term Finance Discussions under
UNFCCC post-2020
Palestine for the G77 and China informed
the co-chairs that any streamlining should only be
‘editorial’, with all the views retained in the second
version. The co-chairs are expected to issue a new
iteration of the draft text on 6 December, and Parties
are expected to deliberate on that version, and it
can be expected that negotiations on this will
continue to be highly contentious.
Besides the issue of the continuation of the
LTF, other contentious issues were on taking stock
of the commitments of developed countries to
mobilise US$100 billion per year by 2020, which
was proposed by the G77 and China, but
developed countries were not amenable to this.
Some developing countries also objected to
references to assessments by the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
of climate finance being mobilised by developed
countries for developing countries.
Palestine for the G77 and China said the
group saw the LTF as being an extremely important
and only platform within the Convention that dealt
with finance at a macro level, including both the
technical and political levels. Palestine clarified that
while the process involved mobilising US$100
billion a year up to 2020, it did not end in 2020.
Referring to the PA, it said that developed countries
are to continue to take the lead in the provision of
finance and that the decision in Paris extended the
mobilisation of the US$100 billion goal for another
five years. ‘We do not see the LTF coming to an
end next year,’ reiterated Palestine.
It also spoke about the new collective goal
on finance and said that the LTF was well placed
to discuss the goal. It stressed that finance is a
critical element in the enhancing of any ambition
and called for an assessment report. ‘Next year is
key. Developed countries are supposed to mobilise
USD100 billion per year by 2020. We need a report

Madrid, 6 December (TWN) – At the ongoing
climate talks in Madrid, developed countries are
opposed to continuing discussions on long-term
finance under the UNFCCC post-2020, and want
further discussions on finance to take place under
the Paris Agreement (PA).
Discussions were contentious on the issue as
developing countries wanted to continue
deliberations on long-term finance (LTF) post- 2020
under the Convention, with developed countries
countering that the mandate for the LTF should end
in 2020 and any further considerations on finance
should happen under the Conference of Parties to
the Paris Agreement (CMA), mostly in workshops.
(The 17th UNFCCC COP [in 2011] had
launched the work programme on LTF.
Subsequently, COP 19 [in 2013] included three
types of activities concerning LTF. These included
biennial submissions by developed countries on
their approaches for scaling up climate finance,
continued deliberations on LTF through insession
workshops, and biennial high-level ministerial
dialogues.)
In Madrid, informal consultations on the LTF
are taking place under the COP in a contact group
co-chaired by Rob Moore (United Kingdom) and
Richard Muyungi (Tanzania). The consultations
began on 4 December where Parties provided their
views on what they would like to see included in a
draft decision text. On 5 December, the co-chairs
issued the first iteration of the draft text, which was
six pages long with 42 paragraphs.
The first iteration of the draft text was
essentially a compilation of the views presented
by Parties during the deliberations and through
written submissions. Upon the presentation of the
draft text, Parties said they needed time to consult
and that there were opportunities for the co-chairs
to streamline the text.
19

billions and run into trillions of dollars and the
roadmap to raise climate finance to match the scope,
scale and speed is a fair ask ‘to deliver climate
justice’. It said that the requirement of climate
finance was not just about low-carbon solutions,
but for implementing the Convention, in the context
of sustainable development and poverty
eradication. India underlined the need for a clear
definition of climate finance and urged developed
countries to fulfil their commitment and provide
real climate finance.
Responding to the EU on the OECD report,
it said that India had also done its own assessments
on climate finance and its findings were far less
than what was quoted in the OCED report. ‘There
is a clear-cut disagreement. We support our G77
and China Chair’s proposal of an internal
assessment of USD100 billion, since there is a lot
of confusion between what amount has been
pledged and what amount has been generated,’ it
added further. India also cautioned against
undermining the importance of public finance and
playing up the role of private finance.
China said that while developed countries
had made contributions for climate finance, aspects
such as double-counting in reporting channels and
lack of transparency needed to be resolved.
Developed countries must respect the Convention,
said China, adding that they should have a clear
roadmap and pathway to meet their due obligations
leading up to 2025.
Norway said the ‘LTF ends here’ and was
worried about the duplication of the finance agenda
in the COP and CMA, adding that finance
discussions have to be linked with the CMA
architecture, otherwise it would be ‘crowded’. It
also said that stocktake was a good idea, but to take
it to a workshop. ‘Information on climate finance
provided and mobilized will not be available till
2022; so, we question the need for such a document.
There is the Biennial Assessment and Overview of
Climate Finance Flows (under the Standing
Committee on Finance) that will come out next
year. That could be a good document to use next
year,’ it said further.
Speaking for the Alliance of the Latin
American and Caribbean (AILAC) countries,
Colombia said that 2020 is a milestone because
Parties would be looking to the achievement of the
US$100 billion goal and begin deliberating on a
new goal. Colombia suggested that an in-session
workshop should be used to kickstart deliberations
on the new goal, adding that since the LTF is a
forum for high-level discussions, it sees utility in
prolonging the process.

on the progress by this process, not some other
process. We can draw information from other
sources, but it is important we take stock. The LTF
provides an excellent vehicle for this,’ said
Palestine.
(Parties had agreed in Paris in 2015 to a new
collective goal on finance to be set by the CMA
prior to 2025, from a floor of US$100 billion per
year, taking into account the needs and priorities
of developing countries.)
The European Union (EU) reminded Parties
that for the LTF, a clear time-related mandate exists
in decision 3/CP.19, with a sunset clause up to 2020.
‘We see no ground to extend the LTF. There is a
need to discuss finance in the future in some sort
of form and we would be interested to hear in more
detail those ideas, and that is a separate issue,’ said
the EU. It also said that several reports such as the
OECD report on finance were available which have
determined how much climate finance had been
mobilised.
South Africa for the Africa Group
confirmed its understanding that the finance
discussions would continue post-2020 and added
that the Convention would not come to an end in
2020. It said that the purpose of the PA is to further
enhance the implementation of the Convention,
adding that the LTF must continue and discuss a
number of key issues such as access to climate
finance, long-term plans, and capacity-building. It
also called for a report from the Convention bodies
on the status of reaching the US$100 billion goal
by 2020.
Gambia for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) stressed that they looked forward to
continuing the LTF discussions beyond 2020 and
that this presents an opportunity to confirm whether
the US$100 billion per year by 2020 was realised
or not.
Belize for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) said several issues such as scaling up
climate finance, adaptation finance and balance
between adaptation and mitigation finance were
important to discuss. It said that there was no harm
in continuing discussions under the Convention.
India said that neither the LTF nor the
US$100 billion commitment ends with 2020. ‘The
Convention does not end in 2020,’ it said further,
and reiterated that the purpose of the PA is to
enhance the implementation of the Convention,
adding that the scope, scale and speed of climate
finance need to be discussed and highlighted. India
also said that it was quite evident that climate
finance needs in developing countries exceed
20

requests the secretariat to organize in-session
workshops on, inter alia, strategies and approaches
for scaling up climate finance…, cooperation on
enhanced enabling environments and support for
readiness activities, and on needs for support to
developing countries, from 2014 to 2020. Further
requests the secretariat to prepare a summary of
the workshops for consideration by the COP and
to inform the ministerial dialogue referred to in
para 13.’
Para 13 of 3/CP.19 reads: ‘’Also decides to
convene a biennial high-level ministerial dialogue
on climate finance starting in 2014 and ending in
2020 and informed, inter alia, by the workshops
referred to in paragraph 12 and the submissions
referred to in paragraph 10. Further requests the
presidency of the COP to summarize the
deliberations of the dialogue.’
Responding to the discussions, Palestine said,
‘The Convention is the root. Out of the root sprouts
the Kyoto Protocol and PA. The obligation of
provision of resources is anchored in the root.
Mobilisation of finance as it evolves can come in
different forms, but the root is important.’
In a subtle reference to the US’s withdrawal
from the PA, Palestine said that if finance was
discussed only under the CMA, then it would be
missing the ‘important value’ of inputs that the US
would bring to the table.

Switzerland said the issue of the LTF needs
a home and needs to continue, but under the CMA.
It also said that they need to look at enabling
environments and the role of the private sector and
added that these should be in the LTF discussions
under the CMA. It further said that the final figures
may not be available by the time of the stocktake
proposed by the G77 and China.
Bangladesh said that the LTF must focus on
the mobilisation of climate finance of US$100
billion and that it was time for clarity on the sources
of finance.
The United States (US) said that there
seemed to be a ‘significant confusion’ on the
mandate and the decisions adopted in the past. The
timeline has nothing to do with the horizon of
US$100 billion or the lifespan of the Convention,
it said and referred to paragraphs 12 and 13 of
decision 3/CP.19 which, according to the US, make
it clear that the LTF is till 2020. The US also said
that Parties had agreed to create space for finance
discussions under the CMA through biennial
submissions, in-session workshops and biennial
high-level ministerial dialogues, which paved the
way for transition from the LTF. It also expressly
warned against spending time ‘mischaracterizing
past decisions’.
(Para 12 of 3/CP.19 reads: ‘Decides to
continue deliberations on long-term finance and
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Developing Countries Call for Work Programme on Closing pre-2020
Implementation Gaps
Madrid, 6 December (Evelyn Teh) – Developing
countries, led by the Like-Minded Developing
Countries (LMDC), called for a mandate at the
UNFCCC COP 25 for a two-year work programme
on closing the pre-2020 implementation gaps under
the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol (KP).
The work programme under the Subsidiary
Body for Implementation (SBI) on ‘pre-2020
implementation and ambition’ is needed ‘to identify
the progress and gaps on mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology development and transfer, and
capacity building of the pre-2020 commitments by
developed countries and to make arrangements in
closing these gaps’, said China, on behalf of the
LMDC.
In echoing the LMDC call, India said that ‘the
pre-2020 stocktake cannot just be a conversation
or reflection but it has to be a call for action to
complete the unfinished agenda by developed
country Parties on their pre-2020 commitments
through a clear work programme under the SBI’.
These calls were made at the technical
segment of the COP25 stocktake on ‘Pre-2020
implementation and ambition’ which took place in
plenary on 4 December.
The pre-2020 stocktake session, which was
mandated by COP 23, was to take stock of action
and support in the period up until 2020 by Parties
under the Convention and the KP. The stocktake is
in two segments: the technical segment and the
political segment, with the latter taking place on
11 December, involving ministers.
The three-hour event was moderated by
Robert Bradley of NDC Partnership, who said that
the pre-2020 stocktake will ‘take a look at that
period from a technical angle, and that’s with the
view to preparing the political discussion which
will take place next week on Wednesday (next
week)’.

When the session was opened up to Parties
to provide their reflections, China on behalf of the
LMDC stressed that its understanding of pre-2020
actions ‘is not about a timescale, but about ambition
and implementation’. It explained further that this
meant that ‘when the commitment is fulfilled, the
mission of pre-2020 is accomplished’.
The LMDC also stated that ‘the essence of
the pre-2020 stocktake should also provide a whole
picture of where we are, what are the progress and
gaps, and how we fully deliver our ambition in the
pre-2020 period’. It also emphasised that ‘when we
talk about post-2020 ambition, the pre-2020 serves
as the real-world starting point and the basis of trust
in honouring the commitments in the post-2020
areas’.
The LMDC called for a mandate for a twoyear work programme under the SBI on ‘pre-2020
implementation and ambition’ to identify the
progress and gaps on mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology development and transfer, and
capacity-building of the pre-2020 commitments by
developed countries and to make arrangements in
closing these gaps.
Earlier, Palestine on behalf of the G77 and
China reiterated what it stated at the COP 25
plenary on the first day, emphasising that next year,
Parties’ pre-2020 actions under the Convention are
supposed to conclude and lay the foundation for
future climate actions for Parties to the Paris
Agreement (PA).
The G77 expressed disappointment that a
developed country that is responsible for emitting
almost one-fifth of the current annual global
emissions, and one-third of the cumulative
historical global emission, has chosen to withdraw
from the PA (in an apparent reference to the United
States), and regretted that some developed countries
have decided not to ratify the second commitment
22

implementation. Parties which have not yet done
so should ratify the Doha Amendment to the KP to
ensure legal certainty in having the second
commitment period of the KP enforced.
At the opening of the stocktake plenary, on
behalf of the COP 25 Presidency, Claudio
Garrido delivered a speech stating that the pre2020 period has been crucial for Chile in addressing
its climate challenges through learning from
international support to developing countries.
Ovais Sarmad, the Deputy Executive
Secretary of the UNFCCC, in his address stated
that ‘the pre-2020 period and what was supposed
to be accomplished is all about building trust and
confidence in the process, among the Parties with
the Secretariat, and with the people who are
expecting great action to address one of the most
important threats to our existence’. Saying that ‘we
are about 2 to 3 weeks away from entering 2020’,
he added that we need to step into that period with
a much stronger, higher level of ambition, build on
that trust and confidence on what has been
achieved, or very transparently also recognise and
acknowledge what has not been able to be
accomplished during that period.
Alina Averchenkova from the Grantham
Research Institute stated that the commitment
made by the developed countries to raise climate
finance on an annual basis of US$100 billion by
the year 2020 has been an important symbol of trust.
The pre-2020 stocktake then took place in two
sessions, which comprised a report back of the work
done by the UNFCCC bodies in relation to the
mitigation efforts up to 2020 by the Subsidiary
Bodies, the Consultative Group of Experts and the
Technology Executive Committee, followed by
reports on supporting enhanced implementation and
ambition of climate efforts up to 2020 done by the
Standing Committee on Finance, the Paris
Committee on Capacity Building, the Adaptation
Fund Board, the Climate Technology Centre and
Network, the Katowice Committee of Experts on
the Impacts of the Implementation of Response
Measures and the Facilitative Working Group of
the Local Communities and Indigenous Peoples’
Platform.
Apart from Parties, several observers also
provided their reflections.
The Youth NGO (YOUNGO) intervened by
stating that there is a need to fund adaptation and
loss and damage now, with the need for greater
pledges in the Green Climate Fund, the Global
Environment Facility and the Adaptation Fund.
The Climate Action Network (CAN) also
stated that when it came down to domestic climate

period of the KP. The G77 called on these Parties
to reconsider these choices.
Palestine also expressed concerns that several
developed countries have not complied with their
existing national reporting requirements under the
Convention, leading to a lack of transparency in
disclosing what they have done as regards their
emissions in the pre-2020 period.
In terms of climate finance, while welcoming
the US$ 9.7 billion pledged by developed countries
to the Green Climate Fund (GCF) at its first
replenishment, it underscored that this amount was
significantly below the initial resource mobilisation
pledge of US$10.2 billion and fell far short of what
developing countries need to enhance their climate
actions, said the G77 further.
Emphasising the need for enhanced ambition
by developed countries to fulfil their pre-2020
commitments, in particular urgently raising their
ambition in relation to emission reduction targets
and the provision of support to developing
countries, the G77 Chair said further that ‘this is
critical to building trust for enhancing ambition by
all in the post-2020 period. Pre-2020
implementation issues are therefore important to
address from this COP’.
India said that little is heard about the
developed countries’ mitigation efforts on their pre2020 commitments, adding that ‘there are gaps in
the action and support because developed countries
did not deliver on their commitments’. This, said
India, needs to be acknowledged and noted and the
gap in the pre-2020 period cannot be transferred to
the rest of the world to shoulder in the post-2020
time frame as it would be against the principle of
equity and climate justice as enshrined in the
Convention, KP and PA.
‘This stocktake has to provide a platform not
just for analysing if the pre-2020 ambitions were
met, but also to suggest the way forward and
continued actions by these Parties in the post-2020
period until 2025 or 2030 to make good on those
commitments,’ it said further.
It concluded by saying that ‘the pre-2020
stocktake cannot just be a conversation or reflection
but it has to be a call for action to complete the
unfinished agenda by developed country Parties on
their pre-2020 commitments through a clear work
programme under the SBI.’
Brazil said there is a clear connection
between the pre-2020 implementation and the post2020 ambition and there is more to be done than
what has been done so far. Brazil agreed with the
LMDC proposal that there be a two-year work
programme under the SBI to discuss the pre-2020
23

ambition has been low and there is no process to
increase it, including in addressing the massive gap
in the finance commitments between what is needed
and what is being offered.
The moderator concluded the session stating
that despite the valuable efforts, we are still failing
in our attempts to steer the world onto a more
sustainable path. He also stated that ‘with 2020
finally upon us, we are still not seeing enough
action to prevent the irreversible impacts of climate
change – which is a sobering assessment’. He hoped
that this would get us to step up the scale and speed
of action needed.

action particularly from large emitters, their leaders
have fundamentally failed to show the political will
and courage matching the crisis we face. CAN also
urged developed countries to meet the climate
finance goal of US$100 billion per year by 2020 in
a way that is fair and transparent, including by
increasing the share of adaptation finance, and with
new and additional public finance.
Climate Justice Now (CJN) also lamented
that the Doha Amendment to the KP that was in
place seven years ago has yet to be ratified, adding
that ‘this was a lost decade and we could not afford
another lost decade’. It also said that mitigation
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Developing Countries Raise Concerns over the Participation of the
US at Climate Talks

Madrid, 6 December (TWN) – Concerns have
arisen among developing countries over the
participation of the United States (US) in
deliberations happening under the Kyoto Protocol
(KP) as well as under the Paris Agreement (PA) at
the Madrid climate talks.
The US is not a Party to the KP and has also
begun the process to withdraw from the PA which
will take effect November next year.
Deliberations over the composition of the
Adaptation Fund (AF) have been contentious over
the involvement of the US in the discussions.
The AF is under the KP and the US, having
withdrawn from it in 2001, is not a Party, and only
has an observer status at the Conference of the
Parties to the KP (CMP), which is the governing
body of the KP.
During an informal consultation held on the
issue of membership of the AF Board (on 3
December), co-facilitators Amjad Abdulla
(Maldives) and Fiona Gilbert (Australia) had
clarified at the outset that any decision would only
be taken by Parties to the KP and asked the views
of Parties regarding keeping the informal
consultations open to observers.
In response, Palestine for the G77/China
informed the co-facilitators that they would keep
the process open, but that the rules of procedure
must be respected and applied.
Co-facilitator Abdulla further clarified that
observers would get a chance to speak after Parties
had made their interventions. Following Parties’
interventions, the US raised its flag to intervene.
The Africa Group raised a point of order and
said that their understanding was that observers
were meant to observe and not speak. ‘The US is
not a member of the AF Board,’ said South Africa
for the Africa Group.

In response, Abdulla said that the cofacilitators’ understanding was that they ‘could
listen and take note’ of the views and asked if that
was okay. South Africa clarified that it was not okay
and requested the co-facilitators to move to formal
consultations open to only Parties.
(During the June session of climate talks in
Bonn this year, the issue of the AF membership
had become contentious, following proposals by
developed countries, including the US, to change
the composition of the AF Board. Some developing
countries had noted then that the US was an
observer in the KP and had sought legal clarification
of whether the US’s views could be included in a
compilation of submissions by Parties to the KP.)
(According to the rules of procedure, observer
States may participate in the proceedings of the
CMP only upon invitation of the presiding officers
but they cannot participate in decision-making.
They can also make their interventions after all
Parties have made their interventions during the
proceedings of a meeting.)
According to a developing-country delegate,
the role of the US was discussed within the G77
and China, and a letter was sent by the Group’s
Chair to the COP 25 President and the Executive
Secretary of the Convention.
It seems that the letter expressed the G77’s
concern regarding the US’s involvement in the
CMP negotiations, and called for some action to
be taken.
A developing-country delegate informed
TWN that the COP President had responded to the
G77 later, saying that the co-chairs and cofacilitators would be requested to reiterate the rules
on observer participation before a session begins.
More generally, there appears to be wide
dissatisfaction among developing countries
25

regarding the US’s involvement in the negotiations
overall, including in matters related to the PA.
During a meeting on Article 6 of the PA (on
cooperative approaches involving market and nonmarket mechanisms), Tuvalu stressed clearly that
those who do not intend to be part of the PA should
refrain from engaging in the Article 6 negotiations,
a developing-country delegate told TWN.
Tuvalu’s intervention was in response to a
recent press statement of 4 November by the US
Secretary of State Mike Pompeo that the US has
begun the process to withdraw from the PA, which
will take effect one year from the delivery of the
notification to the UN, i.e. on 3 November 2020.
However, a media note issued by the US
Department of State said that ‘Per the terms of the
Paris Agreement, the United States will remain
party to the Agreement until Nov 4, 2020. The US
will continue to participate in ongoing climate
change negotiations and meetings – such as COP25
– to ensure a level playing field that protects US
interests’.
‘The US is not Party to the KP and does not
have the same rights as a Party,’ lamented a
negotiator from a developing country, adding that

‘now, the US has started the process to leave the
PA as well. There is no restraining them though, as
they are negotiating as if they intend to fulfil the
obligations, which they will not of course.’
‘The US wants to move important tracks such
as the long-term finance under the Convention to
the PA governance regime, failing to admit that the
PA is to enhance the implementation of the
Convention. In discussions on the periodic review
over the long-term goal of the Convention, the US
wants to talk about global stocktake under the PA.
The US does not want to fulfil any of its obligations
under the Convention. In the Green Climate Fund,
despite not fulfilling its pledge of USD 3 billion,
the US sits on the Board deciding on its policies
and speaks about which developing country can
receive funds or not. This is unfortunate,’ said a
senior developing-country negotiator.
Another developing-country negotiator said
that the US is trying to secure its interests given
that it is possible that under a different regime, it
may join the PA again. ‘However, such conduct is
in extreme bad faith, even disruptive,’ said the
negotiator further.
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9 December 2019

Carbon-neutral Target for All by 2050 Disregards Equity
and Climate Justice

neutrality strategy for 2050’, adding that ‘without
the full engagement of the big emitters all our
efforts will be completely undermined’.)
(Third World Network has also learnt that the
COP 25 Presidency has contacted some delegations
inviting them to join a ‘Climate Ambition Alliance’
and that only those who commit to enhancing their
NDCs by 2020 and/or to net-zero emissions by
2050 are qualified to join. It seems that an event
will be held Wednesday, 11 December for Parties
who are part of the Alliance.)
The side-event, where senior government
representatives from India, China, Egypt, South
Africa and Saudi Arabia gave their views, was
moderated by Prerna Bomzan of Third World
Network.
Ravi Shankar Prasad of India said that
within the PA and the Convention, the principles
of ‘equity and CBDR-RC are the two important
buzzwords which permeate nearly all aspects but
unfortunately, there has been a lot of lip service
paid to these concepts’, adding further that ‘in
operationalisation, little has been done’. Prasad
underscored that the success of the Convention, the
PA and the Kyoto Protocol (KP) are ‘critically
linked to equity and CBDR and it is important for
us to make sure that the spirit of these key words
and phrases permeate the implementation of the
PA’.
Explaining the operationalisation of the
principles, Prasad said that the PA requires the
developed countries to take the lead (in emission
reductions) as they are the ‘largest cumulative
greenhouse gas (GHG) emitters’ and that ‘it is only
fair and equitable for developing countries to
develop and grow to meet their sustainable
development goals (SDGs) to make sure that the
outcomes of their actions are equitable’.

Madrid, 9 December (Evelyn Teh) – At a sideevent held on 2 December at the climate talks in
Madrid, several developing-country delegates gave
their reflections on the theme of ‘Equity in the
implementation of the UNFCCC and the Paris
Agreement’, pointing out that recent calls for all
countries to go carbon-neutral by 2050 disregard
equity and climate justice, as this treats developed
and developing countries in the same manner.
Giving their perspectives on how equity
should be made operational at COP 25, senior
representatives of key developing countries stressed
the recognition of the principle of common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities (CBDR-RC) between developed and
developing countries in the implementation of the
Paris Agreement (PA).
They also underlined the importance of
developed countries meeting their obligations in
the pre-2020 time frame, and to not shift their
unfulfilled obligations onto developing countries
in the era of the PA, especially in relation to the
emissions gap, caused by their failure to honour
the agreements under the Kyoto Protocol (KP) and
the Convention, and called for these gaps to be
closed.
Speaking at the event organised by Third
World Network, Indian lead negotiator Ravi
Shankar Prasad emphasised that ‘when people
talk about carbon neutrality, people are not talking
about equity’ as this treats all countries in the same
manner with ‘the same broad brush’, adding that
‘developing countries need a space to meet their
sustainable development’.
(At the opening ceremony of the climate
change talks, UN Secretary-General Antonio
Guterres had called for governments to enhance
their nationally determined contributions [NDCs]
in 2020 under the PA, and to present ‘a carbon
27

Prasad underscored that ‘in any independent
analysis in different countries, it was the developing
countries who are taking more action than the
developed countries’ as the latter are not meeting
their commitments including those under the KP,
and he called for ‘the operationalising of equity
and CBDR-RC at COP 25’.
Ambassador Wael Aboulmagd of Egypt
said that the first task of COP 25 is to finish the
work of what could not be achieved at the last COP
in Poland, viz. Article 6 of the PA (on cooperative
approaches, including market and non-market
approaches), adding that Article 6 is to assist Parties
in implementing their NDCs and is not ‘a
commercial enterprise’ and called for ‘equal and
balanced treatment throughout the Article 6 which
can be distinctive’ and to ensure that there is
‘enough funding for the Adaptation Fund’.
As regards the pre-2020 issue, Aboulmagd
said that this matter has been talked about for years
and that ‘it is unfortunate that our developed
country partners have not met the necessary
commitments’. He was also concerned that
everyone now was talking about the important stage
of the PA but there is no talk of the gap that exists
due to the unfulfilled commitments of developed
countries, stressing that ‘we do not accept the
shifting of responsibilities’ onto developing
countries.
The Ambassador also underlined the
importance of financial support to developing
countries and said that while the contributions to
the first replenishment of the Green Climate Fund
(GCF) are appreciated, the US$9.7 billion falls far
short in terms of the actual contributions required
in developing countries, adding that the GCF was
not a development fund nor a donor-driven entity,
and recalled that many have said that the grand
bargain for the PA was the provision of predictable
funds to developing countries. He expressed
concerns over how there was a tendency among
developed countries to change the character of the
GCF.
Aboulmagd also said that the central issue of
technology transfer continues to have little or no
progress made, stressing that ‘there has to be some
support and access for developing countries to
transformative technologies so that they are able
to leapfrog and be more sustainable in their
development models’. He also emphasised that in
developing countries, adaptation is going to be the
number one urgent priority.
Referring to the UNEP Emissions Gap
Report, Aboulmagd said that since 1990 until now,

He added that under Article 4.1 of the PA in
relation to the peaking of GHGs globally, it is
recognised that for developing countries, the
peaking of emissions will take longer. Prasad then
said that ‘when people talk about carbon neutrality,
they are not talking about equity’ as they treat all
countries with ‘the same broad brush’, and added
that ‘developing countries need space to meet their
sustainable development’.
In relation to ‘equity among all human beings,
if we compare the level of consumption emissions
in the developed countries and the developing
countries, it is highly inequitable and this has also
been brought out by the UN Environment (UNEP)
Emissions Gap report’, said Prasad further.
He also said that consumption emissions will
grow in developing countries as citizens, especially
the young, aspire for the same standards of living
as those in developed countries, and there was
therefore a ‘need for some balance in terms of
outcomes in standards of living of citizens in
different countries in different scenarios’.
Prasad explained further that in relation to the
means of implementation of climate actions in
developing countries, ‘there is a huge requirement
of finance for transformational action’, adding that
‘a rapid transition in developing countries requires
the provision of finance and technology support
and capacity-building’. Referring to the pre-2020
finance goal of US$100 billion per year by 2020,
he said that in reality, not much has gone to
developing countries and that the needs are actually
‘multiplied manifold from billions to trillions of
dollars’. He also said that the new finance goal
under the PA should be agreed to sooner, before
the first global stocktake that will take place in
2023.
On the issue of the pre-2020 commitments of
developed countries, Prasad said that this was
closely linked to equity. He lamented that while
the world celebrated the entry into force of the PA,
it failed to take note of the pre-2020 emissions gap,
which has implications today, ‘as the requirement
to control emissions has multiplied and at a faster
pace’. He added that ‘all these gaps we see today
is the lack of action and ambition by the developed
countries in the pre-2020 period’.
‘Now, developing countries are forced to look
at enhancing action and the discourse is shifting to
actions by all countries,’ said Prasad further, adding
that while it is true that all countries have to take
action, he emphasised that ‘this must be based on
equity and CBDR-RC when we are talking about
ambition’.
28

that at COP 25, it was vital to protect the multilateral
process and to combat climate change and that ‘this
COP should be an implementation COP’.
On the pre-2020 issue, he also lamented that
the PA adopted in 2015 was ratified in 2016, but
the Doha amendment of the KP adopted in 2012
has not yet been implemented, saying that this has
been ‘a lost decade’. Zhihua said that ‘with less
than one month in the pre-2020 period, we need to
identify the gaps and have a workplan on how to
adjust these gaps in the post-2020 period’. This,
he said, ‘is a critical task for this COP’ and ‘we
cannot move into the post-2020 and forget what
we have not finished in the pre-2020 period’, adding
that ‘if we forget history, we will have difficulties
starting a new period with the PA’.
Zaheer Fakir of South Africa, who is also
the G77 and China coordinator on finance, gave
a presentation on the evolution of climate finance
from Rio (1992 Earth Summit) to Paris (2015) via
COP 14 in Copenhagen (where the mobilisation of
US$100 billion per year by 2020 for developing
countries was first formulated). He explained that
there is a distinction between funds provided and
mobilised, saying that under the Convention, the
reference is to the provision of finance from
developed countries which means public sources,
while in Copenhagen, it evolved to mobilising from
various sources, including the private sector.
He said that at the Global Environment
Facility (GEF), which is an operating entity of the
financial mechanism of the Convention, the overall
allocation of resources has been going down, from
US$1.36 billion (for the period 2010-14) to US$801
million (for the period 2018-22).
As for the GCF, Fakir explained that although
the initial resource mobilisation target was US$10.3
billion, and the signed contributions were US$10.2
billion, not all Parties have fulfilled their pledges
and not much money has been disbursed yet to
developing countries, with total projects with
effective funding agreements at only US$2.8
billion.
As regards the Adaptation Fund, Fakir said
that total resources available are US$887 million
with about 23% of the amount coming from the
2% levy of the certified emission reduction credits
(CERs) and the rest coming from donor
contributions. The Fund does not have a
replenishment process, and without predictable and
adequate resources, it will continue to rely on
handouts, he added.
Said the G77 finance coordinator further,
developed countries are placing greater and greater
emphasis on co-financing, adding that in order to

many of the developed countries have not peaked
in their emissions growth or stopped them from
growing at an alarming pace.
Chen Zhihua of China said that there are
views that the notion of historical responsibility is
an outdated concept, but if we respect science, then
we must acknowledge it, he added, as GHGs remain
in the atmosphere for a long time and developed
countries have emitted a huge amount, while the
fossil fuel price was very low.
Zhihua also said that there are huge
differences between developed and developing
countries and that is the first dimension of equity.
He explained that many developing countries
lacked confidence in mitigation, adding that ‘we
realised that no developed country achieved their
development through low emissions’. The Chinese
delegate said further that ‘we can only depend on
ourselves to realize decarbonisation without
examples before us’.
Zhihua also pointed out that many developing
countries remain in the middle or low end of the
production chain of the world, adding that ‘China
is called the world’s factory’ and that ‘many
products are consumed by other developed
countries in their countries, but are counted as
developing country emissions’. He said that ‘if we
base GHG emissions on consumption rather than
production, you will see a different landscape in
terms of emissions’.
‘The best way to reflect the principle of equity
is through the implementation of the Convention
and the KP,’ said Zhihua further, adding that these
are international treaties which carry the common
understanding of all on equity. ‘We all decided to
stay within the framework of the Convention, which
was a good starting point to understand the concept
of equity. If we are committed to implementing
these treaties in its full, effective and sustainable
manner, we will be closer to the heart of the
principle of equity.’
He explained further that the Convention
established the principles of equity and CBDR-RC,
with developed countries taking the lead and
supporting developing countries in their climate
actions. In the PA, ‘we all agreed to enhance the
implementation of the Convention and recognised
that developed and developing countries have
different starting points, with the peaking of
emissions being longer in developing countries than
in developed countries.’
Zhihua said that ‘the reality is not optimistic’,
clarifying that developed countries want to abandon
the KP and some Parties want the PA to replace the
Convention, instead of enhancing it. He stressed
29

emphasised that developing countries in needing
to address climate change, also have concerns and
many national circumstances to take into account,
including about meeting the SDGs and poverty
eradication.
Explaining the LMDC position on Article 6,
she said that when Parties engage in activities to
achieve their NDCs, they should be able to use
cooperative approaches. As regards the guidance
to be provided on Article 6, it must accommodate
all types of NDCs given their different nationally
determined character.
She stressed that negotiations on all the subarticles of Article 6 must progress in a balanced
manner and no items should be left behind. For the
LMDC, Article 6.8 is most important as it addresses
non-market approaches covering mitigation,
adaptation and means of implementation, such as
finance, technology and capacity-building.
Al Attas said that Article 6.1 recognises that
Parties may choose to pursue voluntary cooperation
in the implementation of their NDCs to allow for
higher ambition in their mitigation and adaptation
actions and to promote sustainable development
and environmental integrity. Her message was that
no Party should be left behind in relation to the
cooperative approaches and the rules therefore
should accommodate everyone.

get US$1 from the GEF, developing countries have
to provide US$7.
He also said that the provision of public
finance from developed countries has declined in
favour of a focus on joint mobilisation, blending
and leveraging from all sources; and access to
finance, instruments and concessionality which
should be available to all developing countries is
now based on income levels. Grant funding has
declined and is continuing to decline while loans
(concessional and non-concessional) and other nongrant instruments have increased and will continue
to play a bigger role, he added.
Fakir explained further that climate finance,
which was always to be new and additional to
overseas development assistance (ODA), is now
part of ODA, adding that the climate finance
‘burden-sharing’, which was between and amongst
developed countries, has shifted to developing
countries and other stakeholders such as the private
sector. He lamented that developed countries’
commitment to provide finance as per Article 4.3
of the Convention has become diluted, and there is
no more reference to the UNFCCC, with developed
countries viewing the PA as a replacement of the
Convention.
Mona Al Attas of Saudi Arabia, the
Coordinator of the Like-minded Developing
Countries (LMDC), on Article 6 of the PA
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9 December 2019

Developing Countries Submit Formal Proposal on Loss
and Damage Mechanism

‘The Conference of the Parties / Conference
of the Parties Meeting as the Parties to the Paris
Agreement,

Madrid, 9 December (Evelyn Teh) – Developing
countries under the Group of 77 and China made
a formal submission for a proposed decision on the
‘Review of the Warsaw International Mechanism
(WIM) for Loss and Damage and the report of the
WIM Executive Committee (ExCom)’ on 7
December 2019, at the UNFCCC COP25 in
Madrid, Spain.
Palestine made the submission on behalf of
the G77 and China in relation to the review of the
WIM which is on the agendas of COP25 as well as
the second session of the Conference of Parties to
the Paris Agreement (CMA 2).
Informal consultations on the ‘2019 review
of the WIM and the report of the ExCom of the
WIM’ have been going on under the Subsidiary
Bodies, and are being co-facilitated by Kishan
Kumarsingh (Trinidad and Tobago) and Marianne
Karlsen (Norway). The G77 tabled its submission
on 7 December for the consideration of Parties at
the informal consultations.
The G77 and China submission contained a
‘proposed draft decision text in relation to the issues
of financing to address loss and damage and
enhancing action and support in relation to loss and
damage, including the establishment of an expert
group on enhanced action and support under the
WIM Executive Committee and the establishment
of the Santiago Network on Addressing Loss and
Damage’.
The G77 also said that the ‘submission is
being submitted as a Conference Room Paper’ or
CRP. (A CRP refers to an in-session document that
contains new proposals or outcomes of the insession work and is for use only during the session
concerned.) (See https://unfccc.int/documents/
203800)
The G77 proposal entitled ‘Proposed decision
text’ reads as follows:

Finance
1

2.

3.

4.

5.
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Requests developed country Parties to
respond to the urgent call of developing
country Parties for adequate, easily
accessible, scaled up, new and additional,
predictable finance, technology and capacity
building to assist in averting, minimizing, and
addressing loss and damage associated with
the adverse effects of climate change,
including extreme weather events and slow
onset events;
Requests the WIM Executive Committee to
facilitate increased collaboration with bodies,
institutions and organizations under the
UNFCCC on finance;
Requests the operating entities of the
Financial Mechanism under the Convention
to expand their focus areas to cover thematic
areas such as slow onset events,
comprehensive risk management, human
mobility and non-economic losses;
Decides that the Standing Committee on
Finance shall collaborate with the WIM
Executive Committee, inter alia, when
preparing draft guidance to the operating
entities of the Financial Mechanism under the
Convention to ensure that guidance on
funding approaches to avert, minimize and
address loss and damage associated with
climate change impacts in developing
countries is included;
Requests the Board of the Green Climate
Fund to provide, through the appropriate
modalities, expedited access to adequate,

6.

scaled up, new and additional funding for
developing country Parties to assist them to
address climate change impacts in the areas
of slow onset events, non-economic losses,
human mobility, and comprehensive risk
management;
Decides to increase support in the next
biennium budget and future budgets to ensure
that the work of the WIM and its Executive
Committee including its subgroups is
sufficiently and reliably funded;

(f)

Implementation Network
8.

Establishes the Santiago Network on
Addressing Loss and Damage to facilitate a
technical network of organizations, entities,
partners and other relevant stakeholders
involved in addressing loss and damage, in
order to:
(a) Broaden the access by developing
countries to resources by matching
technical and other expertise and
resources to developing country needs
to assist in averting, minimizing, and
addressing loss and damage; and
(b) Support the implementation by
developing countries of actions to avert,
minimize, and address loss and
damage.’
While other developing countries aligned
themselves with the draft text proposal presented
by the G77 and China, developed countries had
several questions and reservations, mainly around
the issue of finance for loss and damage, the
formation of the expert group, and the
establishment of the ‘Santiago Network on
Addressing Loss and Damage’, in the informal
consultations.
Some of the main interventions by Parties are
set out below.
The United States (US) stated that there were
many sources of finance which were broader than
the resources inside the Convention, adding that
we need to get it from both inside and outside the
Convention. It also wanted Parties to look into risk
transfers extensively to implement them
appropriately and called for a comprehensive
discussion in this regard. It wanted the ExCom to
explore risk-transfer facilities to capture lessons
learned and best practices from countries to draw
experience from.
Australia stated that finance should not be
limited to those coming from developed countries,
as we need to mobilise all sorts of funding in
addressing, minimising and averting loss and
damage, insisting that there is already an entire
ecosystem available outside such as humanitarian,

Expert group on Action and Support
7.

onset events, comprehensive risk
management, human mobility and noneconomic losses;
Develop the operational modalities for
the Santiago Network on Addressing
Loss and Damage no later than the end
of 2021;

Requests the WIM Executive Committee to
initiate its work at its next meeting in order
to establish by the end of 2020, in accordance
with its procedures and mandate, an expert
group to address enhanced action and support
for addressing loss and damage in order to:
(a) Explore modalities for supporting
existing risk transfer facilities and
fostering the development and/or
expansion of risk transfer facilities and
national and regional solidarity funds,
as appropriate, for addressing loss and
damage associated with climate change
impacts;
(b) Establish a capacity-building
programme to address the capacity
constraints of developing country
Parties in their efforts to avert and
minimize loss and damage;
(c) Conduct a gap analysis, at the national
and international level, in relation to
finance, technology and capacitybuilding, and explore modalities and
provide recommendations on how to
address the gaps identified;
(d) Collaborate with the Technology
Executive Committee and the Climate
Technology Center and Network of the
Technology Mechanism in the provision
of technical support, inter alia, to
developing countries during or
following the onset of hazards that result
in loss and damage;
(e) Develop draft guidance, to be
recommended by the WIM Executive
Committee to the Standing Committee
on Finance, to the operating entities of
the Financial Mechanism under the
Convention to expand their focus areas
to cover thematic areas such as slow
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and identify problems that are more important to
practitioners.
New Zealand agreed with the G77 and
China’s proposal on providing guidance to the
ExCom and increasing its collaboration with the
Standing Committee on Finance. It also stated it
would be more efficient to enhance the ExCom
rather than starting something new (i.e. expert
group) as this requires more resources. It also
wanted to broaden the sources of finance as it is
now almost limited to public finance.
Guinea in response to the interventions said
that there is no guidance for the Standing
Committee on Finance to address loss and damage.
Hence, this has to be formalised and it reminded
Parties that loss and damage needs to be first
addressed under the Convention, as anything
outside it is based on voluntary support. It also
stressed that the expert group is needed as an action/
implementing group for action and support to
address the inadequacies being faced currently.
A new draft text on the matter is expected on
9 December by the co-facilitators, but there was
no clarification on the modalities by which it would
be discussed further.

disaster-risk reduction which would include the link
to the Sendai Framework and the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) more broadly. While
recognising that finance and support is needed, it
was of the opinion that it should come in ‘as strong
thought-through national plans and policies that
will make sure that the money available is targeting
the right people at the right time’.
Colombia on behalf of the Independent
Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean
(AILAC) intervened to say that it was unclear how
they are going to address the financial support
required for loss and damage, as Parties were told
that the finance issue was being discussed by
negotiators dealing with finance, but when this was
brought to the finance negotiators, they were told
to discuss this under the WIM review.
The European Union supported the idea of
the ‘Santiago Network’ as they shared the view to
strengthening the role of the WIM by bringing in
actors currently operating in areas of addressing,
minimising and averting loss and damage.
However, it was not convinced if the proposal to
form an expert group for action and support was
the best way forward, and proposed instead a focus
on a strategic partnership approach based on tasks
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Key Issues Not Resolved by Subsidiary Bodies to be Handled
by Ministers

Madrid, 10 December (TWN) – As the UNFCCC
Subsidiary Bodies (SBs) concluded their work and
held their final plenary meetings late night on 9
December that spilled over to early morning of 10
December, many key issues remain unresolved at
the Madrid climate talks, which will now be
handled by ‘pairs of ministers’ and ‘senior
members’ of the Chilean COP 25 Presidency.
Ministers have arrived to take part in the
second week of the talks which began last week on
2 December. The official opening ceremony of the
high-level segment will take place on 10 December
at 9 am.
The Subsidiary Body for Implementation
(SBI) and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA) commenced their
work last week and despite intense negotiations on
many key issues, no resolution could be found, with
divergent positions between developed and
developing countries.
With negotiations continuing throughout the
day at the start of the second week, the SBI plenary
finally commenced late evening of 9 December and
closed at around 11 pm, while the SBSTA, which
convened soon after, closed around 2.20 am on 10
December, following intense wrangling on the issue
of the ‘enhanced transparency framework’ of the
Paris Agreement (PA). (See separate update on the
closing plenaries.)
In relation to some of the issues under the
SBs, Rule 16 of the UNFCCC Rules of Procedure
was applied, wherein the agenda item would be
transmitted to the next session of the SBs with no
conclusions reached at the current session.
On some other issues, the COP 25 President,
Carolina Schimdt, convened a short informal
consultation after the SBSTA closing, where she
outlined the mode of work for the second week,
saying that these issues would be assigned to ‘pairs

of ministers’ and ‘some to senior members’ of the
Chilean delegation.
Issues assigned to ministers include ‘Article
6 of the PA’, the ‘review of the Warsaw International
Mechanism (WIM) on Loss and Damage’,
‘response measures’ and the overarching decisions
to be adopted of the COP, the Conference of Parties
to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP) and the Conference
of Parties to the PA (CMA). The senior members
of the Presidency would be assigned the ‘periodic
review’, ‘report and terms of reference of
Consultative Group of Experts (CGE)’, and ‘gender
and climate change’. (The CGE are experts drawn
from the UNFCCC roster of experts to assist
developing countries in their reporting
requirements under the Convention and the PA.)
Schimdt also said that the names of ministers
and other logistical arrangements would be
published on the UNFCCC website and that the
Presidency would convene daily coordination
meetings and stocktakes to maintain a transparent
and inclusive process.
Given the lateness of the hour, no closing
statements were delivered at the conclusion of the
SBs but Parties were asked to upload their
statements onto the UNFCCC website.
Palestine, on behalf of the G77 and China,
in its written statement conveyed its views on some
of the main issues.
On the issue of the pre-2020 implementation
and ambition under the Convention and the Kyoto
Protocol (KP), the G77 reiterated that ‘pre-2020
progress lays the foundation for post-2020 climate
actions’ and added that ‘although efforts have been
made by developed country Parties, there are still
significant gaps with respect to their actions on
mitigation, adaptation and means of
implementation, as well as reporting’. The Group
welcomed the pre-2020 stocktake at COP25, but
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the ‘periodic review’, which it said ‘was established
in 2010 to meet the requirements of Articles 7 and
10 of the Convention’. It said that it had ‘been
engaging constructively and constantly providing
bridging proposals’, but was ‘disappointed that
some developed country Parties have failed to show
constructiveness and refused to move forward on
this item established by the Convention and
mandated by COP decisions’, adding that ‘they
deny the foundation and progress achieved by
collective efforts of international community in past
decades. This will damage the multilateral climate
process’. The G77 urged Parties ‘to resolve this
issue to enable the periodic review to be
implemented expediently so as to ensure the
credibility of the multilateral process’.
(Developing countries have been insisting on
a review of the overall progress and implementation
of actions of Parties in the pre-2020 period under
the Convention and the KP, while developed
countries have been opposing the need for a review,
arguing that a mechanism is already in place under
the global stocktake [GST] of the PA. The GST is
a review of the collective progress of Parties in
meeting the goals of the PA, which will take place
in 2023. Developing countries have made clear that
the GST will focus on the collective progress of
Parties in implementing the PA in the post-2020
time frame while a review of the pre-2020
implementation is necessary.)
On the issue of ‘reporting and review of
Annex I Parties’, the G77 viewed with great
concern that ‘some developed countries still have
not submitted their 7th National Communication
and their 3rd Biennial Report under the Convention.
This situation negatively affects trust among
Parties. It is worth mentioning that the Convention
is our universal participation framework to deal
with climate change. In addition, the lack of
consolidated data of Annex I Parties creates great
difficulties to understand the extent of Annex I
Parties’ implementation of their pre-2020
commitments with respect to mitigation and the
provision of means of implementation by 2020’.
The G77 also expressed concerns that informal
consultations in this regard ‘concluded without any
outcome on this agenda item’.
On response measures, the G77 expressed its
strong concern ‘for not reaching an agreement on
the 6-years work plan for the Forum on Response
Measures and the Katowice Committee of Experts
on the Impacts of the Implementation of Response
Measures. The work plan was mandated from the
Katowice decision but we have again at this SB

highlighted ‘the insufficiency of the panel
discussions’ and stressed the need ‘to clearly
identify pre-2020 progress and gaps, to find a way
to address the gaps, and to ensure no gaps are shifted
to post-2020 to impose extra burden on developing
countries’.
As regards the membership of the Adaptation
Fund (AF) Board and the provision of financial and
technical resources, the G77 said that ‘it is
unfortunate that we have had conclusions to
continue its consideration of this matter at SBI 52’
(which is the next session of the SBI to be held
next year). It said that a decision was taken in
Poland last year ‘to allow Parties that are not Parties
to the KP to be eligible to serve in the Board. As
the AF at this point in time serves both the KP and
PA and is under the authority of the CMP, we do
not see the need for amending the Board
membership structure,’ it added further. (Developed
countries want the AF Board membership to be
changed, while developing countries are opposed
to this.)
As regards the issue of technology
development and transfer, Palestine expressed deep
concern ‘with the challenges faced by the CTCN
(the Climate Technology Centre and Network) in
securing stable and sustainable financial resources
in fulfilling its mandates and the guidance of the
Technology Framework under the PA’ and reiterated
its call on developed countries to enhance their
support to the CTCN through the provision of
financial and other resources, to enable enhanced
actions on technology development and transfer.
On the 2019 ‘review of the WIM and the
report of its Executive Committee (ExCom)’, it said
that ‘the proposed decision text reflects as options
the texts that the G77 and China had put forward’
and noted that additional work was needed to
finalise the decision text. Palestine said that there
is a need ‘to see a strong call for developed
countries to provide scaled up, new and additional
financing to developing countries to address loss
and damage, the establishment of an expert group
under the WIM ExCom to enhance action and
support, and the establishment of the “Santiago
Network to Address Loss and Damage” as a
technical network to enhance and broaden access
to support and resources and assist developing
countries in the implementation of loss and damage
actions on the ground’. The G77 stressed that in its
view, the WIM is ‘under the authority of the COP
and the CMA’.
The Group also expressed deep concern over
the lack of progress on the agenda item relating to
35

impact of the implementation of response measures
(forum). The decisions identified four areas for the
work programme viz. (a) economic diversification
and transformation; (b) just transition of the
workforce and the creation of decent work and
quality jobs; (c) assessing and analysing the impacts
of the implementation of response measures; and
(d) facilitating the development of tools and
methodologies to assess the impacts of the
implementation of response measures.)
The talks are supposed to end on 13
December, and whether and how the many
remaining issues will be resolved will be closely
watched.

session not concluded our work’. It stressed the
importance of the six-year work plan to be adopted
at COP25.
(The impacts of implementation of response
measures is understood as the effects arising from
the implementation of mitigation policies and
actions taken by Parties under the Convention, the
KP and the PA, and how these mitigation policies/
actions could have impacts on countries,
particularly developing countries, including crossborder impacts. COP 17 (in 2011) established a
forum on the impact of the implementation of
response measures. Decisions were adopted in
Poland to relaunch the work of the forum on the
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Developing Countries Question Lack of Balance in Treatment of
Issues at SBSTA

The European Union (EU) joined in to say
that ‘with a little more time’, Parties could find
solutions and that it wanted to conclude the matter
in Madrid in a manner that helps them to get to
COP 26. The EU wanted the plenary to be
suspended and sought more time for further
consultations.
Australia, Canada, Norway, Japan,
Switzerland, Belize for the Alliance of Small
Island States (AOSIS), Costa Rica for the
Independent Alliance of Latin America and the
Caribbean (AILAC), and Bhutan for the Least
Developed Countries echoed the US and the EU.
India spoke for the Like-Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC) and said that it
was clear that equal treatment was not being given
to all the items. ‘Transparency’ is important, but
who decides which issue is more important, asked
India. ‘There are other items which we think are
important, such as transparency under the
Convention, pre-2020 issues, loss and damage,
periodic review, finance, etc.’ it said further.
Reflecting on the amount of time spent on
transparency discussions, India said, ‘We have gone
beyond time and days to settle this. We believe in a
process where all agenda items are important and
which takes a balanced view so that there is
confidence in all to engage in a meaningful manner.’
China voiced similar sentiments, saying that
while the issue of transparency was a very
important topic, it observed that other items which
did not see any consensus among Parties were either
submitted to the COP or subjected to the application
of Rule 16 of the Rules of Procedure. It said further
that when it came to the transparency issue, the
same treatment is not being applied and questioned
why a different treatment was being accorded and
whether this issue was more important or more
urgent than the other items. China wanted the same

Madrid, 10 December (TWN) – The 51st Session
of the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice (SBSTA) closed at 2.20
a.m. on 10 December following an intense
exchange among Parties over the lack of balance
in the treatment of issues, particularly those of
importance to developing countries.
Developing countries led by the LikeMinded Developing Countries (LMDC), the
Africa Group and China expressed their
unhappiness over how matters related to the
‘transparency framework’ under the Paris
Agreement (PA) were given more importance and
attention than other issues such as pre-2020
implementation and ambition, long-term finance,
adaptation and loss and damage.
When the SBSTA convened in plenary, it dealt
with various agenda items and left the ‘transparency
framework’-related agenda to be dealt with last.
With Parties wanting more time to iron out issues
on the matter, the SBSTA Chair allowed discussions
to be held in huddles, with developing and
developed countries having their own discussions
separately, and then with each other that lasted over
an hour.
When there seemed to be no consensus among
Parties, SBSTA Chair Paul Watkinson (France)
resumed the plenary and said that Parties had not
reached consensus and that having heard the
informal consultations in the room (referring to the
huddles), he did not see a way to resolve the
disagreements among Parties. He said that the
results were ‘regrettable’ unless there was ‘new
flexibility’.
In response, the United States (US)
intervened to say that Parties could use a little more
time and asked Watkinson to either keep the session
open or ask the COP 25 Presidency to deal with
the matter.
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completed the work. SBSTA will be closed now.
Work will start at SBSTA 52,’ concluded the
SBSTA Chair.
The disagreements over the proposed
conclusions as regards the transparency framework
were essentially two-fold: one was over capturing
the views of all Parties faithfully in the informal
note prepared by the co-facilitators from the
discussions over the course of the past week and
the second was over the intersessional work.
In the draft conclusions presented by the
SBSTA Chair, the following two paragraphs
concerned were in brackets ‘2. [The SBSTA welcomed further submissions
from Parties…and took note of the views expressed
by Parties at the session. Informal notes were
prepared by the co-facilitators of the relevant
informal consultations under their own
responsibility; these notes have no status and do
not reflect the consensus views of Parties. The
SBSTA noted the divergent views among Parties
on the inclusion of their views on certain elements
in the informal notes.]
9. [The SBSTA requested the secretariat to:
(a) Prepare a technical paper on a proposal
for a set of “common reporting tables for the
electronic reporting of the information in the
national inventory reports of anthropogenic
emissions by sources and removals by sinks of
greenhouse gases”, …; and the approaches for
operationalizing the flexibility provisions, …;
(b) Prepare, with relevant technical input…a
technical paper on the possible content of the
training modules titled “Overview of reporting and
review under the enhanced transparency
framework of the Paris Agreement” and “Technical
review of national inventory report of
anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals
by sinks of greenhouse gases” for further
consideration at SBSTA 52 (June 2020);
(c) Organize an intersessional workshop prior
to SBSTA 52 ….(relating to information to track
progress made in implementing and achieving
nationally determined contributions (NDCs)
(d) Organize an intersessional workshop
prior to SBSTA 52 …(relating to information on
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building
support provided, needed and received);
(e) Organize a pre-sessional expert dialogue
(in relation to the national inventory report of
emissions and sinks) ….].’
(In Poland last year, the rules for the enhanced
transparency framework were adopted, which
provide comprehensive requirements regarding the

importance and approach to be given to every item,
including that of long-term finance.
(Rule 16 of the UNFCCC Rules of Procedure
provides that ‘Any item of the agenda of an ordinary
session, consideration of which has not been
completed at the session, shall be included
automatically in the agenda of the next ordinary
session, unless otherwise decided by the COP’.)
Egypt for the Africa Group said that after
hours of deliberations, it was obvious that there
were major issues on the transparency matter.
Agreeing with China and India, it said that the
transparency issue was just as important as the
‘global goal on adaptation’, the ‘report of the
Adaptation Committee’, ‘periodic review’, and
‘long-term finance’, but these issues were not given
the same importance. ‘We are happy that the COP
Presidency is in the room and listening to the
concerns of developing countries. There is a need
for a balanced outcome,’ said Egypt, adding that if
they decided to give one item more time, then the
same needs to be extended to other items such as
adaptation.
Malaysia said that issues such as ‘pre-2020
implementation and ambition’, ‘periodic review’,
‘long-term finance’, the ‘Adaptation Committee
report’, and ‘response measures’ were all equally
important as the issue of transparency, adding that
if extra time is given to one item, the same should
be given to all equally critical items.
Following these interventions, the SBSTA
Chair noted that there was no progress on the
matter and that he had no choice but to report to
the Presidency and for the Presidency to decide how
to take forward the matter in the CMA.
China responded that it did not agree on the
proposed way forward of reporting back to the
Presidency and wanted to know if the item was
being closed or not. China wanted the item on
transparency closed, in the same manner as how
other items had been closed at the session and
wanted to know if Rule 16 was being applied or
not.
Following further exchanges with the SBSTA
Chair, China wanted confirmation from the Chair
that as per its understanding, the agenda item was
closed, with Rule 16 being applied and that Parties
will discuss the issue at the body’s next session
and that there would be no further arrangements to
discuss transparency at COP 25.
‘We have completed our consideration
without a result. The secretariat would have to apply
Rule 16, which means to include it in the agenda
(for the next session). It is unfortunate we have not
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countries had failed to show a constructive spirit
and did not respect past COP decisions.
In relation to review of the WIM, the SBI
Chair informed Parties that the COP 25 President
would inform Parties on how they intend to move
forward on the issue, given that there was no
resolution in the consultations.
Palestine spoke for the G77 and China and
said that ‘while the proposed decision adopted
reflects as options that the text put forward by the
Group, additional work needs to be done for WIM
review’. ‘We need to see a call to developed
countries for new and scaled-up financing for loss
and damage, establishment of an expert group, and
establishment of the “Santiago Network”, and to
support resources and assist developing countries
in the implementation of loss and damage on the
ground. We see the WIM as being under the
authority of the COP and CMA,’ said Palestine.
Another issue which developing countries
expressed deep disappointment over was on the
‘reporting from and review of Parties included in
Annex I to the Convention’. The SBI Chair said
that there had not been enough time for substantive
discussions on the issue. Palestine spoke for the
G77 and China and said that it was disappointed
to see the lack of progress on the issue and had
hoped for more consultations and time to be given
to the issue. ‘The item relates to reporting and
review of Annex I Parties to the Convention. The
G77 and China sees with great concern that
countries have still not submitted their 7th National
Communications and their 3rd Biennial Reports
under the Convention. This does not generate trust
among Parties. This creates great difficulties. We
understand that this goes to the next session. A
contact group should be appointed to deal with this
important matter,’ said Palestine.
Egypt for the Africa Group also expressed
its disappointment, especially in relation to the item
on ‘Reports on national greenhouse gas inventory
data from Parties included in Annex I to the
Convention for the periods 1990-2016 and 19902017’. The Group said that these ‘reports highlight
that based on the national communications and
inventory data, excluding Economies in Transition,
the total greenhouse gas emissions decreased only
by 1.6 per cent over the period 1990 to 2017.
Further, some Annex 1 Parties have not
communicated their Biennial Reports since 2015.
If there is no agreement on the matter by the next
COP, we should initiate Article 13 of the
Convention,’ said Egypt.

information that must be reported by Parties in
relation to their NDC implementation and how this
information would be considered.
The task of the SBSTA was to produce the
operational tools for Parties to be able to implement
the agreed ETF, which comprises common
reporting tables and common tabular formats.)
SBI closing plenary
Earlier in the evening of 9 December, the 51st
Session of the Subsidiary Body for Implementation
(SBI) held its closing plenary, prior to the SBSTA
session.
While some of the issues were sent to the COP
Presidency for further consultations this week,
others which could not be resolved will be taken
up at the next session of the SBI next year.
In relation to the item on ‘Report and terms
of reference of the Consultative Group of Experts
(CGE)’, the SBI Chair informed Parties that there
was no agreed outcome and that the COP 25
Presidency would inform on how to close the item.
The Africa Group intervened to stress the need to
have an agreed outcome on the CGE and expressed
concerns over the lack of will on the part of
developed countries to make sure support is
provided to developing countries for reporting and
building their capacities to do so.
On the matter of ‘common time-frames’ for
nationally determined contributions under the PA
and the ‘report of the Adaptation Committee’, Rule
16 was applied, as the informal consultations did
not result in any conclusion due to a lack of
consensus among Parties. The Africa Group said
that it was very disappointed not to have
conclusions on the Adaptation Committee report
and that it had become clear that there was a need
for a political space to take the adaptation agenda
forward.
On the ‘periodic review’, it was decided that
the text of 7 December from the informal
consultations would be the starting point for further
discussions on the matter. China spoke for the G77
and China and expressed deep concern over the
lack of progress on the item. ‘We are disappointed
that some developed countries are not in favour of
this mechanism (to review) established by the
Convention and do not want to take action as
mandated by the COP. We cannot allow the
multilateral process to go this way. We would like
to urge Parties to work on this. We have been
engaging consistently providing bridging
proposals,’ said China and added that developed
39

commitments of developed countries. ‘We are
worried about their emissions pre-2020. Some of
them have not submitted their reports. This
undermines the trust between the Parties and creates
considerable difficulties in the post-2020 period,’
it said further, and hoped that developed countries
would engage in the discussions and resolve the
matter.

(Article 13 of the Convention provides that
the COP shall consider the establishment of a
multilateral consultative process, available to
Parties on their request, for the resolution of
questions regarding the implementation of the
Convention.)
China also expressed its disappointment and
linked it to the failure of fulfilment of pre-2020
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Difficult Issues under Article 6 of Paris Agreement Negotiations

Concerns are expected to be raised with the Chilean
COP 25 Presidency.
According to delegates who spoke to TWN,
on 10 December, the Presidency’s proposal is for
ministers to handle the following issues:
•
Adaptation financing in the context of the
cooperation under Article 6;
•
Accounting aspects;
•
The issues relating to metrics;
•
Use of the approaches for other international
mitigation purposes (apart from the purpose
of achieving a Party’s NDC);
•
Transition of activities under the Kyoto
Protocol (such as the emission reduction units
from the Clean Development Mechanism
[CDM]);
•
Delivering on the overall mitigation in global
emissions; and
•
The governance of the framework for nonmarket approaches.
Parties were also informed on 10 December
that they would be invited ‘to work together among
themselves during the day to develop proposals
with the support from multiple groups’ and ‘not
work through texts, or receive textual comment’
on the following issues: ‘chapter 3-b onwards of
the Article 6.2 draft text (dealing with
‘corresponding adjustments’); reporting and review
cycle; baselines and additionality.
(The text in reference refers to the proposals
prepared by the co-facilitators under the SBSTA
as of 9 December.)

Madrid, 11 December (Prerna Bomzan) – At the
ongoing climate talks in Madrid, negotiations on
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement (PA) continue to
be embroiled in many difficult and contentious
issues, making the path to reaching an outcome
agreeable to all Parties a rather challenging task.
Article 6 of the PA generally deals with what
is known as cooperative approaches among Parties,
which include the use of market and non-market
mechanisms in the implementation of their
nationally determined contributions (NDCs).
Parties had initially agreed that rules for the
implementation of the mechanisms would be
adopted last year in Poland. However, negotiations
in this regard had proved difficult then and continue
to be so in Madrid, with Parties having different
understandings on how the mechanisms are to be
implemented.
Despite protracted negotiations that began on
3 December in the first week of the talks under the
UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice (SBSTA), Parties are
nowhere closer in resolving the issues. With the
SBSTA concluding its work early morning of 10
December, the Article 6 consultations are now being
led by ministers from New Zealand and South
Africa. (See below for conclusions of the SBSTA
contact group.)
According to a developing-country negotiator,
since the evening of 10 December, groups of Parties
and some Parties have been consulted one-on-one,
and it seems that the New Zealand minister has
made clear that consultations will only be with
ministers and not with heads of delegations or
negotiators who have been involved this past week.
This approach has drawn serious concerns
especially from some developing-country
delegations (who spoke to Third World NetworkTWN) since the issues under Article 6 are complex
and technical, and unfamiliar to most ministers.

Article 6.2
Article 6(2) of the PA allows Parties to engage
‘on a voluntary basis in cooperative approaches that
involve the use of internationally transferred
mitigation outcomes (ITMOs)’ towards their NDCs,
that promote sustainable development, ensure
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Article 6.4

environmental integrity, transparency and avoid
double-counting.
Under Article 6.2, the foremost contentious
issue is the definition of ITMOS and whether the
mitigation outcomes to be transferred can be
measured in other metrics than the metric tonnes
of carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO2eq), which are
consistent with the NDCs of the participating
Parties.
Developed countries, not including Japan,
and the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS)
are opposed to this, while some developing
countries such as the Like-Minded Developing
Countries (LMDC), the Arab Group, India, and
South Korea are in support.
The other key issue is over the application of
corresponding adjustments to emission reductions
and removals from sectors and greenhouse gases
not covered by the NDCs.
While developed countries and the
Independent Alliance of Latin America and the
Caribbean (AILAC) support this proposal, some
developing countries such as the LMDC, the Arab
Group, Brazil, India and China are opposed to
it.
(It is important to note that the decision
adopted in Paris in 2015 requested the SBSTA to
develop and recommend guidance as regards
Article 6.2 ‘to ensure that double counting is
avoided on the basis of a corresponding adjustment
by Parties for both …emissions by sources and
removals by sinks covered by their NDCs’.)
A further matter relates to the issue of overall
mitigation in global emissions with the AOSIS as
the key proponent of this, while developed
countries are against it. (The PA in relation to the
Article 6.4 mechanism makes clear that the
mechanism shall aim ‘to deliver an overall
mitigation in global emissions’, whereas in relation
to Article 6.2, it does not make this explicit, thus
raising the problem over this issue.)
One of the most contentious issues in relation
to Article 6.2 is over the share of proceeds (SOPs)
which is levied to assist developing countries to
meet the costs of adaptation and which will
contribute to the Adaptation Fund. In the PA, Article
6.7 makes clear of this in relation to the Article 6.4
mechanism but is silent on this in relation to Article
6.2.
Developing countries such as the Africa
Group, the LMDC and AOSIS are proponents of
proposals for the SOPS to also apply to Article 6.2
for a balanced treatment between both approaches,
while developed countries are all against it,
especially the United States.

(Under Article 6(4), another mechanism has
been agreed to in order to ‘contribute to the
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions and support
sustainable development’. Some Parties see this as
an expansion of the CDM under the Kyoto
Protocol.)
A major issue with divergent views is in
relation to the transition from the Kyoto Protocol
as regards the transfer of pre-2020 credits from the
CDM into the Article 6.4 mechanism.
All developed countries and some sub-groups
of developing countries such as the AOSIS, Africa
Group and AILAC are opposed to this transfer,
with countries like India in favour of this.
The issue of corresponding adjustments to
avoid double-counting is another sticky issue in
relation to the Article 6.4 mechanism, with many
developed and developing countries supporting its
application to both this Article and Article 6.2.
However, the LMDC, India, and Brazil are not in
favour of this.
Article 6.8
Article 6(8) of the PA deals with non-market
approaches and states that ‘Parties recognize the
importance of integrated, holistic and balanced nonmarket approaches being available to Parties to
assist in the implementation of their NDCs…
including through, inter alia, mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building,
as appropriate…’.
The governance of the framework is the key
contentious issue and relates to whether or not to
have a ‘permanent’ institutional arrangement to
implement the framework and the work
programme.
Developed countries are opposed to having a
‘new’ permanent governance arrangement, while
developing countries are proponents of some new
arrangements, such as that of a ‘forum’ or a
‘taskforce’ under the SBSTA.
At the SBSTA final contact group
The final contact group to deal with Article 6
was convened evening of 9 December by the
SBSTA Chair with the release of the third iteration
of the draft texts.
The draft conclusions on the three sub-items
had already been released in the morning
‘recognising that the text does not represent a
consensus among Parties’.
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SBSTA Chair Watkinson proposed to
provide ‘half an hour for comments on the changes
highlighted in yellow’ and invited the two cofacilitators to hear back on the week’s work.
The co-facilitators were Hugh Sealy
(Barbados) and Peer Stiansen (Norway).
Saudi Arabia on behalf of the LMDC took
the floor and remarked that the new texts had come
out too late and that there was very little time for
reflection.
Co-facilitator Sealy reported on the six
informal consultations undertaken during the week
to arrive at the new text. He said that they ‘tried to
evolve the text, not bloat the text, get the main
architecture right and finally better frame the
political decision that needs to be made this week’
under the COP Presidency. Co-facilitator Stiansen
also added that the text ‘should have a good basis
to land the issues’ which remain unresolved.
Chair Watkinson then announced a brief
break for Parties to look at the proposed texts,
apologising for the ‘very late’ release and
recognising that these were ‘complex documents’.

The contact group was resumed after an hour
and Watkinson drew attention to the three draft
conclusions which had been ‘reissued with only
change’ in the footnote carrying the web-link to
the three texts with ‘no change in content’. He
iterated that ‘we are in no way endorsing’ the texts
and only transmitting them to CMA 2 and ‘they
will decide how to take it forward’. (The CMA is
the Conference of Parties to the PA.)
The final contact group closed after Parties
decided to send the draft conclusions to the SBSTA
closing plenary where they were adopted.
Watkinson remarked that ‘this outcome is not
perfect’ but he hoped that finalised texts ‘acceptable
to all Parties’ would be adopted when the CMA 2
ends, under the guidance of the Chilean Presidency
at the ‘ministerial’ level.
Whether the ministerial-led consultations will
deliver an agreeable outcome to the satisfaction of
all Parties remains to be seen, in the coming few
days left before the scheduled closure of the COP
on 13 December.
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COP 25 President Stresses Importance of pre-2020
Commitments
Madrid, 11 December (Evelyn Teh) – The highlevel segment of the Madrid climate talks had its
opening ceremony on the morning of 10 December
2019.
The opening was presided over by Carolina
Schmidt, President of COP 25, and also saw
speeches by Tijjani Muhammad-Bande, the
President of the UN General Assembly, Petteri
Taalas, Secretary-General of the World
Meteorological Organisation (WMO), Teresa
Ribera, Minister of Environment of Spain and
Patricia Espinosa, the UNFCCC’s Executive
Secretary.
Schmidt said that climate action has to be
fair and this COP must mark a real change of course,
a change of direction and ambition, bringing on
board new players to the table to commit to carbon
neutrality by 2050.
She added that the outcomes from the
ministerial-level consultations must deliver real
progress on the path to implementation of the
Convention, the Kyoto Protocol as well as the Paris
Agreement. These outcomes must also be mindful
of the pre-2020 commitments, referring to those
which have already been complied with and the
implementation that we need in order to advance
with ambition as of 2020. She also stated that
although developing countries are already
implementing tangible actions, there needs to be
clarity in terms of means of implementation on
finance, technology development and transfer and
capacity-building. ‘This is precisely why we stress
on climate finance and adaptation and conducted a
high-level dialogue with finance ministers and also
an unprecedented high-level dialogue on
adaptation,’ added the COP 25 President.
(The COP 25 President’s call on pre-2020
commitments was also stressed by Palestine,
speaking on behalf of the G77 and China, when

Parties were invited to present their statements,
following the opening ceremony. See further details
below.)
Tijjani Muhammad-Bande said that ‘we
must address the mitigation gap and review our
individual and collective nationally determined
contributions (NDCs) to ensure that they are
integrated into policies and budgets across all
sectors; including an economic model that provides
for prosperity for all, while disassociating economic
growth from environmental degradation’. He
highlighted the focus on cities, which contributed
more than 70% of global emissions and urged
governments to practise climate-conscious
decision-making in terms of planning, transport,
and energy efficiency, in cities and urban
infrastructure.
He emphasised that developed countries had
agreed to support climate action in developing
countries by mobilising US$100 billion per annum
by the year 2020, which deadline is fast
approaching. While he commended countries
which have made pledges in favour of climate
finance, the funds still remain low. He said that
there is a need to expedite the catalysation of all
financing flows to meet the growing demands for
both adaptation and mitigation.
He also stated that in 2020, the UN General
Assembly will convene an important Biodiversity
Summit, to address trends in biodiversity and
ecosystem that will undermine the long-term
resilience of the world’s most vulnerable people as
we have not achieved progress towards 80% of
assessed Sustainable Development Goal targets
relating to poverty, hunger, health, water, climate
and land. He also said that the General Assembly
is convening the second Oceans Conference in
Lisbon, in June 2020.
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Teresa Ribera stated that ‘there has been a
social outcry as people want more action’, calling
for ‘serious soul searching’. She added that there
is capacity in the international community to rise
to the challenge even during difficult periods with
solidarity, adding that there is a commitment to the
climate agenda, commitment to multilateralism and
providing a response to the profound consequences
of this, while also recognising that there is inequity,
in terms of well-being, welfare and economics. The
Spanish minister said that we have lost 10 years
and have a challenge within the next 10 years to
avoid climate change and believed that by 2050 in
Europe, it is possible to build a new model of
prosperity, vision and equity focused on people as
the social dimension of climate change is real and
called for the facilitation of equity and justice.
The ceremonial opening was followed by the
delivery of national statements from ministers from
76 countries. Highlights of some of them are
captured below.
Riad Malki, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Palestine, speaking on behalf of the Group of 77
and China said that for developing countries, the
pursuit of the right to development and eradication
of poverty must be respected and safeguarded. ‘The
increasing impacts of climate change and the
associated losses and damages on our
socioeconomic circumstances and development
prospects are posed with increasing challenges;
over and above the economic challenges that many
of our countries face,’ said the Palestinian Minister
further.
He added that ‘under the Convention, the
developing countries’ right to sustainable
development is safeguarded in the application of
the guiding principle set out by the UNFCCC and
its Paris Agreement of common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capacities (CBDRRC), in light of different national circumstances.
This principle is founded on the concept of equity
and of fairness under international law.’
Malki said further that ‘even as we developing
countries respond based on our different national
circumstances to calls for enhanced ambition on
adaptation and mitigation, we also call upon our
Partners to show enhanced ambition in taking the
lead to reduce their emissions and in being more
ambitious in the provision of support to developing
countries’. He also stated that the provision of
finance to developing countries must be
depoliticised to allow them to move forward.
‘Adaptation must be treated in a balanced manner,
including its mechanisms, funding institutions and
institutional arrangements that had been set up

Patricia Espinosa said that the scientific
evidence is showing that we are going in the wrong
direction; and that we are poisoning the very
elements that are keeping us alive. She added
further that governments are still subsidising the
fossil fuel industries, and our overall consumption
habits had little change, adding that the UN
Environment Programme’s Emissions Gap Report
showed that emissions continue to rise, and we are
not acting fast enough. The Executive Secretary
reminded members that ‘this year marks the 25th
anniversary of the UNFCCC’. Espinosa also noted
that ambition and action to address the climate
emergency is needed in every part of the economy
and therefore, the operationalising of Article 6 of
the Paris Agreement is needed to ‘help get carbon
markets up and running in support of the Paris
Agreement and ensure that the rules are the same
for everyone’.
Petteri Taalas said that the world has so far
seen 1.15°C warming in the atmosphere and the
oceans warmed by 0.5°C and last year, 220 million
people suffered from heatwaves, in addition to 800
million people who suffered from the lack of food,
adding that the warming of the ocean had also given
more energy to tropical storms. Talaas explained
that ‘the record-breaking storm like Idai which hit
Mozambique, Zimbabwe and Malawi earlier this
year, was the strongest in 100 years. This includes
the cyclone in Japan and Hurricane Dorian which
hit the Caribbean islands and Bahamas, which lost
25% of its annual GDP within a day’. He also
mentioned the wildfire in Sydney, lack of water in
Victoria Falls, flooding in East Africa and flooding
in southern Europe. He added that the Arctic
continued to melt, including the Greenland glacier,
contributing to the sea level rise especially in the
southern hemisphere, among other evident climate
change impacts we are seeing today. ‘All levels of
greenhouse gases (i.e. carbon dioxide, methane and
nitrous oxide) have broken records and we are more
or less moving to 3 - 5°C warming by the end of
the century – and if we are to use all our fossil
fuels, we would be entering into an 8°C warmer
planet,’ warned the WMO S-G.
Taalas also said that 85% of the energy
produced in the world is still reliant on coal, oil
and gas, adding that ‘we have means to convert
our energy source to be more based on renewables,
including means in transportation sector’. He said
that ‘there is a growing pressure to talk about carbon
taxes which may put pressure on emitters and
consumers’ but added that ‘political realities are
present that is if one is too extreme in the action,
then it may have negative political implications’.
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provides strong incentives, which avoids doublecounting and does not undermine environmental
integrity. It also wished to see the completion of
the second review of the Warsaw International
Mechanism for loss and damage.
Mary Gorretti Kitutu, the Minister of
Environment of Uganda, said that ‘it is critical
that climate finance remains high on the agenda in
this COP. As a country, we have a tireless effort to
progressively implement our nationally determined
contribution (NDC), with a costed NDC
Implementation Plan already in place. The
immediate NDC actions have been elaborated and
incrementally being implemented albeit with
challenges of access to means of implementation.’
She stated that this applies as well to the need to
access financing for projects on building resilience
and enhance adaptation. She also highlighted the
need to finalise the WIM review and issues related
to Article 6. The Ugandan minister said that
finalising the rules for markets and non-market
mechanisms needs to ‘maintain environmental
integrity, ensure adaptation mechanisms are an
integral part and move beyond pure offsetting of
emissions and deliver overall mitigation in global
emissions, avoid double counting, not allow the
carry-over of pre-2020 Kyoto units to the Paris
Agreement or other accounting loopholes, and
deliver a share of proceeds from the market
mechanisms for the Adaptation Fund’.
Prakash Javadekar, Minister of
Environment, Forests and Climate Change of
India, began with a quote from Mahatma Gandhi
which read, ‘The future depends upon what we do
today.’ He appealed that there ‘should not be new
issues, deviation nor changing of goal posts’ but
‘to concentrate on NDC implementation, and the
progress we can make and review when we conduct
the global stocktake in 2023’. On the issue of
technology transfer, he said that it has to be
available at an affordable cost, ‘as we cannot make
profits from disasters’. On Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement, he said that the Clean Development
Mechanism should be allowed to continue until
2023 so that the credits earned will not go to waste.

under the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol which
cannot be left behind from the implementation
arrangements for the Paris Agreement,’ he added
further. ‘Support for adaptation action in
developing countries, as well as support for
enhanced action on addressing loss and damage will
be increasingly crucial for developing countries as
the adverse effects of climate change scale up in
the future, while mitigation actions must also be
safeguarded, maintained and upheld.’
He stressed that this is the year where pre2020 actions under the Convention are supposed
to conclude and lay the foundation for future
climate changes for Parties to the Paris Agreement.
‘However, these commitments to reduce emissions
and providing support to developing countries are
both not met.’ He also stated that ‘the country
responsible for 1/3 of historical emissions and 1/5
of current emissions have seemingly turned their
back on their commitments’, in an apparent
reference to the United States.
Dr Omar Antonio Figueroa, the Minister
of Environment of Belize, speaking on behalf of
the Alliance of Small Island Developing States,
stated that although Small Island Developing States
have been and will remain the vanguard of climate
action and the benchmark of ambition, they cannot
do this on their own. He lamented that ‘our
capacities to sustain ourselves are rapidly and
uncontrollably eviscerating. We are already
experiencing irreversible loss and damage, and if,
in the next decade the world fails to take aggressive
action to curb emissions, the future of our people
and our nations hangs in the balance.’
Terhi Lehtonen, State Secretary of
Environment for Finland and Frans
Timmermans, the First Vice-President of the
European Commission, speaking jointly on behalf
of the European Union (EU), stated that the EU
is here to work ‘to find robust and long lasting
solutions to the shared challenges’. Among the
agenda items they saw important to complete at
COP 25 was Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, where
it wanted to see an operational outcome for market
resources, and to create a market mechanism that
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12 December 2019

Developing Countries Call for Measures to Address pre-2020 Gaps

available for implementation of concrete actions,
but ‘clarity is required on the means of
implementation considering financing, capacity
building and technology transfer’.
The stocktake was organised in two parts; the
first part on ‘Mitigation efforts of Parties up to
2020’ to discuss the efforts of Parties to mitigate
greenhouse gases up to 2020 and ways to enhance
efforts, while the second part was on ‘Support for
climate efforts up to 2020’, to discuss support for
climate efforts up to 2020 and ways to enhance
efforts.
The two-part session saw panellists sharing
their perspectives, which was then followed by
interventions from Parties and observers.
Highlights from some of the speakers from the
panel and the floor are provided below and do not
follow the order in which the interventions were
made.
Ravi Shankar Prasad, the Additional
Secretary from the Ministry of Environment,
Forest and Climate Change, India (who was a
member in the second panel) commented that the
Kyoto Protocol commitments and the pre-2020
ambition is at the heart of the climate change
negotiations and is one of the yardsticks against
which the success of this COP will be judged. The
pre-2020 stocktake is to deliver real and tangible
reserves to close the emission gap in line with
equity, common but differentiated responsibilities
and respective capabilities (CBDR-RC) and
historical responsibilities.
Prasad said that Parties seemed ‘to ignore the
elephant in the room’, which is the implementation
gap from the pre-2020 period. When countries
undertook the Kyoto Protocol and the Doha
Amendment to the Protocol, the range of ambition
in the first commitment period (2008-12) was
hardly 5% by the Kyoto Protocol Parties, and 18%
on average in the second commitment period (2013-

Madrid, 12 December (Evelyn Teh) – Several key
developing countries called for measures to address
the pre-2020 gaps in ambition and climate finance
caused by the developed countries’ failure to abide
by the agreements reached under the UNFCCC and
the Kyoto Protocol, and stressed that this was
necessary in ensuring trust and confidence in the
multilateral process.
Developing countries, led by India, China
and South Africa, made these calls at the highlevel segment of the ‘Stocktake on Pre-2020
Implementation and Ambition’ held on 11
December.
They called for a two-year work programme
for developed countries to address and close the
gaps in the post-2020 period, as a concrete outcome
of COP 25. (See further details below.)
The mandated event was opened by Carolina
Schmidt, COP 25 President, who emphasised that
the pre-2020 period is a ‘model of trust for the
implementation of the Paris Agreement’. She added
that over eight years ago, ‘we agreed to deliver
enhanced action, adaptation and mitigation, as well
as enhanced support to enable developing countries
to address the challenge of climate change’. ‘As a
learning and trust-building process, we must
address the gaps in action and support that has
emerged and take decisive actions to address it.’
The COP 25 President also highlighted the
importance of developed countries showing
leadership in increasing their ambition and in
removing the conditionalities for revising their
emission reduction targets and ‘by taking concerted
effort on finance to support developing countries’.
She stated her commitment as the COP
President is ‘to arrive at a solution that can be
accepted by all and that the solution must represent
progress towards the implementation of the
Convention, the Kyoto Protocol and the Paris
Agreement’, adding that developing countries are
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work programme should have mechanism to
facilitate transfer of technology, because until and
unless it is available, affordable and scalable, it is
hard for developing countries to plan rapid and
meaningful transition’, adding that ‘collectively, we
must ensure these actions and make sure that the
multilateral succeeds and reaches the goals of the
Paris Agreement’.
China spoke from the floor and stated that
the pre-2020 stocktake at this juncture was of
critical importance in order to ‘find clear answers
on where are we now, what is the gap and how to
fill the gap’, adding that this was vital for ensuring
‘mutual trust among Parties’ and ‘the seriousness
of the multilateral process’ for climate actions after
2020. It also said that ‘an effective conclusion and
a clear arrangement on how to fill the gaps is
necessary to ensure that these gaps will not be
carried over to post-2020 period, adding extra
burdens onto developing countries’. It also called
on all Parties who have not done so, to accelerate
the ratification of the Doha Amendment, as this
‘was the primary cause of the gap’ in emission
reductions. ‘In order to achieve the global goal set
by the Paris Agreement after 2020, we must
earnestly fill the pre-2020 gap and developed
countries should take the lead in taking enhanced
actions and achieve carbon neutrality significantly
ahead of the schedule, blazing a policy pathway
which is feasible, both technically and
economically; thus setting an example for the
developing countries.’ It also added further that
developed countries should provide ‘new and
additional support of public finance’ commensurate
with the needs of developing countries. China
hoped that the pre-2020 stocktake will effectively
facilitate and guide implementation of
commitments taken by Parties.
South Africa also spoke from the floor and
said that ‘there are three gaps’, first being ‘the
implementation gap where we need to know on
what was actually done and by whom’, adding that
‘it is not good enough to just have individual
countries saying that they did x and y, as it is not
really about that. It is about the collective aggregate
roles to the global responsibility,’ stressed South
Africa.
‘The second gap is on ambition,’ it said
further, with ‘science telling us that there is a big
gap’. Referring to the pledges made at previous
COPs in Doha or Cancun, South Africa said that
‘the pledges that were made were never raised and
the progression element was not there, which had
affected the work in this multilateral process’. It
emphasised that ‘trust matters in this multilateral

20), and ‘even these targets are not being met’. He
continued by saying that ‘science had informed us
that emissions gap that needs to be closed is in the
range of 25-40%’ (by 2020 based on 1990 levels)
and expressed disappointment that not even one
developed country had stepped up to revise their
targets in the Doha Amendment (for the second
commitment period). ‘The problem we face today
is the large emissions gap that we need to close,’
Prasad said, calling on all Parties who have not
ratified to do it quickly so the Doha Amendment
can enter into force. (Only 134 Parties have ratified
the Amendment, short of the 10 needed for the
second commitment period to come into effect.)
In terms of financial support, Prasad pointed
out that independent studies have shown that the
disbursement of the committed US$100 billion per
year by 2020 by developed countries has been way
too slow. Replenishment of the Green Climate Fund
(GCF) this year was US$9.7 billion or so, which
was just about as much as the first initial
mobilisation of the Fund. He added that the flow
of public funds for climate change from developed
to developing countries is a small percentage of
what was promised, and is nowhere near the climate
finance needed by developing countries including
for adaptation actions.
Prasad also raised another issue, on the
commitments under the Kyoto Protocol regime
which has not been honoured. ‘While we are urging
the private sector to participate, which they did in
the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), they
now are told that the certified emission reduction
credits (CERs) that they obtained “is worth nothing
and will not be carried forward to the post-2020
period”.’ He expressed concerns ‘over the signal
we are sending to the private sector on why their
CERs would not be honoured’. This, he said,
undermines that ‘confidence in the multilateral
process’, stressing the importance of these
agreements which must be carried forward to
ensure trust and faith in the pre-2020 process.
Prasad also added that this pre-2020 stocktake
should enable a future process to fulfil the
emissions gap and proposed that this has to be taken
up in a two-year work programme in the post-2020
period for the gap to be bridged. He expressed hope
that the developed-country Parties would also
deliver their gaps in climate finance and address
them and enable a new climate finance goal before
2023, before the global stocktake under the Paris
Agreement, ‘so that there is predictability for new
finance for developing countries which enables
them to prepare better nationally determined
contributions (NDCs)’. He also suggested that ‘the
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damage, they are still grossly underfunded’, said
the Minister further.
She also stressed that the Global Commission
of Adaptation estimated that US$1 trillion is needed
for adaptation actions. The Minister called for
‘renewed efforts to meet that commitment, by
having more investments in mitigation, and shifting
from fossil fuel into renewable energy. There is a
need to use lessons learned from pre-2020, and
Parties need to present very ambitious, new and
updated NDC to reach the goals of the Paris
Agreement’.
Dr Nur Masripatin, Senior Advisor to the
Minister on Climate Change of Indonesia, spoke
at the first panel and encouraged Parties to ratify
the Doha Amendment as soon as possible for it to
enter into force, and to fulfil their commitments to
meeting the finance goal of U$100 billion annually
by 2020.
Lord Ian Duncan, Minister for Climate
Change of the United Kingdom (who spoke in
the first panel), stated that the UK has committed
in law to go net zero by 2050, and has now doubled
their international climate fund and more money
must come from more donors; as there are serious
challenges faced by those with the least funds and
are least able to address these matters themselves.
He added that ‘we need more money inside the
international community which can be used to both
address adaptation and mitigation where it is most
needed’.
The Minister of Environment and Climate
Change of Finland, Ms Krista Mikkonen (who
spoke in the second panel), said that ‘fighting
climate change is to take our historical emissions
seriously, both in cutting emissions and in providing
support’. She stated that the European Union (EU)
is committed to this task in meeting the US$100
billion pledge in climate funding and has mobilised
climate finance for developing countries which has
doubled within the five years. She recognised that
many countries are already facing consequences
of a warming planet and therefore aimed to allocate
funding equally to mitigation and adaptation
activities. The Minister also said that some of the
ways was to explore innovative funding
mechanisms, mobilise private-sector financing to
meet climate goals, and steer private funding to be
more aligned to our Paris Agreement goals. She
also stated that we need to look at access to funding
to address barriers associated to financing
especially for the poorest and particularly most
vulnerable.
Alexandra Bonnet, Deputy Director of the
European and International Affairs of the

process, as it is a mutual confidence arrangement
where you need the assurance that others are going
to act and honour their commitments of the
Convention and its core principles’.
‘The third type of gap is on support, in that
what support has been provided to the developing
countries which is the basis and the enabler for our
action,’ it said further, adding that ‘we should allow
some sort of mechanism to take stock on what
actually happened and be able to use the
information and it should be a multilateral product
in this process.’ South Africa stressed that it was
not sufficient to report from outside the UNFCCC
process to say that the US$100 billion target was
met which has not been verified, nor discussed.
‘When we speak about equity, we cannot just
assume that the burden will be transferred to other
actors, whether they be developing countries,
private sector or anybody else. The starting point
has to be the honouring of the commitments. The
question therefore to the developed partners, why
not an evidence-based assessment of what actually
happened in pre-2020?’asked South Africa.
Malaysia also spoke from the floor to state
that the key to unlocking this level of ambition lay
squarely on respect for Article 4.7 of the
Convention which hinges on the notion of equity
and the principle of CBDR-RC. It stressed that the
Convention obliges developed-country Parties to
lead in mitigation actions and urged for developed
countries to fulfil their reporting obligations as well
as in enhancing actions to fill the gaps in emission
reductions and in the means of implementation in
the pre-2020 period.
Dr Gale T C Rigobert, Minister for
Sustainable Development, St. Lucia (who spoke
in the second panel) expressed her hope that ‘this
event would not be used as a basis for delaying
work on the implementation of the Paris
Agreement’. She said that the Caribbean
Community (Caricom) ‘see this pre-2020 stocktake
as an opportunity to emphasize the ambition action
and support on climate change and not to design
programme and efforts on looking backwards’.
‘The key messages from the 1.5°C Special Report
from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change should be highlighted to ensure that the
outcome of this session is focusing on the
imperative for urgent and ambitious climate change
action moving forward.’ She also lamented that ‘the
emissions in a number of developed countries
continue to rise, and they need to make greater
efforts. There is a need to provide finance and
technology transfer to developing countries for their
actions in pre-2020. As for adaptation, and loss and
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French Ministry for Ecological and Solidary
Transition (who spoke in the second panel), said
that the French government’s goal was to reach
carbon neutrality by 2050. To reach that goal, she
said that finance is key in ramping up their efforts
and get to a low-carbon economy. Acknowledging
that the US$100 billion per year target must be
reached, she said that France has mobilised more
than 5 billion Euros so far. On adaptation, she said
President Macron had said that he would double
France’s contribution to the GCF, as it is key to
building trust and achieving targets. ‘To engage in
transition, it is key to mobilise all stakeholders as
public efforts is not sufficient and we need to rely
on all stakeholders to play a part. France is
supporting multi- stakeholder initiatives including
the International Solar Alliance with 38 projects
implemented in 23 countries,’ she added further.
Some observers also intervened.
Nathan Thanki, speaking as a member of
Climate Justice Now, made an impassioned
intervention, saying, ‘For the umpteenth time, we
have heard yet again that we have an extremely
limited amount of time to completely transform our
economy and society.’ He said that we have caught
a glimpse of what are the consequences if we do
not heed the call, ‘a world on fire, battered by
storms, an even less equitable world, less able to
adapt properly to this climate emergency’. He said
that yet, they have not seen serious responses. The
developed countries, who are supposed to lead,
have done next to nothing since 1990. He added
that the UN Environment Programme talks about a

lost decade, but ‘we should probably talk about 3
lost decades’, and that ‘it is very hard to build trust
on broken promises’.
Thanki also lamented that ‘Parties have not
ratified the Doha Amendment’ despite agreeing to
do so in 2012, but the Paris Agreement was ratified
in under a year. ‘We enter into the Paris Agreement
carrying the failures of the recent past and present
where both mitigation and finance has been wholly
inadequate.’ This therefore sets the world up for a
post-2020 action that will be much more
challenging and less fair, he said further.
‘How can we expect anything from the Paris
Agreement if the pre-2020 agreements have been
cast aside? And what’s the point of distant,
loophole-ridden, false zero 2050 targets such as the
UK’s when pre-2020 and its action has been
forgotten?’ he added.
He echoed the proposal by the developing
countries ‘for COP25 to at least mandate a work
programme on closing these pre-2020 implementation gaps on mitigation, adaptation, finance,
technology and capacity’. ‘We need more ideas like
that, what we don’t need any more of are circular
conversations and reflections. Just do your fair
share,’ appealed Thanki to the delegates.
Following the conclusion of the pre-2020
event, outside the plenary halls, hundreds of
activists gathered and called on the rich developed
world to act urgently ‘to reduce their emissions and
provide support for impacted communities’. They
said in a statement that ‘the ones that bear the
historical and current responsibility must act’.
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Efforts Continue to Bridge Outstanding Issues on Final Day of
Climate Talks
Madrid, 13 December (TWN) – The climate talks
under the UNFCCC are scheduled to end today, 13
December. However, judging from how far apart
Parties still are on some of the major issues as of
12 December, many delegates and observers alike
expect a long-drawn-out night, that could spill over
to Saturday, 14 December, before the talks come
to an end.
Groups of Parties were engaged intensely
throughout the day on Thursday, in ministerial-led
consultations, as well as in direct negotiations with
each other, with some working till the early hours
of Friday, in efforts to find resolution on the
remaining outstanding issues.
At an informal stocktake plenary convened
by the Chilean COP 25 President around noon on
12 December, feedback was provided by Ministers
leading the consultations on some of the key
outstanding issues requiring resolution.

decision-makers to find landing zones’, while
making ‘available for Parties’ a room ‘for technical
work if they wished’, with the aim of producing a
text for Friday morning, 13 December.
Clean Development Mechanism under the CMP
In a somewhat related matter, the COP 25
President Carolina Schmidt informed the plenary
that in the contact group dealing with the Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) under the
Conference of Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP),
no consensus was reached among Parties due to
the potential implications for the CDM in relation
to negotiations ongoing under Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement. The COP President informed Parties
that further consultations will be held in this regard
on this matter. (Some developing countries have
proposed that the certified emission reduction
credits obtained under the CDM under the Kyoto
Protocol be carried over to the Article 6
mechanism.)

Article 6 of the Paris Agreement (on markets
and non-market approaches)
Minister James Shaw (New Zealand)
reported back that he, together with Minister
Barbara Creecy (South Africa), met Parties in
bilaterals and heard their views. He reported that
there was a ‘high level of consensus on the
principles’ to be applied as regards Article 6 and
that there were concerns over the issue of
‘environmental integrity’ as well as on the ‘diversity
of nationally determined contributions (NDCs)’ of
Parties.
Another issue flagged was over ‘predictable
and adequate resources for adaptation’ (from the
share of proceeds of the Article 6.2 and 6.4
mechanisms). The New Zealand Minister outlined
the process for further consultations to be carried
out on Thursday, by holding ‘bilaterals with

Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and
Damage (WIM)
Minister Simon Stiell (Grenada), who is
leading the consultations with Minister Ola
Elvestuen (Norway), reported back that groups of
Parties were invited to bilaterals and said that they
‘heard views of Parties wanting to arrive at landing
zones and to strengthen the WIM’.
The Minister from Grenada also reported that
on the issue of the governance of the WIM,
consultations will continue ‘with ministers for
finding a political resolution in Madrid’. (The issue
here relates to whether the WIM should be
exclusively under the authority and guidance of the
CMA [Parties to the Paris Agreement] or whether
51

‘bridging proposals’ and will then ‘refine’ their
paper and provide a further update in the evening.
(Another stocktake was scheduled in the evening
but did not take place.)

it should also continue to be governed by the COP
[Parties to the Convention] as well.)
(According to a developing-country delegate,
groups of Parties were engaged in the bilateral
ministerial-led consultations beginning evening of
Thursday, which spilled over to the early hours of
Friday. It seems that the United States was
consulted first and spent almost an hour with the
ministers, with the European Union called in next.
The sub-groupings of developing countries under
the G77 and China apparently decided to give up
their group slots and requested to meet with the
ministers as one group. The outcomes of these
consultations are expected to be revealed sometime
today, and whether Parties can come together with
an agreed outcome remains to be seen.)
(Among the main issues of contention were
the scaling up of finance from developed countries
for loss and damage; linkages between the
Executive Committee (ExCom) of the WIM and
the Standing Committee on Finance; guidance to
the operating entities of the Financial Mechanism
of the Convention as regards loss and damage; the
establishment of an expert group by 2020, to
address enhanced action and support for loss and
damage with the ExCom undertaking work in this
regard; and establishment of the ‘Santiago Network
on Addressing Loss and Damage’ under the WIM
no later than the end of 2021.)
(Apart from the WIM governance being a
major issue to be resolved, developing countries
are also concerned over the push particularly by
the United States on the application of paragraph
51 of decision 1/CP. 21 adopted in Paris that reads:
‘…Article 8 of the Agreement does not involve or
provide a basis for any liability or compensation’.)

Forum on Response Measures
On the issue of the work of the ‘Forum on the
impact of the implementation of response
measures’, Minister Hussein Rasheed Hassan
(Maldives) and Ambassador Marc Vanheukelen
(European Union) reported on their consultations
with groups of Parties. The Maldives Minister said
that they were able to identify major views and
divergences and encouraged groups to speak
bilaterally, and informed that they will hold further
meetings.
(The Forum has not been able to finalise their
work plan due to opposition from developed
countries and the task in Madrid is to reach
agreement so that the Forum can start its work.)
The stocktake also heard interventions from
various groups of Parties and countries who
stressed the issues of importance to them, which
they hoped will find resolution in Madrid.
Finance-related matters
Meanwhile, on various matters relating to
finance under the COP, ‘informal-informal’
consultations continued the whole of yesterday
among Parties, in an attempt to bridge differences,
based on the draft texts prepared by co-chairs of
the contact group.
Negotiations continued to be contentious
between developed and developing countries,
according to developing-country delegates.
On long-term finance (LTF), developed
countries persisted in opposing the need to continue
having the LTF.
Third World Network also learnt that there
were several procedural fights on which texts were
to be sent to the COP Presidency on all the finance
issues, including on the LTF, matters related to the
Standing Committee on Finance, and guidance to
the Global Environment Facility and to the Green
Climate Fund. Developing countries led by the G77
and China proposed that their proposals should
be included in the texts.
Finally, bracketed texts on all finance issues
were transmitted to the COP Presidency.
With the various contentious and difficult
issues still needing to be resolved, it will indeed be
a challenge to bridge the divergences within the
remaining hours of the talks on its final day.

Overarching decision of the COP/CMA and the
CMP
Ministers Masagos Zulkifli (Singapore) and
Teresa Ribera Rodríguez (Spain) have been
tasked with undertaking consultations as regards
the overall decisions (referred to as ‘Decision 1’)
of the respective bodies, viz. the COP, the CMA
and the CMP.
The Ministers reported that a ‘first working
draft of the decision’ was introduced yesterday and
bilateral consultations were held. The key issues
in this regard were on ‘raising ambition’, including
the ‘work programme on pre-2020 implementation’, references to nationally determined
contributions (NDCs) in 2020; issues around ‘land
and oceans’; and ‘loss and damage’. The plenary
was informed that the Ministers will consider
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Climate Conference Ends amidst Major North-South Differences

Agreement dealing with market and non-market
approaches and mechanisms.
The main divide between developed and
developing countries was over the push by most
developed countries on all countries for the raising
of the ambition level on emission reductions (or
mitigation) only.
While the North talked about ambition (by
which they mean ambition in mitigation), the South
stressed their frustration that the finances they
require were not forthcoming – to do mitigation or
adaptation, but developing countries were also
being pushed to report more mainly on their
mitigation obligations under the term
‘transparency’, with no corresponding ambition on
funds to be provided to developing countries.
Some developing countries made the
observation that there appeared to be on the part of
developed countries ambition in rhetoric but not
on implementation in practice, as the most
important implementation was on the means of
implementation viz. of finance. Many saw the North
as being hypocritical, by mouthing ambition to
appease their public but not meaning it, as they are
not willing to provide the means of implementation
for developing countries.
Developing countries also countered by
stating that the principle of ‘common but
differentiated responsibilities’ (CBDR) must be
adhered to, and that the UNFCCC and the Paris
Agreement should not be just mitigation-centric and
that what is most important for developing countries
is the required means of implementation, including
finance, technology transfer and capacity-building,
so that they can fulfil their mitigation and
adaptation needs. They also wanted an effective
loss and damage mechanism to avert, minimise and
address the impacts of climate change.
The developing countries and their various
sub-groups criticised developed countries for not

Madrid, 17 December (TWN) – The UN climate
talks ended almost two days later than scheduled
on Sunday, 15 December, where some key decisions
were unable to be adopted, mainly because of
clashes of opinion between developed and
developing countries.
Some of the draft decisions were put forward
by the COP 25 Presidency to the delegates at the
closing plenary, but since these drafts did not enjoy
the consensus of all Parties, these controversial
agenda items were forwarded to the next COP next
year for further work.
Also, a few draft decisions that were tabled
and put forward to plenary for adoption could not
be adopted due to disagreements on what actually
had been agreed to during negotiations the day
before.
The final plenary saw the closing of COP 25,
the 15th session of the Kyoto Protocol Parties
(CMP 15) and the second session of the Conference
of Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA 2).
Earlier on Monday, 9 December, the
UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body for Implementation
and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice finished their work, and
forwarded draft conclusions to be adopted by the
respective bodies of the COP/CMP and CMA,
leaving the controversial sticky issues to be dealt
with by the Chilean COP Presidency.
Several decisions on finance such as that on
long- term finance were dealt with under the COP,
through a contact group in the first week which
went into ‘informal-informal’ consultations directly
among Parties in the second week of the talks and
then to Presidency-led consultations.
The three main agenda items that revealed the
North-South divide among developed and
developing countries were on long-term finance,
the review of the Warsaw International Mechanism
on Loss and Damage and Article 6 of the Paris
53

Given the divergence of views on the matter,
the COP President had no option but to invoke Rule
16 of the UNFCCC’s Rules of Procedure which
provides that ‘any item of the agenda..,
consideration of which has not been completed at
the session, shall be included automatically in the
agenda of the next ordinary session…’ .
Egypt, speaking for the Africa Group,
expressed that it was ‘unfortunate and
disappointing’ that there could be no decision to
continue the long-term finance discussions under
the COP post-2020 and said that it was ‘really
surprised that we are not even agreeing to affirm
the importance of climate finance’, adding that this
was indeed ‘becoming worrisome for a lot of
countries’.
It stressed further that when developed
countries asked developing countries ‘to raise their
ambition, and to take more actions, be more
transparent (in their reporting of actions), to pay
more from their own pockets for adaptation’, this
was a ‘very unfortunate message that was being
sent to the COP that is calling for ambition’ when
‘we are not even able to affirm or even decide to
continue discussions on climate finance’.
Egypt said further that when ‘we ratified the
Paris Agreement, we did not walk out of it and are
committed to it and the Convention’, adding that
‘we are not backsliding or rolling back on the
commitments but it seems this is not the same for
all Parties’. In response to developed countries who
were calling ‘for more ambition’ and ‘for
addressing the climate emergency’, the Africa
Group said that ‘we are not here for nice statements
applauding nice words’ but ‘we are here to work
and make sure that we deliver the right package to
enhance the ambition and have things move
forward’, adding that it was very obvious that when
it came to issues of finance, technology transfer or
capacity-building, there was ‘very limited space to
even discuss them or even affirm them’.
The Africa Group said emphatically that it
wanted ‘to put on record that it will engage on this
agenda item again (on long-term finance), but not
with a very benign language just calling to affirm
or simply request for discussions to continue’ but
wanted ‘strong language’ that will make clear that
‘climate finance is a core component for any
ambition particularly in Africa’.
The Africa Group sentiments were echoed
and shared by other developing countries including
the Arab Group and the Like-minded Developing
Countries.

fulfilling their obligations in relation to their own
mitigation commitments and especially in trying
to escape from their obligations to the developing
countries under the Convention. They felt that
developed countries were trying instead to shift
more of their obligations to the developing
countries through strict reporting obligations and
assessment or stocktaking of their mitigation
actions. Meanwhile, the much-needed financial
resources were not forthcoming, including on
technology transfer, which has been downgraded.
The most dramatic confrontation in the final
closing plenary came during the discussion on longterm finance, which was an agenda item under the
COP.
Long-term finance
When the COP 25 Presidency tabled the draft
decision on long-term finance for the consideration
of Parties for adoption, a critical paragraph of the
draft decision only noted ‘the importance of
continued discussions on long-term climate finance’
and that Parties will decide ‘to consider the matter
(of long-term finance) …’ at COP 26 next year,
making it clear that there was no certainty that longterm finance would be a standing item on the COP
agenda after 2020.
The African Group raised objections, and was
supported by other developing countries including
from the Arab Group, and the Like-minded
Developing Countries, who maintained that in
negotiations the previous night (on Saturday, 14
December) on this item, there was agreement to
‘affirm the importance of climate finance, and that
the matter would continue to be discussed under
the COP’.
Meanwhile, some developed countries, led by
the United States, the European Union, Japan,
Canada and the European Union, countered that
there was no such agreement reached in the
negotiations and several of them said that the draft
decision tabled by the COP 25 Presidency was
consistent with their understanding of what
prevailed in the negotiations.
Many developing countries were visibly upset
with efforts by developed countries to drop the
consideration of long-term finance under the COP
agenda. Their strong feeling was that developed
countries used the rhetoric of wanting high ambition
only for mitigation targeted at developing countries
while not even wanting to discuss where the
financing would come from to help developing
countries in their implementation of both mitigation
and adaptation efforts.
54

Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and
Damage

The G77 and China, in response to the
governance decision of the WIM, noted that
‘discussions on this issue here at COP25 and CMA2
did not produce any outcome and that such
discussions do not prejudice any further
consideration of this matter under the COP and the
CMA’.
Tuvalu, in a strong response to the governance
issue, said that the decision ‘does not suggest that
COP does not have ongoing role’ as it is ‘the COP
that established the WIM’. It also made the
observation that ‘during the consultations, a Party
(referring to the United States) who has been
insisting that the WIM operates solely under the
Paris Agreement, ironically or strategically will not
be a Party to the Paris Agreement’, adding that ‘if
they get their way, they will wash their hands in
assisting countries who would be impacted by
climate change’. It emphasised further that ‘this is
a tragedy and adversity to the millions of people
who are already suffering the impacts of climate
change. Denying this fact could be interpreted as a
crime against humanity,’ drawing applause from
those present in the plenary hall.

Another important issue that occupied much
attention of the Madrid talks was the decision on
the review of the Warsaw International Mechanism
on Loss and Damage (WIM), which saw a positive
decision adopted of importance to developing
countries, mainly through the hard work and united
efforts of developing countries under the umbrella
of the G77 and China.
In the decision adopted, among other things,
there is text that ‘urges the scaling-up of action and
support, as appropriate, including finance,
technology and capacity-building, for developing
countries that are particularly vulnerable to the
adverse effects of climate change for averting,
minimizing and addressing loss and damage
associated with the adverse effects of climate
change’.
The G77 and China had tabled a much
stronger proposal requesting developed countries
for ‘adequate, easily accessible, scaled up, new and
additional, predictable finance, technology and
capacity building… (for) addressing loss and
damage’ but due to opposition by developed
countries especially the United States, the final
decision is a much watered-down version of the
original proposal. The United States did not want
any ‘bifurcation’ of responsibilities to be attributed
to only developed countries.
The decision adopted, among other matters,
agreed to the establishment of as part of the WIM
‘the Santiago network for averting, minimizing and
addressing loss and damage…to catalyse the
technical assistance of relevant organizations,
bodies, networks and experts, for the
implementation of relevant approaches at the local,
national and regional level, in developing countries
that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse
effects of climate change’.
However, an issue that could not be resolved
in Madrid was the governance of the WIM.
Developed countries wanted the WIM to be under
the governance of the CMA only (Parties under the
Paris Agreement), while developing countries
wanted the WIM to also be under the COP
governance.
In the decision adopted, it was noted that
‘considerations related to the governance of the
WIM will continue … (in November 2020)’.
Hence, this issue remains to be decided next year.

Article 6
One of the most contentious and complex
negotiations at the talks was that on Article 6 of
the Paris Agreement, dealing with market and nonmarket mechanisms, which had many sub-issues
including that related to among other matters,
financing for adaptation, accounting, delivering on
the overall mitigation in global emissions, transition
of activities under the Kyoto Protocol from the
Clean Development Mechanism, etc. which were
mainly technical.
Despite the intense negotiations over the two
weeks, Parties could not find agreement on the
many issues and managed to only adopt a
procedural decision under the CMA, that requested
the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice to continue the consideration
and adoption by the CMA of decisions next year,
‘on the basis of draft decision texts’ which were
prepared by the Presidency in Madrid, while
‘recognizing that these draft texts do not represent
a consensus among Parties’.
Hence, the can has now been kicked down
the road to next year on the Article 6 issues.
The COP, CMP and the CMA also considered
and adopted several other decisions.
Further details on many of these decisions will
be provided in forthcoming articles.
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Weak Outcome on Addressing pre-2020 Ambition Gaps due to
Strong Resistance by North

COP 25), the 15th session of the Kyoto Protocol
Parties (CMP 15) and the second session of the
Conference of Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA
2).
The overarching or cover decisions presented
to the final plenary for adoption (referred to as the
number 1 decisions viz. 1/CP.25, 1/CMA.2 and 1/
CMP.15) were reached after several intense rounds
of informal consultations, including through
ministerial-led consultations.

Madrid, 18 December (TWN) – At the closing
plenary of the climate talks in Madrid that went
overtime till Sunday, 15 December, Parties adopted
overarching or cover decisions, following intense
wrangling behind closed doors, that revealed
opposition from developed countries in having a
strong outcome on addressing their pre-2020
implementation and ambition gaps.
While mouthing the need for higher ambition
in closing the emissions gap to limit temperature
rise by 1.5-2°C above pre-industrial levels,
developed countries refused to acknowledge their
responsibility in having low ambition levels in the
pre-2020 period despite having agreed to revisit
and raise their emissions reduction ambition under
the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol in
2012, despite strong calls to do so by developing
countries.
Several developing-country groupings called
for a two-year work programme to identify and
address the gaps of developed countries in the pre2020 time frame, but there was much opposition
from developed countries, with some saying that
there is a need to be ‘forward-looking’ and not
‘backward looking’, implying that the focus should
be on the post-2020 time frame of nationally
determined contributions (NDCs) under the Paris
Agreement and for all Parties to address the gaps,
and to not take a differentiated approach between
developed and developing countries in the pre-2020
period under the Convention and the Kyoto
Protocol.
In the final decision adopted, the outcome was
very weak with ‘a round table among Parties and
non-Party stakeholders on pre-2020 implementation and ambition’ to be held at COP 26.
The overarching decisions were adopted
under the final plenaries of the 25th session of the
Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (known as

1/CP.25 – ‘Chile Madrid Time for Action’
Decision 1/CP.25, which was adopted under
the COP, was titled ‘Chile Madrid Time for Action’.
Key issues of disagreement included whether to
reflect pre-2020 issues in the decision; continuation
of the Marrakech Partnership for Global Climate
Action; contribution of nature; and reference to
ocean and land issues in the decision.
‘Pre-2020 implementation and ambition’
In relation to pre-2020 issues, during the
negotiations, the Like-Minded Developing
Countries (LMDC), BASIC (Brazil, India, South
Africa, China), ABU (Argentina, Brazil,
Uruguay), the Africa Group and the Arab Group
had jointly submitted a proposal mandating a ‘twoyear work programme under the SBI (Subsidiary
Body for Implementation) on “Pre-2020
Implementation and Ambition”, to identify the
progress and gaps on mitigation, adaptation,
finance, technology development and transfer, and
capacity building of the pre-2020 commitments by
developed countries, and to make arrangement on
closing the gap’.
In relation to the pre-2020 mitigation targets
of the developed countries, the joint submission
said, ‘The Doha Amendment (of the Kyoto
56

‘urgency and enhanced ambition’, while adding that
it did not support the work programme.
Following further discussions and heavy
resistance from the developed countries, in relation
to pre-2020 climate action, the decision adopted
acknowledged the stocktakes convened in 2018 and
2019 and decided to convene, in COP 26, ‘a round
table among Parties and non-Party stakeholders on
pre-2020 implementation and ambition’. Parties
and non-Party stakeholders were invited to submit
inputs by September 2020 to inform the roundtable,
and the Secretariat was requested ‘to prepare a
summary report by September 2021 on the basis
of the outcomes of the round tables…to serve as
an input for the second periodic review’.
Apparently, according to some developingcountry delegates, developed countries led
especially by the US did not want to have a
‘bifurcated’ approach in the decision for the
developed-country ambition gaps to be explicitly
addressed.
The decision also re-emphasised ‘with serious
concern the urgent need to address the significant
gap between the aggregate effect of Parties’
mitigation efforts in terms of global annual
emissions of greenhouse gases by 2020 and
aggregate emission pathways consistent with
holding the increase in the global average
temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial
levels and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature
increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels’.

Protocol) requires the Annex I Parties (referring to
developed countries) to cut their GHG emissions
at least by 18% relative to 1990 levels during the
second commitment period (2013-2020); and to cut
their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by at least
25-40% below 1990 levels by 2020; and to revisit
their 2020 targets no later than 2014. However,
Annex I Parties have not accomplished these
commitments. No Annex I developed country have
revisited their 2020 targets up to now.’
The submission stated further that the
‘European Union (EU) committed in their NDC to
reduce GHG emissions by 40% by 2030 on the level
of 1990, i.e. resulting in a 10-year lag in
implementation compared to what it should be
achieving by 2020…. Canada committed to reduce
GHG emissions by 30% by 2030 on the level of
2005, resulting in a 10-year lag in implementation
relative to 2020, and constitutes a 25-year delay
relative to the baseline year. Although the United
States has already officially started the withdrawal
process from the Paris Agreement, its NDC
thereunder as communicated during the Obama
Administration in 2016 was to reduce GHG
emissions by 36-28% below 2005 levels by 2025,
a target that constitutes a 5-year delay relative to
2020, and a 20-year delay relative to the baseline
year’.
During discussions, however, according to
several developing-country delegates, the
developed countries were not interested to discuss
the issue of their pre-2020 implementation of
commitments and ambition.
It seems the EU was of the view that many of
the pre-2020 elements were covered under existing
processes and decisions and that there was no
reason to duplicate them. Canada apparently said
that Parties were gathered to discuss enhancement
of NDCs (which take effect from 2021 under the
Paris Agreement), and was ‘at a loss’ to see the
idea of a work programme and did not see any value
in this. Australia it seems also expressed views
along the same lines and it did not see it ‘helpful’
to establish a work programme since Parties
needed to be ‘forward focused’. Apparently,
Norway was against the proposal as well.
The United States (US) it seems asked Parties
to use ‘pragmatism’ as regards the decisions, saying
that Parties may see some as priority issues, but
others did not view them as such, and added that
there was no point duplicating pre-2020 discussions
in the COP decision. It apparently said that it was
concerned with the use of the term ‘gaps’ and added
that Parties could find a better way to discuss

Marrakech Partnership for Global Climate Action
In relation to the continuation of the
Marrakech Partnership for Global Climate Action,
several developing countries led by the LMDC
and the Africa Group questioned the budgetary
implications of extending the work of the ‘highlevel champions’. However, with unsatisfactory
responses on the budgetary implications, the text
did not change much from earlier drafts in this
regard.
The approved decision welcomed ‘the
continuation of the Marrakech Partnership for
Global Climate Action’ and decided ‘to continue
to appoint high-level champions, for 2021-2025,
and to continue convening annually a high-level
event together with the UNFCCC’s Executive
Secretary and the incumbent and incoming
Presidents of the COP’.
(The Marrakech Partnership for Global
Climate Action [adopted in 2016] supports the
implementation of the Paris Agreement by enabling
collaboration between governments and the cities,
57

processes under the Convention, the Kyoto Protocol
and the Paris Agreement, including those carried
out under the SBSTA’. Parties and non-Party
stakeholders were invited to submit inputs on these
by March 2020.

regions, businesses and investors that must act on
climate change.)
Contribution of nature
Another paragraph that several developing
countries sought clarity on was in relation to the
‘contribution of nature’ to addressing climate
change in the draft decision text. Some developing
countries who spoke to TWN expressed their
concerns on the use of such a term, as this could
introduce ‘false solutions’ such as bioenergy carbon
capture and storage. A negotiator said that there
was no clear response on what the formulation
actually means.
The decision adopted underlined ‘the
essential contribution of nature to addressing
climate change and its impacts and the need to
address biodiversity loss and climate change in an
integrated manner’.

Other aspects
Besides the contentious issues, in the COP
25 decision adopted, Parties recognised ‘the role
of multilateralism and the Convention, including
its principles and processes, in addressing climate
change and its impacts’; ‘the important advances
made through the UNFCCC multilateral process
over the past 25 years’; and ‘the role of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) in providing scientific input to inform
Parties’.
The decision also recalled ‘that the current
need for adaptation is significant and that greater
levels of mitigation can reduce the need for
additional adaptation efforts, and that greater
adaptation needs can involve greater adaptation
costs’ and stressed the ‘urgency of enhanced
ambition in order to ensure the highest possible
mitigation and adaptation efforts by all Parties’.
The decision also recalled the financial
commitments of developed countries under the
Convention, spoke to developing countries’
challenges in accessing finance and recognised the
‘urgent need to enhance the provision of support
to developing country Parties for strengthening
their national adaptation and mitigation efforts’.
The decision also called on ‘international entities,
including financial institutions, to continue
supporting the development and implementation of
measures to avert, minimize and address the
adverse impacts of climate change’.
The COP also expressed its gratitude to the
IPCC for producing the two special reports on land
and oceans and cryosphere and invited Parties to
make use of the information in the reports in their
future deliberations.

Dialogues on ocean, land and climate change
With the Chilean Presidency projecting COP
25 as the ‘blue COP’, earlier drafts of decision 1/
CP.25 had formulations on the ‘oceans and climate
change’ link.
Developing countries led by the Arab Group
made it clear that similar treatment should be
accorded to issues of land as well. The scope of
the discussions on ocean and land in relation to
climate change was discussed in closed informal
consultations.
While Brazil was against including any
reference to land (as they were concerned about
emissions from deforestation and agriculture), it
said that land was being discussed in different
negotiating tracks, and relented in the closing
plenary when the decision was tabled for adoption
and withdrew its objections to the proposed
paragraph. (Argentina and Uruguay had also
initially raised objections in relation to having any
references to ‘land and climate change’, but later
went along with the text proposed by the COP 25
Presidency.)
The decision adopted commended the COP
Presidency’s efforts to highlight the importance of
oceans in the context of climate change, and
requested the Chair of the SBSTA to convene in
June 2020 ‘a dialogue on the ocean and climate
change to consider how to strengthen mitigation
and adaptation action in this context’.
The COP also requested the SBSTA Chair to
convene, also in June 2020, a dialogue on the
‘relationship between land and climate change
adaptation related matters, not intervening in other

1/CMA.2
Decision 1/CMA.2, which was also titled
‘Chile Madrid Time for Action’, saw an intense
political discussion over language on increased
ambition.
Earlier drafts of the possible elements for the
draft decision included calls for ambitious updating
of the NDCs in 2020. This found support among
the developed countries led by the EU, the Alliance
of Small Island States (AOSIS), the Least
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Developed Countries (LDCs), and the
Independent Alliance of Latin America and the
Caribbean (AILAC).
However, developing countries led by the
LMDC, the Arab Group and the Africa Group
called for more nuance in making such calls. They
were of the view that ambition was not just
mitigation, and they called for an integrated
approach to say that calls for mitigation ambition
should be in sync with calls for increased support
for means of implementation. They also expressed
their disappointment that there was nothing on
adaptation and means of implementation in the
proposed elements and that it was heavily
mitigation-centric.
They recalled Article 3 of the Paris
Agreement, which establishes that NDCs are not
mitigation-centric and asserted that all aspects of
ambition must be included. They were of the view
that while nothing stopped countries from
submitting ambitious NDCs, the mandates from the
Paris Agreement and decision 1/CP.21 must be
respected, which requests Parties ‘to communicate
or update by 2020’ their NDCs.
The groups were also of the view that even
though they were undertaking ambitious climate
action in their countries, despite challenges of
sustainable development and poverty eradication,
forcing ambition on developing countries was
unfair especially since the developed countries had
not done their bit in terms of raising their ambition
level on mitigation and in providing adequate and
predictable support to developing countries.
Malaysia for the LMDC stressed that the
basic principle is that any framing around ambition
must respect previous mandates, and that Parties
must not go beyond those. It also stated that the
issues of adaptation, loss and damage and means
of implementation need to find reflection in the
draft text.
According to developing-country delegates
China welcomed the issue of ambition, but also
wanted the focus on implementation. On the issue
of the communication and updating of NDCs, China
said that these had already been mandated by
previous decisions; so the issue was a matter of
implementing past decisions and it did not want
‘the changing of the Paris Agreement goalposts’.
India it seems said there was no bar for a
country to change its NDCs, but the Paris decision
was clear that countries with NDCs of a 10-year
time frame would communicate or update it in
2020. It also said that the framing of ambition must
be proper, in that, equity and common but

differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) must be the
frame, along with action and support.
It was concerned that there was no raising of
ambition in the pre-2020 period, and asked what
will happen to the gaps. India apparently said that
while the world is looking for an ambitious
outcome, ambition stems from implementation and
it said there was no zeal to address this. It also
stressed the importance of talking about the
historical gaps and shortfalls that have brought
Parties to this situation and did not want a repeat
of history. It recalled that the Convention started
in 1992, and what followed was the first
commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol, the
second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol,
and then the Paris Agreement, with the latter’s
implementation beginning in 2021. It also said the
world was staring at an imploding problem of
disconnect and three lost decades, with the real
issue being one of implementation.
India it seems lamented that countries have
not been on target to meet the Kyoto Protocol
commitments and that there are attempts to block
items linked to finance and had expressed that this
was a great source of discomfort. India emphasised
that there were unmet promises of the past and in
looking forward, Parties must not forget the bedrock
principles of equity and CBDR, adding that the
problem that is being faced is in the shirking of
responsibilities by developed countries.
Brazil agreed that the main problem with the
proposed CMA formulation was it was exclusively
mitigation-oriented and wanted a rebalance in the
text by including robust bullets on the issue of
means of implementation, in particular financing
and technology transfer.
Following several rounds of discussions, the
CMA decision adopted re-emphasised ‘with serious
concern the urgent need to address the significant
gap between the aggregate effect of Parties’
mitigation efforts in terms of global annual
emissions of greenhouse gases by 2020 and
aggregate emission pathways consistent with
holding the increase in the global average
temperature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial
levels and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature
increase to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels’.
The decision adopted also recalled ‘the
request to Parties contained in decision 1/CP.21
paras 23 and 24 (adopted in Paris on the
communication or updating of NDCs), and urges
Parties to consider the gap…, with a view to
reflecting their highest possible ambition when
responding to this request’.
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The decision adopted also ‘urges developed
country Parties to provide financial resources to
assist developing country Parties with respect to
both mitigation and adaptation, in continuation of
their existing obligations under the Convention, and
encourages other Parties to provide or continue to
provide such support voluntarily’.
The decision also ‘recalls that the provision
of scaled-up financial resources should aim to
achieve a balance between adaptation and
mitigation, taking into account country-driven
strategies, and the priorities and needs of
developing country Parties, especially those that
are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects
of climate change and have significant capacity
constraints, such as the least developed countries
and small island developing States, considering the
need for public and grant-based resources for
adaptation’.

The decision also recalls that ‘each Party’s
successive NDC will represent a progression
beyond the Party’s then current NDC and reflect
its highest possible ambition, reflecting its CBDR
and respective capabilities, in the light of different
national circumstances’.
On adaptation, the decision ‘calls on Parties
to engage in adaptation planning processes and the
implementation of actions, including the
development or enhancement of relevant plans,
policies and/or contributions in accordance with
Article 7.8 of the Paris Agreement, with a view to
continue making progress towards the global goal
on adaptation of enhancing adaptive capacity,
strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability
to climate change’.
The decision also requests the ‘Adaptation
Committee to consider approaches to reviewing the
overall progress made in achieving the global goal
on adaptation and to reflect the outcome of this
consideration in its 2021 annual report’.
In relation to means of implementation, the
CMA decision adopted ‘underlines the importance
of implementing commitments under the Paris
Agreement related to finance, technology transfer
and capacity-building to address the mitigation and
adaptation needs and priorities of developing
countries’.

1/CMP.15
In relation to 1/CMP.15, Parties stressed the
‘urgency of delivering on the pre-2020
commitments under the Kyoto Protocol’ and
underscored ‘the urgent need for the entry into force
of the Doha Amendment and strongly urges Parties
to the Kyoto Protocol that have yet to ratify the
Doha Amendment to deposit an instrument of
acceptance with the Depositary as soon as possible’.
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COP 25 was a Mix of Unresolved Issues and Some
Significant Decisions
Madrid, 19 December (Prerna Bomzan) – The
climate talks under the UNFCCC in Madrid that
began on 2 December and ended on 15 December,
have been hailed by many as the longest COP to
date; and could only conclude with the adoption of
several key decisions that were procedural in
nature, for the further work to be continued next
year, kicking the can down the road to COP 26.
Several significant and positive decisions of
importance to developing countries were also
adopted. (See further details below.)
Thus, COP 25 and the meetings of Parties to
the Paris Agreement and the Kyoto Protocol were
a mixture of unresolved important issues (to be
worked on later), and some significant decisions
that were finally adopted.
The joint closing plenary of COP 25 also
included the second session of the Conference of
Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA 2) and the
15th session of the Kyoto Protocol Parties (CMP
15).
The main reason for the delays in arriving at
decisions was the deep divide between developed
and developing countries on several key issues such
as finance, the Warsaw International Mechanism
on Loss and Damage (WIM), Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement (PA) on markets and non-market
approaches and the overarching cover decisions of
the COP, CMA and the CMP. (Please see TWN
Update 17 https://twnetwork.org/climate-change/
climate-conference-ends-amidst-major-northsouth-differences.)
Until the morning of 15 December, there was
little clarity on whether the talks would result in
conclusive outcomes or whether they would end
without any agreement among Parties. Several
sticky issues remained until the final hours. Closeddoor ministerial-led informal consultations on these
issues continued through the nights of 13 and 14
December, even as the COP Presidency convened

stocktakes to apprise delegates of the state of
progress of the negotiations and to urge Parties to
find common ground.
During the last two days of the COP, a senior
negotiator lamented that the process was unclear
with ‘no transparency at all’. According to the
delegate, the Presidency and ministers who were
facilitating the consultations were cherry-picking
Parties for discussions, and some delegations did
not even have access to the rooms where
consultations were taking place.
Another developing country delegate
complained that his government ‘had very little idea
of what was going on’, and that it appeared that ‘a
concerted effort was being made to accommodate
the interests of the United States (US), even though
it was on its way out of the PA’.
Several observers likened the process to the
‘green room-style’ negotiations in Copenhagen,
where only a selected set of delegations were
consulted, which led to the collapse of the Danish
talks in 2009.
In fact, at a stock-taking plenary convened
by the Chilean COP President close to midnight on
Saturday, 14 December, the delegate from Papua
New Guinea voiced his concerns and lamented that
‘in order to reach consensus, the process has to be
transparent and with 90 per cent of the countries
not actively involved in the last six hours, that will
not lead to consensus’, adding that ‘this is a global
problem which needs a global solution and every
country present here needs to feel that they can
contribute’. The delegate urged the Presidency for
the process to be open and transparent involving
every country and stakeholder.
As the days and hours went by well over
Saturday, 14 December, and spilling over to Sunday,
15 December, and with no announcement as to
when the COP would close, there was a sense of
crisis over the process, with concerns over whether
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Long-term climate finance
One of the most crucial and protracted issues
of the negotiations to which Rule 16 was applied
was long-term climate finance (LTF).
When the COP Presidency presented for
adoption the draft decision on the LTF under the
COP, Egypt on behalf of the Africa Group pointed
out ‘an inconsistency’ in the proposed decision text
(in relation to para 13). Egypt said that Parties ‘are
seeing two different documents for the same agenda
item’, referring to the first document which was
available online in which para 13 read as ‘Affirms
the importance of climate finance and decides to
continue discussion on this matter under the COP’.
However, the first document was
mysteriously ‘updated’ with another latest version
for adoption in which para 13 contained much
weaker language and reads as ‘Notes the importance
to the COP of continued discussions on LTF and
decides to consider the matter at its 26th session’.
Egypt asked the COP President for
clarifications on the matter, stressing that the earlier
version of para 13 which ‘affirms’ and ‘decides’
the continued discussion of LTF was the ‘agreed’
language in the informal consultations held during
the previous night and which was initially presented
to Parties on Sunday morning. The Secretariat
responded that ‘the file that was uploaded earlier
was a technical error’ and that ‘the correct file is
that which was uploaded now’ and was the
document at hand for consideration.
Switzerland for the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG) thanked the Secretariat for
the clarification and was ‘happy to go along the
lines after clarifications’. The United States (US)
echoed Switzerland and clarified that its
understanding of para 13 of the version for adoption
was ‘simply that the COP will continue to discuss
issues of climate finance and not that this (LTF)
agenda item will continue in the next session’.
The Africa Group took the floor again
reiterating that this text (para 13 of the version for
adoption) ‘is not the language that we understand
was agreed’. It further made the case that the
previous intervention (of the US) ‘specifically
speaks to the same language’ of ‘affirming’ the
continued discussion on climate finance and called
for the earlier language to be reinstated in the
document. Nicaragua spoke in support of the
Africa Group, calling ‘to revert to the language
which we negotiated and which we saw previously
and not this last minute change of language’.
Malaysia for the Like-Minded Developing

there would be any outcome at all, and that if there
were outcomes, whether they would be weak once
again to accommodate the interests of the US in
particular, and to save the multilateral process.
COP 25 was also loosely referred to by some
delegates as a COP of ‘Rule 16’, referring to the
UNFCCC Rules of Procedure where if an item on
the agenda of a session’s consideration has not been
completed at the session, it shall be included
automatically in the agenda of the next session.
Rule 16 was applied to 15 important agenda
items that included the following: long-term climate
finance; common time frames for nationally
determined contributions (NDCs); report of the
Adaptation Committee; rules for the operation and
use of a public registry relating to NDCs as well as
adaptation communications; revision of the
UNFCCC reporting guidelines on annual
inventories for Parties included in Annex 1 to the
Convention; several issues related to the PA
transparency framework; procedures for the Clean
Development Mechanism; and report on the highlevel ministerial round-table on increased ambition
on the Kyoto Protocol commitments.
As regards Article 6, a procedural decision
was adopted that tasks the Subsidiary Body for
Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) to
further consider and recommend draft decisions to
be adopted at CMA 3 next year, on the basis of the
proposed texts by the Presidency in Madrid
(recognising that there was no consensus on these
texts).
Perhaps the most positive and notable
outcome of the talks was on the matter of the WIM,
largely due to the strong unity of developing
countries under the G77 and China.
Also significant and important are the
decisions adopted on the ‘Scope of the 2nd periodic
review of the long-term global goal under the
Convention and of overall progress towards
achieving it’ and the ‘Workplan of the Forum on
the impact of the implementation of response
measures’. (See below for further details.)
Other decisions which were adopted with
substantive outcomes, although weak in some
instances, included: the enhanced Lima work
programme on gender and its gender action plan;
National Adaptation Plans; guidance to the Global
Environment Facility; guidance to the Green
Climate Fund; the report of the Standing Committee
on Finance; and the report of the Adaptation Fund
Board.
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Countries (LMDC) also took the floor in support
of the Africa Group.
Switzerland came back again with the appeal
not to start changing ‘the agreed text’ and drew
attention to the fact that the plenary was fast losing
quorum (as delegates were already leaving Madrid).
It was backed by Canada, Japan and the US.
Japan said that ‘there was no conclusion last night’
and that the ‘draft text reflects exactly the argument
of last night’.
Noting the differences in understanding of
agreed language in this regard, and with no
conclusion in sight, the COP President, Carolina
Schmidt, decided to apply Rule 16 stating that ‘this
would be an agenda item for the next COP’.
Egypt for the Africa Group delivered a
highly impassioned response remarking that ‘it is
a very unfortunate and disappointing decision and
this is not the first time during this COP. The Africa
Group has highlighted concerns and disappointment on items related to finance, capacity building
and technology transfer which are the means of
implementation that countries will need, to
implement the PA and the Convention’. ‘We are
not even agreeing to affirming the importance of
climate finance and this is really becoming
worrisome for a lot of countries,’ it said and
reiterated that ‘we are very worried about not even
affirming a very benign language of affirming and
continuing discussions’ on the crucial issue.
Egypt called on ‘colleagues who cannot agree
with affirmation to consider that when they ask
Parties to raise their ambition, when they ask Parties
to take more actions, when they ask developing
countries to be more transparent (in their reporting),
when they ask developing countries to pay more
from their pockets for adaptation, when they ask
Parties to join the markets because it’s much easier
mitigation for some ... it is very unfortunate the
message that we are sending in a COP that is calling
for ambition and that we are not even able to affirm
or even decide to continue discussions on climate
finance’.
It added that ‘we fully ratified the PA, and
we did not walk out of the PA’, elaborating that
they were ‘committed to the PA and the Convention
and we are not backsliding on the commitments
but it seems this is not the same from all Parties’. It
also underlined further that ‘colleagues and Parties
who are calling for more ambition, who are saying
environmental integrity is the core and that are
calling for climate emergency, if you are not in line
with discussion on climate finance or not in line
with affirmation of climate finance, please relook
at your positions’.

‘We are not here for nice statements and nice
words but to work and make sure that we deliver
the right package to enhance the ambition and have
things moving forward and it is obvious that when
it comes to technology transfer, capacity building
and finance, we have very limited space (in the
process) to even discuss it or even affirm it,’ Egypt
underscored strongly and requested to ‘put on
record’ that ‘we will engage in this agenda item
again but not with very benign language just calling
to “affirm” or a simple “request” to continue
discussion but with very strong language and we
will make it very clear in the coming discussions
that when we talk about adaptation finance and
markets, it has to be done and when we talk about
climate finance in general, it should be done. It is
as important as mitigation because it is the core
component for any ambition, particularly for
Africa,’ Egypt concluded.
Saudi Arabia, speaking for the Arab Group,
also expressed disappointment, stressing that when
addressing the issue of ambition, it cannot only be
about ambition in mitigation, but must also be about
ambition in adaptation and in the means of
implementation. It added that it was unfortunate
that ‘developed countries talk the talk but they do
not walk the walk’ and do not deliver on their
commitment in providing finance, recalling that
they have a ‘historical responsibility’ for doing so,
as a ‘debt’ to be paid to developing countries to
adapt, enhance their resilience and to contribute to
mitigation if there is sufficient, adequate and
predictable finance provided to them. It also said
that it was unfortunate that the LTF decision was
being contested and developing countries do not
get anything in return on climate finance although
they have agreed to a para on raising ambition under
the CMA decision, adding that this was not being
genuine about climate action, and was not the right
message being sent.
Argentina, speaking for itself, Brazil and
Uruguay, also expressed disappointment. Uruguay
expressed concerns that Parties cannot talk of
enhancing ambition without finance, a message also
expressed by Malaysia for the LMDC. The
Maldives said that ‘a COP of action without finance
is a COP of inaction’. Bhutan for the LDCs and
Belize for the AOSIS also expressed
disappointment over the application of Rule 16 and
that not enough attention was being given to
finance.
The European Union (EU) said that ‘in this
decision about whether or not to have a
conversation on LTF, that conversation will
continue under the Convention as well as the PA’,
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The G77 stressed that ‘both the Convention
and its PA specifically commits developed countries
to provide finance and other support to developing
countries, and this will be our understanding of this
paragraph’. Furthermore, it also made sure that the
‘same decision’ under the COP would be adopted.
Tuvalu requested to ‘put on record’ its ‘clear
understanding’that in adopting the CMA decision,
this does not suggest that the COP does not have
an ongoing role in the operation of the Executive
Committee of the WIM and its implementation of
the work programme. ‘The COP established the
WIM and nothing has extinguished this role,’ it
underlined, further clarifying that both the COP and
the CMA ‘will have joint responsibility’ to address
loss and damage ‘hereafter’.
Tuvalu also made another ‘observation’ in an
apparent reference to the US that ‘during the
consultations over the last two weeks, we have had
one Party who has been insisting that the WIM
operates solely under the PA. Ironically or
strategically, this Party will not be a Party to the
PA in 12 months’ time. This means that if they get
their way with the governance of the WIM (as being
only under the CMA), they will wash their hands
of any actions to assist countries which have been
affected by the impacts of climate change. This is
an absolute tragedy and a travesty on those affected
by impacts of climate change. There are millions
of people all around the world who are already
suffering from impacts of climate change. Denying
this fact could be interpreted by some to be a crime
against humanity,’ said Tuvalu to a loud round of
applause.
Belize for the Alliance of Small Island States
(AOSIS) said that the ‘AOSIS has been pushing
the issue of loss and damage since the beginning
of the Convention back in 1992’, adding that it was
‘good to see it is gaining maturity and expects
further action under this agenda item in the future’.
‘We also hope that the COP will adopt a similar
decision,’ it said.
Malaysia for the LMDC also expressed
concerns over para 32 of the decision which it said
‘diluted the original intent and responsibility of
developed countries to fund loss and damage’ based
on the ‘Convention’ which states that ‘developed
countries are responsible for historical emissions
and impacts of climate change’. It strongly
supported loss and damage as being ‘distinct’ from
adaptation as it ‘adds burden to developing
countries now being encouraged to increase
ambition’. Said Malaysia further, ‘ambition in
emissions reductions, without adaptation funds and

and that ‘we will continue to have the conversation
without the need for having it right now’.
Egypt for the African Group welcomed the
EU statement ‘in confirming that the discussion will
continue’, on ‘the importance of climate finance
be it under the Convention or the PA’ and also
expressed appreciation for those developed
countries who have ‘doubled their climate finance’.
Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and
Damage (WIM)
The draft decision on the WIM and its 2019
review was adopted under both the COP and the
CMA, with pending conclusions on the governance
of the WIM (on whether it is under the authority of
the COP or the CMA or both), which was a
contentious issue. The decision in this regard is for
the consideration of the governance issue to be
taken up at COP 26 next year.
Both the COP decision as well as the CMA
decision carry a footnote which reads as follows:
‘It is noted that discussions related to the
governance of the WIM did not produce an
outcome; this is without prejudice to further
consideration of this matter.’
Egypt for the Africa Group made clear and
asked to ‘put on record’ that ‘this decision (under
the CMA) does not prejudge the discussion that is
happening on governance (under the COP)’ and that
‘this does not mean the issue of authority is a done
deal’ and that the discussion on governance will
continue and it also expects the ‘same decision’
under the COP as would be adopted under the CMA
as these decisions come in a ‘package’, stressing
that ‘our adoption of this (decision under the CMA)
is conditional on the adoption of the same under
the COP’.
Palestine for the G77 and China echoed
Egypt on the outstanding issue of governance and
further highlighted concerns over para 32 of the
CMA decision (which reads: ‘urges the scaling-up
of action and support, as appropriate, including
finance, technology and capacity-building, for
developing countries that are particularly
vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change
for averting, minimizing and addressing loss and
damage …’). Palestine clarified that in the previous
iteration of the draft decision, there was specific
reference to ‘developed countries’ as in ‘urges
developed countries…..’, which was now revised
to the current adopted text that only contains a
generic language without reference to where
financing comes from.
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was in vain. It requested to ‘put on record’ the
‘strong position’ of its group and hoped through
the next negotiations to get a ‘strong confirmation
to the commitment for adaptation finance’
especially through the Adaptation Fund (AF). It also
wanted all the various iterations of the draft decision
texts to be reflected in the final decision to be
adopted.
Japan expressed deep regret despite its
‘constructive proposals to find common ground’.
It emphasised that ‘market mechanisms are crucial
instruments for raising ambition and promoting
actions’ and shared its ‘firm intention’ to apply the
principles of ‘enabling higher ambition in
mitigation and adaptation actions, ensuring
environmental integrity by avoiding double
counting through application of corresponding
adjustments, enhancing transparency through a
robust reporting and review cycle and avoiding the
use of pre-2020 units for real, verified and
additional global emission reductions’.
Malaysia for the LMDC highlighted that the
AF and adaptation measures have been ‘historically
under-represented and under-funded’ and ‘fully
expected that Article 6 will help change this by
bringing in much needed adaptation funding to
Parties that most need it’. It reiterated that
participation in Article 6 activities should be
‘completely voluntary’ and should allow both
developed and developing countries to achieve their
respective NDCs.
Argentina said that though it was
disappointed by the outcome, it is the ‘best decision
to find common ground to ensure environmental
integrity’. It stressed the importance of the AF for
the whole Latin American region due to its access
without restrictions and further added that ‘ensuring
the share of proceeds from both Articles 6.2 and
6.4 is of utmost importance to us’.
Brazil expressed frustration that there was
no final agreement, but sensed a ‘real movement’
in the negotiations so the ‘glass is half full’. It also
stressed the importance of adaptation funding. It
also wanted a reflection in the footnote to all the
various iterations of the texts, as there was not
enough time to ‘discuss fully and exhaustively all
those different iterations’.
The European Union (EU) said it was ‘most
disappointed’ due to the ‘collective inability to find
the right compromises and the right solutions’ but
concurred with Brazil and Egypt that an enormous
amount of work was done. It also supported the
proposal for all the iterations of the texts to be
reflected and that the ‘interpretation to be put on
record’ was that ‘the use of documents will

in the presence of loss and damage, is extremely
difficult to do’. On the issue of the governance of
the WIM, it expected the decision to be taken under
the COP as well.
Bhutan for the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) highlighted a ‘strengthened WIM’ to
respond to loss and damage which is ‘already being
felt in our countries’. It stated its understanding
that the WIM is ‘governed by both the COP and
the CMA’ and hoped that the issue of governance
will be taken up in the next session.
After the COP draft decision on the WIM was
adopted, Palestine for the G77 and China
reiterated its position on the issue of governance
being continued to be undertaken at COP 26 and
requested its statement to be put on record. Tuvalu
also requested to put on record its previously stated
position on the WIM governance, and expressed
disappointment that a ‘parallel’ decision could not
be achieved under the COP.
The COP draft decision that was adopted in
this regard only carries two paragraphs, the first of
which ‘notes’ the CMA decision and the second
one which ‘also notes’ that the issue of governance
will continue to be considered at COP 26.
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement
The CMA President Schmidt expressed
regret that after all the ‘hard work’ done, ‘we could
not get to an agreement on this important article’.
The three draft decisions with respective annexes
are all in ‘brackets’ (not agreed) pertaining to
Article 6.2 (guidance on cooperative approaches);
Article 6.4 (rules, modalities and procedures for
the mechanism established) and Article 6.8 (work
programme under the framework for non-market
approaches).
The overarching CMA decision on Article 6
‘notes’ the draft decision texts ‘prepared’ by the
CMA President while ‘recognizing that these draft
texts do not represent a consensus among Parties’.
The decision ‘requests’ the SBSTA to ‘continue
consideration’ of the matters related to Article 6 at
its 52nd session (June 2020) on the ‘basis’ of the
draft decision texts with a view to ‘recommending’
draft decisions for consideration and adoption by
the CMA at its third session (November 2020).
The draft decision texts of the CMA President
are contained in a footnote of the decision adopted
which refers to ‘three iterations’of the texts: first
iteration of 13 December; second iteration of 14
December; and a third iteration of 15 December.
Egypt for the Africa Group said a ‘lot of
effort’ was put in to operationalise Article 6 but it
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Tuvalu hoped that it would be given the
opportunity to return some language that protects
human rights and the rights of indigenous peoples.
South Africa said that it was crucial to have
markets that have high environmental integrity and
avoid double-counting as well as deliver high
mitigation and adaptation ambition.
Canada and Australia expressed
disappointment but said that the current text now
provides a good basis to continue negotiations.
South Korea said even though consensus could
not be reached it should not discourage climate
actions and more efforts are needed for more active
and constructive actions.

necessarily have to include reference to the different
levels of maturity in the course of the discussions’.
It also said that the absence of rules to
operationalise Article 6 does not prevent the PA
from functioning and for Parties to have
international carbon markets, adding that
‘operational rules’ would make the movement
‘faster and better organised’.
Switzerland for the Environmental
Integrity Group said that to ‘enhance mitigation
actions, the rules of Article 6 have to be robust and
have to ensure environmental integrity’. It recalled
the ‘San Jose Principles’ (for ‘High Ambition and
Integrity in International Carbon Markets’) and in
the absence of international agreed rules, it commits
to applying robust rules that will avoid any form
of double-counting and ensure environmental
integrity, and said it will also not use pre-2020 units
to achieve its NDC.
Costa Rica for the Independent Alliance of
Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) said
although it was disappointed, there was progress
and highlighted ‘moves of flexibilities’ which had
not been seen before. It stressed on AILAC’s long
history of firmly supporting robust accounting,
environmental integrity and ensuring progression
of NDCs in both their scope and ambition. It also
invited Parties to join the San Jose Principles.
India said that the eluded consensus has been
rightly captured in the draft decision and that
‘substantial progress’ was made to enhance
understanding of technical issues on the markets,
assuring ‘continued engagement’ in a constructive
and fruitful manner.
New Zealand said that ‘real progress’ has
been made which to some extent has been captured
in the reference of the footnote in the decision text.
Belize for the AOSIS appreciated emphasis
on the delivery on overall mitigation in global
emissions and was happy to engage in the ‘last
(iteration of the) text’ as it may not be helpful to
have multiple texts on the table.
Senegal said that the market mechanisms
must bring increased ambition in mitigation and
financing to meet the adaptation needs of the most
vulnerable countries. It stressed on ensuring
protection of the environment, sustainable
development and avoiding double-counting while
developing the rules of Article 6.
Bhutan for LDCs shared its expectation for
robust rules that ensured environmental integrity
and overall mitigation in global emissions while
providing resources for adaptation.

Scope of the 2nd periodic review under the
Convention
On the scope of the second periodic review,
in the decision adopted, Parties agreed that it should
be ‘in accordance with the relevant principles and
provisions of the Convention and on the basis of
the best available science: (a) Enhance Parties’
understanding of: (i) The long-term global goal and
scenarios towards achieving it in the light of the
ultimate objective of the Convention; (ii) Progress
made in relation to addressing information and
knowledge gaps, including with regard to scenarios
to achieve the long-term global goal and the range
of associated impacts, since the completion of the
2013-2015 review; (iii) Challenges and
opportunities for achieving the long-term global
goal with a view to ensuring the effective
implementation of the Convention; and (b) Assess
the overall aggregated effect of the steps taken by
Parties in order to achieve the long-term global goal
in the light of the ultimate objective of the
Convention’.
Parties also agreed that ‘the outcome of the
second periodic review will not result in an
alteration or redefinition of the long-term global
goal stated in decision 10/CP.21’ (‘the goal is to
hold the increase in the global average temperature
to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and
to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase
to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels’).
Developing countries have been insisting on
a review of the overall progress and implementation
of actions of Parties in the pre-2020 period under
the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol, while
developed countries have been opposing the need
for such a review.
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Forum on Response Measures

In addition, Parties also reached agreement
on adopting the ‘rules of procedure of the Katowice
Committee on Impacts of the Implementation of
Response Measures’, which are contained in an
annex to the decision.
(Further decisions which were adopted in
relation to finance matters will be in a forthcoming
article.)

On the issue of the work of the ‘Forum on the
impact of the implementation of response
measures’, there was a successful and positive
outcome, following earlier opposition by developed
countries to adopting a workplan for the Forum.
Parties were able to reach agreement on
adopting the workplan to enable the Forum to begin
its work. The workplan is contained in an annex to
the decision adopted.
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Call for Raised Ambition on Climate Needs Ambition on Finance –
Say Developing Countries
Agreement (PA). This is a system that was founded
on equity and the principle of common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective
circumstances (CBDR-RC), in order to reflect the
essential fact that all countries have different
national circumstances as a result of history,
economics, culture, geography, and environmental
conditions’. The Group stated that ‘the outcome of
many of the issues in relation to transparency under
the Convention and its PA has been disappointing,
with many attempts to effectively renegotiate the
rules and the implementation of these treaties’.
The G77 and China also responded to the call
for raised ambition, in that ‘it must be matched with
ambition on finance’, and reiterated that during this
COP25, Parties have dealt with numerous finance
agenda items ranging from long-term finance, the
Standing Committee on Finance (SCF), the
Adaptation Fund (AF) as well as guidance to the
operating entities of the Financial Mechanism,
namely the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and
Green Climate Fund (GCF). It expressed concerns
over the ‘declining trend in replenishments of the
GCF and GEF, while increasing demands of cofinancing and the growing (amount of) loans and
other non-grant instruments being offered to
developing countries’.
The Group also underscored that ‘2020
represents a milestone year in relation to climate
finance as it marks the year in which developed
countries committed to achieve the goal of
mobilizing jointly US$100 billion a year to address
the needs of developing countries. This milestone
coupled with the urgency for enhanced action
makes it imperative that we continue to discuss the
issue of climate finance post 2020 both within the
COP and the CMA.’
In addition to this, the Group also stated that
fully realised technology development and transfer

Madrid, 19 December (Evelyn Teh) – Developing
countries at the closing plenary of COP 25 said that
the call for raised ambition in emission reductions
must be matched by ambition on the provision of
the means of implementation, especially on finance
from developed countries.
This sentiment was expressed in a statement
by the G77 and China on behalf of developing
countries at the closing plenary session held
afternoon of Sunday, 15 December.
Other developing-country groupings also
called for real action from developed countries
instead of just making empty promises and
declarations of high-intent on ambition in response
to the youth and the public demanding greater
action on climate change, without actually
implementing the commitments agreed to.
The closing plenary of COP25 was held
jointly with the closing of the 15th session of the
Conference of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol
(CMP 15) and the second session of the Conference
of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA 2).
Given the lateness of the hour and with many
delegates rushing to the airport, Parties were invited
by the COP 25 President to make brief statements
and to load their statements onto the UNFCCC
website.
The State of Palestine on behalf of the G77
and China said that ‘negotiated solutions can be
found for even the most profound problems’,
adding that the Group came to Madrid with ‘good
will and we tried our best. We succeeded in certain
fronts but we failed in others; and for that, we have
to continue working’.
In its statement which was forwarded for
posting on the website, the G77 and China stressed
‘the importance of the multilateral system for
cooperation on climate change under the
Convention and its Kyoto Protocol (KP) and Paris
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our commitments and negotiate in good faith here
on.’
In its uploaded full statement, the LMDC
emphasised the importance of implementation. ‘We
stand at a crucial juncture where we need to step
up our responses to climate change. We need to
focus on implementing what we have agreed to in
the past and what we are agreeing to here.
Implementation is key. There is no substitute for
implementation.’ ‘Unfortunately, there remain
unfulfilled commitments,’ it added.
The LMDC emphasised, ‘According to the
science that we rely on, those unfulfilled
commitments have already caused an increase of
average global temperature increase of 1°C.
Science has also established that warming from
anthropogenic emissions from the pre-industrial
period onwards will persist for centuries to
millennia and will continue to cause further longterm changes,’ adding that ‘the unmet commitments
therefore will have to be fulfilled. The gap, both in
mitigation and means of implementation, cannot
be overlooked. We must therefore not talk just of
ambition in mitigation, without talking about
implementation and its means.’
Said the LMDC further, ‘Declaration of high
intent cannot alone be a benchmark of
championship for global climate action. If we want
to respond honestly to the youth, to the public
outside demanding climate action, we need to fulfil
our commitments and undertake ambitious action
on climate change. Will and ambition without
implementation are meaningless.’
The LMDC said further that ‘at this COP, we
have seen that developing countries have risen to
the occasion by taking concrete steps over the years
to enhance their ambition to address climate
change. This is clear from the national statements
made during the high-level segment of COP25.
Developing countries have demonstrated that they
have taken numerous actions in accordance with
their national circumstances to address climate
change.’
‘We stand for progressive enhancement of
nationally determined contributions (NDCs), as is
provided for in the PA, but this must come with
enhanced provision of means of implementation,
also provided for in the PA,’ said the LMDC
statement further. ‘The resistance we have seen by
our partners on issues of finance, be it to support
for adaptation, long-term finance, financing for loss
and damage, or taking stock of the USD100 billion
goal (per year by 2020) of developed countries, has
left us dismayed,’ said the LMDC.

is of vital importance to improve resilience and
mitigate climate change for developing countries.
‘We are deeply concerned with the slow progress
made in climate technology transfer to developing
countries and the challenges faced by the Climate
Technology Centre and Network (CTCN) in
securing stable and sustainable financial resources.
We call on developed country Parties to enhance
their efforts in technology transfer and enhance
their support to the CTCN.’
It also urged developed countries ‘to bear in
mind that while working to bring the Enhanced
Transparency Framework (under the PA) to life,
support must be provided all developing countries
to build their capacity for reporting’. It was
concerned that ‘no substantive conclusion was
made on the work of the Consultative Group of
Experts (CGE), despite the tireless efforts from our
Group to be constructive’, adding that ‘the CGE’s
role is extremely important as they support the nonAnnex I countries (developing countries) on
enhancing their ability to report on their climate
change actions under the Convention and PA’. The
G77 said that they faced ‘constant attempts from
developed countries to redesign the CGE’s
composition and undermine its supporting role for
developing countries’.
It saw the decision adopted on the Warsaw
International Mechanism on Loss and Damage
(WIM) ‘as a positive step forward in ensuring that
enhanced action and support to developing
countries in order to address loss and damage….
While G77 and China had actively put forward
textual proposals, partners were also well engaged
to help move the negotiations forward.’ The Group
stressed that it sees the WIM as being under the
authority of the COP and the CMA.
Malaysia on behalf of the Like-Minded
Developing Countries (LMDC) took the floor
briefly to commemorate the first year of the passing
of Madame Bernarditas Mueller (a veteran
negotiator from the Philippines) on 14 December
2018. Malaysia said that she was one of the
Convention’s founders and its greatest stalwarts,
and wished to remind the world of what 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.’
The LMDC called on delegates to ‘honour her spirit
and respect what she stood and fought for, her entire
life – equity, fairness and justice. Let us live up to
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is increasingly urgent and to respond to existing
challenges, we need concrete actions instead of
empty slogans,’ said China. ‘The PA is a symbolic
outcome of multilateralism’ and there should be
‘an effective response to climate change’ with a
‘focus on the implementation of the PA, respect
the history (in relation to previous decisions
adopted) and proceed from national circumstances,
fully considering the different starting points of
developed and developing countries’, stressed
China.
It also said, ‘We need to observe the principle
of CBDR-RC and NDC arrangements. We need to
fully understand and enhance ambitions in
mitigation, adaptation and support – and ensure that
the ambition of support by developed countries
match the ambition of actions by developing
countries.’ With regard to the lack of response by
developed countries on the developing
countries’need for funds, China expressed
disappointment and regret at the outcome on pre2020 implementation and ambition. It urged
developed countries to take actions to fill the gap
in emission reductions and to provide the needed
support to developing countries for their climate
actions.
Saudi Arab on behalf of the Arab Group
emphasised the principle of CBDR-RC and called
for a balanced process on all items under the PA,
adding that these items should be dealt with equal
importance under the two UNFCCC Subsidiary
Bodies with no discrimination.
Australia on behalf of the Umbrella Group
recognised some of the achievements in COP25,
particularly on the action plan on oceans, and loss
and damage. Noting also that they have not gotten
all the outcomes they wanted, it looked forward to
establishing markets with environmental integrity,
and a stronger, effective and enhanced transparency
framework in the coming period.

The LMDC further stated, ‘We have about a
year to operationalize the Enhanced Transparency
Framework (under the PA). In this regard, we must
make up for the lack of progress here and make up
for the lack of meaningful engagement on issues
around transparency of support. We faced resistance
from developed countries in the CGE’s role in
supporting developing countries to enhance their
ability to report on their climate change actions.’
Egypt on behalf of the Africa Group said
that while ‘it was a difficult COP and we all had
very difficult meetings, Parties have also achieved
a lot’. ‘People might think that the small progress
that we achieved here might be a negative signal to
the outside world’ but Egypt said that it did not
think so. ‘The discussions that we have had reflect
the challenges that we have, and also reflect the
commitment to the multilateral process,’ said Egypt.
The Africa Group hoped that ‘all of us have
heard each other on the importance of raising
ambition, the importance of finance, technology
and capacity building, the importance of working
together through a multilateral process’. It was
‘proud that we are still in a very strong multilateral
process, taking us all forward in an inclusive
manner’. ‘If we overlook the small elements and
small differences on the issues of different agenda
items…we are up to the challenge, and it is our
responsibility to have a better future; it is our
responsibility that our new generations will live in
a better world and a world that will take them
forward, not a world that would be suffering from
impacts from something that they have not done,’
said the Africa Group.
China on behalf of Brazil, South Africa,
India and China (BASIC) said that despite
tremendous efforts of Parties, the COP25 outcome
fell short of expectations, particularly on the core
target of the conference, that is the conclusion of
the rules for Article 6 of the PA. ‘Climate change
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Loss and Damage Decisions Adopted after Intense and
Difficult Negotiations
Madrid, 20 December (TWN) – Among the
significant outcomes of COP 25 were decisions on
the 2019 review of the Warsaw International
Mechanism on Loss and Damage (WIM), which
were finally adopted on 15 December after intense
and difficult negotiations from the start of the talks
in Madrid on 2 December.
Reaching consensus on the WIM decisions
took much effort and wrangling, given the divergent
positions between developing countries united
under the G77 and China, and strong opposition
from developed countries, especially the United
States (US), Japan, and Australia.
Several developing-country delegates
involved in the matter spoke to Third World
Network and said that the negotiations were very
difficult, given the unwavering position particularly
of the US during the informal consultations which
took place behind closed doors in the final days of
the COP.
At the final meetings of the UNFCCC
Subsidiary Bodies (SBs) held on Monday, 9
December as regards the WIM review, conclusions
together with a proposed draft decision text were
adopted and forwarded to the COP and the CMA
(Conference of Parties to the Paris Agreement) for
further consideration by Parties.
This draft text contained several issues that
had not achieved consensus during the negotiations
under the SBs in the first week of the talks. These
issues were:
(a) the inclusion of language on the scaling up
and additionality of financing from developed
countries to developing countries to assist the
latter to address loss and damage arising from
climate change impacts, including through
having the WIM Executive Committee
1

(ExCom) have a strengthened relationship
with the Green Climate Fund (GCF);
(b) the establishment under the ExCom of the
WIM, an expert group that would look at how
action and support with respect to addressing
loss and damage could be enhanced; and
(c) the establishment of a ‘Santiago network’ on
addressing loss and damage that would
broaden access to resources by developing
countries and support the implementation of
their actions to address loss and damage.
These were core issues that had been raised
by the G77 and China in a conference room paper
that they had submitted on 7 December 2019.1
These issues could not be settled at the SBs
because of clearly divergent positions between
developed and developing countries. While
developing countries were united on their position
through their submission, the developed countries
showed varying degrees of opposition to the G77
proposals, said developing-country sources close
to the negotiations.
While some developed countries such as
Norway, Canada, New Zealand, and the
European Union (EU) recognised the need to scale
up financing, other developed countries such as the
US, Australia, and Japan insisted that what was
needed was to ensure that existing resources being
provided both within and outside the UNFCCC
system to support actions on loss and damage
should be better accessed and maximised, rather
than have new and additional resources.
Delegates said that developed countries also
generally questioned the need to have a mandate
explicitly requesting the ExCom to establish an
expert group on action and support, as well as on
the need to establish the Santiago network, arguing

See G77 and China, Submission On the Review of the WIM and the Report of the WIM Executive Committee,
7 December 2019, at https://unfccc.int/sites/defaul t/files/resource/CRP.SBSTA_.i 4_SBI.9.pdf.
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over the WIM and the ExCom, they wanted the
inclusion of language reflecting para 51 of the Paris
decision. Developing countries viewed this
condition as a bar to any future claims for liability
or compensation under the Convention as well as
the PA. The G77 was opposed to having any
reference to para 51 in a COP decision, arguing
that it applied only in the context of Article 8 of
the PA and nothing more.
In the second week of the talks, ministerialled consultations on the draft decision text on the
WIM review were co-facilitated by Minister Simon
Stiell (Grenada) and Minister Ola Evestuen
(Norway).
According to sources from developing
countries, sometime in the evening of Wednesday,
11 December 2019, a drafting group was convened
by the ministerial co-facilitators to develop possible
texts, led by senior negotiators from Jamaica and
Austria.
According to a developing-country delegate,
Parties continued to maintain their positions. The
developed countries, especially the US, the EU,
and Japan, conditioned their agreement with
respect to any outcome on the WIM review to first
having clarity on the outcome on the governance
issues.
The drafting group continued to work till early
morning of Thursday, 12 December without any
agreement or conclusions, said sources, and
resumed work mid-morning of 12 December, with
the G77 and China forwarding bridging proposals
with respect to language on scaled-up, new and
additional financing from developed countries;
strengthening the collaboration between the
ExCom, the Standing Committee on Finance, and
the operating entities of the Financial Mechanism;
greater specificity with respect to the activities of
the expert group, and the Santiago network. The
G77 proposals were used as the initial basis for the
drafting group’s work and enabled all sides to
engage on the text, but no ‘landing zone’ was found.
Sometime during the night of 12 December,
which spilled over to the wee hours of the following
morning, according to several delegates, the
ministerial co-facilitators met individually with
separate groups, including the US and the EU. The
G77 and China decided to meet as a group,
presenting a strong united front.
Later in the morning of Friday, 13 December,
the COP Presidency convened a meeting at the level
of heads of delegation (HODs) on the issue of the
WIM governance. According to a developingcountry delegate, the G77 and China, together with

that these were not necessary as the ExCom already
had the mandate under its existing terms of
reference that enables it to establish such
subordinate bodies. The developed countries were
also of the view that there were already many
existing networks and partnerships of organisations,
the private sector, and other stakeholders whose
work in other areas such as disaster-risk reduction
was very closely related to loss and damage.
At the same time as the negotiations under
the SBs were going on in relation to the WIM
review, the COP 25 Presidency was also
undertaking ministerial-led consultations with a
number of developed and developing countries in
relation to the issue of the governance of the WIM.
This issue essentially is over the question of which
governing body, i.e. the COP or the CMA, has
authority over the WIM.
The developing countries through the G77
and China had a strong position stating that the
WIM is currently subject to the joint governance
of both the COP and the CMA. Developing
countries also argued that the WIM and its ExCom
were established by the COP (see decision 2/CP.19)
in 2013 and that they had been subject to the
guidance and authority of the COP since then and
even after the entry into force of the Paris
Agreement (PA) in 2016, with many decisions
adopted under the COP.
On the other hand, developed countries were
united in stressing that the WIM and its ExCom
were now, by virtue of Article 8.2 of the PA, solely
and exclusively under the authority of the CMA
and not the COP. The developed countries stressed
that Article 8.2 (which states that ‘the WIM shall
be subject to the authority and guidance of the
CMA… may be enhanced and strengthened, as
determined by the CMA’) clearly indicates that the
WIM and the ExCom are now under the sole
authority of the CMA, rather than the COP.
According to developing-country delegates,
having the WIM be subject to the exclusive
authority and guidance of the CMA implies that
the WIM’s work is circumscribed within the
confines of Article 8 of the PA, which then
automatically means that para 51 of the decision
adopted in Paris would apply (decision 1/CP.21)
in relation to the implementation of the WIM’s
work. (Para 51 provides that Parties agree ‘that
Article 8 of the Agreement does not involve or
provide a basis for any liability or compensation’.)
Developing-country sources said that as a
condition for developed countries to agree to the
joint governance by both the COP and the CMA
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its subgroups, again reiterated the position that the
WIM is and should continue to be under the
authority of the COP and the CMA, with developed
countries also continuing to maintain their position
that it should be under the CMA only due to Article
8 of the PA. Hence, no agreement was reached at
this meeting and the impasse continued.
On Saturday, 14 December, sources said that
in order to resolve the impasse on all the issues of
the WIM, the COP Presidency convened a small
group meeting in the afternoon and evening,
facilitated by Minister Teresa Ribera of Spain.
According to sources, one key issue that was
most difficult in the negotiations was over the text
on loss-and-damage finance and the GCF, which
was being discussed by the finance negotiators.
There was resistance from the US, which insisted
on limiting loss-and-damage financing to only the
existing GCF windows and structures while the
G77 and China pressed for more flexibility in light
of the need for scaled-up, new and additional
financing on loss and damage.
Developing-country sources also told TWN
that the US also attempted to weaken language in
the WIM review decision text that explicitly urged
developed countries to scale up the provision of
financing, technology transfer, and capacity
building to developing countries, while
encouraging other Parties to do so voluntarily. This
was language that was acceptable to the G77 and
China but was opposed by the US as it could not
accept any ‘bifurcated’ reference to the source of
support with only developed countries being
responsible, arguing that the PA had already done
away with the bifurcated approach. The G77 and
China and other developing-country representatives could not agree with the US, as the Convention
and the PA made clear about the responsibility of
developed countries in providing financial support
to developing countries, leading to no agreement
on the matter.
On the issue of the WIM governance, further
efforts were made by Minister Ribera to find a
resolution but Parties continued to maintain their
positions, which led the Spanish Minister to request
the assistance of the Minister from Grenada to find
a compromise among a small group of developingcountry representatives and the US. Sources said
that the G77 and China made clear any outcomes
from the small group must be subject to agreement
by all members of the Group, a position that the
2
3

US negotiators also said applied to their developedcountry counterparts.
However, according to a developing-country
source, no agreement was reached, with the Spanish
Minister clarifying that she would report to the COP
Presidency on a way forward with her own
recommendations as the facilitator of the
discussions.
From the evening of 14 December and going
into the early morning of 15 December, Parties
waited for the COP Presidency to issue revised
texts, including on the WIM review and on its
governance.
Another HOD consultation for all Parties was
convened by the COP Presidency, facilitated by the
Spanish Minister, at around 2 a.m. of 15 December
in order to circulate revised texts, including on the
WIM review, governance and on finance. Sources
said that again, there was no agreement on the way
forward on the issues, with the G77 and China
reiterating their position and the US maintaining
theirs.
When further revised draft decision texts on
the WIM review under the CMA and on governance
under the COP were released around mid-morning
of 15 December, according to developing-country
delegates, the texts tried to show a balance, albeit
tilted towards the position of the US. These texts
were put forward essentially on a take-it-or-leaveit basis, with the COP Presidency stressing that
there was no longer any time to do any further
revisions to the texts.
At the closing plenary, the WIM review
decision was adopted as a CMA decision,2 while
the WIM governance decision was adopted as a
COP decision3.
After the adoption of these texts, Palestine
on behalf of the G77 and China put on record the
Group’s understanding of the decisions:
‘For the G77 and China, the issue of loss and
damage is crucial, and is central to the protection
of our interests as developing countries. Therefore,
we have engaged deeply and proactively in the
negotiations on this decision text in the CMA with
respect to the WIM review. We believe that the
WIM review decision text just adopted by the CMA
represents the outcome of the WIM review, as it
puts in place an expert group under the WIM
ExCom to enhance action and support, and
establishes the Santiago Network on Loss and
Damage to enhance the flow of assistance and

See https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resour ce/cma2019_L07_adv_WIM.pdf
See https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resour ce/cp2019_L12_adv_WIM.pdf
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they constitute a call for the scaling up of the
provision of support, including finance, technology,
and capacity building for developing countries to
address loss and damage.
According to a developing-country delegate,
it would have been a stronger call if:
•
the G77 proposal prevailed for explicit
language regarding the need for ‘new and
additional financing’ to be provided by
developed countries for loss and damage;
•
para 32 had not been weakened by the US
insistence on deleting any explicit reference
to developed countries as the Parties that
should be scaling up such support; and
•
para 38 had not been weakened due to US
insistence on limiting the provision by the
GCF of financial resources for activities
relevant to loss and damage ‘to the extent
consistent with the existing investment,
results framework and funding windows and
structures’ of the GCF. This language has the
potential to constrain further the GCF’s
limited resources for adaptation support to be
further limited by resources for loss and
damage, contrary to the developing countries’
view that loss-and-damage financing should
be separate from and additional to adaptation
financing.
However, para 39 of the decision provides a
strengthened and clearer mandate for the ExCom
to collaborate with the GCF to clarify and support
developing countries in accessing GCF funding
through the development of funding proposals
related to loss and damage. This is consistent with
what developing countries had proposed.
Paras 40 and 41 provide a clear mandate for
the ExCom to establish an expert group on
enhancing action and support by the end of 2020,
as had been proposed by developing countries.
However, the mandate for the expert group is not
as strong as had been proposed by the G77 and
China, because para 41 puts boundaries on the
activities to be undertaken by the expert group as
had been proposed by developed countries;
Paras 43 to 45 provide the mandate for the
newly established Santiago Network for loss and
damage, while clarifying that the implementation
of the network would be through the ExCom. The
network is intended to serve as a catalytic network
for the provision of technical assistance by relevant
organisations, bodies, networks and experts, to
developing countries in relation to work on the
ground on loss and damage. The G77 had proposed
that the network would provide an important role
in broadening access to resources for developing

resources to developing countries on loss and
damage.
‘However, para 32 of the WIM review
decision text is concerning to the Group. We note
with concern that the previous iteration of the text
had urged developed countries to scale up their
financing to developing countries on loss and
damage. That paragraph is now revised to a generic
reference to scaling up of financing without any
reference as to where it comes from. It is important
to stress that both the Convention and its PA
specifically commit developed countries to provide
finance and other support to developing countries.
This will be our understanding of this paragraph.
‘Furthermore, we have to stress that the COP
had mandated the conduct of the WIM review under
decision 4/CP.22 and the WIM continues to operate
under the COP even as it also operates under the
authority of the CMA. Therefore, on the COP
decision with respect to the WIM review and the
governance of the WIM, let me state the following
on behalf of the Group of 77 and China:
•
As stated earlier, the WIM and its ExCom
operate under the authority of the COP as well
as the CMA, pursuant to previous decisions
of the COP and also the PA.
•
The COP decision on the WIM that has just
been adopted recognizes that issues related
to the governance of the WIM have not been
concluded and will therefore continue at
COP26 and CMA3 in 2020, and will be
reflected in the form of an agenda item on
this issue for COP26 and CMA3. We note that
our discussions on this issue here at COP25
and CMA2 did not produce any outcome and
that such discussions do not prejudice any
further consideration of this matter under the
COP and the CMA.
•
Finally, nothing in this COP WIM decision
text, nor in the CMA WIM review text,
prejudges the outcome of our discussions on
WIM governance.’
According to developing-country delegates
close to the negotiations, the adopted decisions,
while not going as far as developing countries had
wanted due to opposition from developed countries,
particularly the US, still constitute a positive
forward movement in terms of ensuring that the
space continues to be opened up in the UNFCCC
context for discussions on loss and damage to
continue.
On the WIM review decision that was
adopted, the following are key highlights:
Paras 30 to 38 constitute the finance-related
paras of the WIM review decision. Taken together,
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Paragraphs 46(a) and 47 when read together
indicate that WIM governance discussions have not
yet concluded, did not produce an outcome at this
COP, and that such a lack of outcome is without
prejudice to further consideration of this issue at
CMA3. Para 47 lays the basis for the consideration
of this issue as an agenda item for CMA3.
On the WIM governance decision adopted
under the COP, the implications of the operative
language contained in its paras 1 and 2 are similar
to what is in para 47 of the WIM review decision
under the CMA. Para 2 and its accompanying
footnote, in particular, ensures that the WIM
governance discussions have not yet concluded, did
not produce an outcome at this COP, and that such
a lack of outcome is without prejudice to further
consideration of this issue at COP26. Para 2 and
its footnote provides the basis for the inclusion of
an agenda item on the WIM in the agenda for
COP26.
Taken together, paragraphs 46(b) and 47 of
the WIM review decision and para 2 of the COP
WIM decision text mean that WIM governance will
be a key political issue that will have to be debated
further and dealt with at CMA3 and COP26 next
year in Glasgow.

countries in relation to loss and damage and to
facilitate the delivery of support for implementation
actions on the ground.
The decision text in paras 43 and 44 only
focuses on technical assistance and is not as strong
as what the G77 had proposed, but at least the
network has been established and can then be
evolved.
Para 46(b) (and its footnote 9) on the
destination of the reports of the subsidiary bodies
regarding the outputs of future reviews of the WIM,
together with paragraph 47 (and its accompanying
footnote 10) (noting that considerations in relation
to WIM governance will continue at CMA3 in
November 2020), make clear that governance issues
are still on the table with respect to the CMA.
While much weaker than what developing
countries had wanted to see, according to some
delegates, there is a clear indication that the WIM
governance is under both the COP and the CMA
and the door is still open for continued discussions
on this issue. At the same time, para 47 now tilts
the balance in favour of the CMA as being the sole
governing body over the WIM as the substantive
decision text on the WIM review was adopted under
the CMA and not under the COP.
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Intense Wrangling over COP 25 Finance Decisions
texts on all matters developed by the respective cochairs who were facilitating the consultations,
which then got transmitted to the COP 25
Presidency for further work. The highly contested
co-chairs’ draft texts were eventually transmitted
in the evening of Thursday, 12 December, well past
the deadline of 9 December.
Several developing-country delegates who
were following in the negotiations told TWN that
the process to arrive at any consensus draft texts
was ‘extremely flawed and lop-sided’, as only
developed countries’ proposals got included in the
evolving iterations of the texts, while those of
developing countries were ignored and not
reflected. They complained that the co-chairs’ draft
texts were therefore imbalanced, and were
contested by developing countries. According to a
delegate, the entire process was designed to
accommodate primarily the interests of the US,
followed by the European Union (EU) and other
developed countries. Requests by developing
countries for their amendments to texts were
apparently ignored.
On the morning of Thursday, 12 December,
Parties were requested to arrive at ‘compromise’
texts, by working in two parallel sessions: one on
the LTF and SCF decisions and the second on the
guidance to the GCF and the GEF.
The Presidency-led consultations after 12
December were also driven to accommodate the
US, shared many developing-country negotiators
with TWN, who further expressed much frustration
and viewed the process as being ‘totally unfair’
given that the US is already in the process of exiting
the Paris Agreement (PA). This, they said, ‘was a
dent on multilateralism’.
On Friday, 13 December (when the talks were
initially scheduled to end), Parties were provided
with draft texts proposed by the Presidency on all
finance matters for consideration. Concerns and
repeated red-lines of developing countries were

Kathmandu, 23 December (Prerna Bomzan) – The
COP 25 decisions on climate finance matters saw
intense wrangling between developed and
developing countries until the final hours of the
closing plenary that ended on Sunday, 15
December, two days later than its original schedule.
Several decisions on matters relating to
finance were considered for adoption at the joint
closing plenary of COP 25, as well as the second
session of the Conference of Parties to the Paris
Agreement (CMA 2) and the 15th session of the
Kyoto Protocol Parties (CMP 15) in Madrid.
All finance matters pertaining to long-term
climate finance (LTF), the Standing Committee on
Finance (SCF), the Green Climate Fund (GCF), the
Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the
Adaptation Fund (AF) were contentious between
developed and developing countries, with intense
protracted negotiations, with no clarity on the
process forward or the possibility of any agreement
in sight, until the final closing day of the talks.
During the latter part of the first week (that
began on 2 December) and the week that followed,
consultations were predominantly carried out in
Party-only ‘informal-informal’ settings, closed to
observers. However, at the negotiations on the AF
under the CMP, the United States (US), although
an observer Party to the Kyoto Protocol (KP), was
allowed to actively engage on the decision-making
issue of membership of the AF Board, which drew
heavy criticism and opposition from developing
countries (See TWN Update 8.)
Although negotiations were launched on all
finance matters at their respective first contact
group at the start of the first week, there was a
glaring absence in the convening of a final contact
group to arrive at conclusions on all matters besides
the AF, which was the normal practice, according
to a senior negotiator close to the process.
Parties, therefore, did not have a final say on
the proposed ‘bracketed’ (not agreed) draft decision
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needs on loss and damage’, which was also strongly
opposed by the US and Japan.
The push for a ‘common’ definition on
finance (which was in brackets in the draft texts)
was led by India for the Like-Minded Developing
Countries (LMDC) and supported by South
Africa for the Africa Group and Malawi for the
Least Developed Countries (LDCs). The US,
Japan and the EU were opposed to this proposal,
citing already ‘existing’ language referring to the
different definitions within the Biennial Assessment
Report and overview of climate finance flows.
South Africa for the Africa Group advocated
strongly a proposal (which was also supported by
other developing countries), as follows – ‘requests
the SCF to prepare a synthesis report to inform the
COP’ to inform CMA 3 (next year) in its ‘initiation
of its deliberations on setting a new collective
quantified goal from a floor of USD100 billion per
year in accordance with decision 14/CMA.1’. This
proposal was met with opposition from the US, EU,
Japan and Australia, and the final decisions which
were adopted had no text on the preparation of the
synthesis report by the SCF.
(In decision 14/CMA 1 adopted last year,
Parties had agreed ‘to initiate [in] Nov 2020, in
accordance with Article 9(3) of the PA,
deliberations on setting a new collective quantified
goal from a floor of USD100 billion per year…’.)
The reference to ‘loss and damage’ vis-à-vis
needs determination was also removed from the
decisions.
As opposed to agreeing on the need for a
‘common’ definition of climate finance, para 10
of the adopted decisions reads, ‘underscores the
important contribution of the SCF in relation to
the operational definitions of climate finance, and
invites Parties to submit via the submission portal,
by 30 April 2020, their views on the operational
definitions of climate finance for consideration by
the SCF in order to enhance its technical work on
this matter in the context of preparing its 2020
Biennial Assessment and Overview of Climate
Finance Flows’.
Para 13 of the decisions carries rather weak
language on reference to the WIM inputs which
reads, ‘looks forward to the inputs that may be
provided by the Executive Committee of the
WIM…. to the work of the SCF for its consideration
in preparing elements of draft guidance for the
operating entities’.
Para 16 of the decisions only reads, ‘take note
of the appointment of SCF focal points to liaise
with the other constituted bodies under the
Convention and the Paris Agreement’.

again not reflected. In the late afternoon of
Saturday, 14 December, the Presidency-proposed
texts were shared with Parties, followed by an
informal consultation where divergences continued,
limiting any progress forward. Finally, in the
morning of Sunday, 15 December, a couple of hours
before the joint closing plenary, final draft decisions
from the Presidency were circulated and published
online for consideration and adoption by Parties.
According to developing-country delegates,
although the decisions were watered-down and
highly imbalanced especially for developing
countries, they were adopted on matters relating to
the SCF, the GCF, the GEF (under both the COP
and the CMA) and the AF (which was a decision
under the CMP). The proposed draft decision text
on the LTF (which was under the COP) could not
be adopted due to disagreements over what was
actually agreed to in the previous night’s
consultations and this played out during the closing
plenary with strong statements from developing
countries. Rule 16 of the UNFCCC Rules of
Procedure was applied, and the LTF matter will
now be considered at the next COP in 2020. (See
TWN Update 19 in this regard.) In addition, draft
conclusions on the AF (under the CMA) were also
postponed for consideration next year. (See
further details below.)
Decisions under the COP and CMA
Matters relating to the Standing Committee on
Finance (SCF)
Key contentious issues revolved around the
‘common’ definition of climate finance; the
synthesis report to the COP for setting a new
collective quantified goal on finance from a floor
of US$100 billion per year in accordance with
decision 14/CMA.1; reference to the Warsaw
International Mechanism on Loss and Damage
(WIM) in relation to inputs by its Executive
Committee to draft guidance; and participatory
liaison between the SCF and constituted bodies
going beyond the appointed focal points.
One issue of utmost significance was the
continued importance of the determination of the
climate finance needs of developing countries, to
be reflected in the decision, which was highlighted
at the outset by Palestine on behalf of the G77
and China stating that it should be
‘comprehensive’, serving as a ‘tool amongst others
to guide the replenishment process of the operating
entities (of the Financial Mechanism under the COP
and the CMA)’. In addition, developing countries
wanted the determination to also include ‘their
77

Guidance to the GCF
One of the key contentious issues on the GCF
guidance was the long-standing issue of the lack
of clarity on the status of the provision of privileges
and immunities (Ps&Is) for the GCF.
According to developing-country delegates,
they were concerned that despite the Governing
Instrument (GI) of the GCF providing that the Fund
‘will enjoy such Ps&Is as are necessary for the
fulfillment of its purposes’, ‘the GCF Board has
reported that there has been an absence of such
privileges and immunities which creates an
increased risk that legal action may be taken against
the GCF, its Board members and other officials’.
Palestine for the G77 and China clearly
stated in the initial contact group that Ps&Is is a
critical matter to deal with given that there have
been no conclusions even after deliberations on this
for a number of years. It referred to the GCF’s GI
which clearly articulates the need for Ps&Is under
the legal status of the Fund. Elaborating on the
designing of the Fund as neither a multilateral
development bank nor UN agency and therefore
difficult for countries to deal with Ps&Is with some
requiring to enact new parliamentary legislation,
Palestine urged the GCF Secretariat to explain the
lack of success in securing them, with their existing
bilateral approach. It also underlined that Ps&Is
are ‘extremely important for the Fund to ensure
that it is secure’, not only for recipients and
contributors but also extended to the staff for their
functions.
South Africa for the African Group echoed
the G77 and China, and further called on the
Secretariat to report back on their progress since
‘this is the third report (referring to the GCF report
to the COP) clearly telling us that the bilateral
system is not working’. It also pointed out that a
number of developing countries will not be able to
grant bilateral Ps&Is as it requires domestic
legislation. Further, it pointed out that it will be
the ‘COP’ which will ‘clarify’on this outstanding
issue as it was a COP decision which established
the GCF.
Iran supported the previous speakers and also
drew attention to developing countries under
unilateral sanctions or embargoes, which could pose
risks and was also a political issue. Saudi Arabia
for the Arab Group and Liberia also aligned with
the G77 and China as well as the Africa Group,
with South Korea and Armenia also stating that
this issue needs to be resolved by the COP in a
legal way.
Switzerland for the Environmental
Integrity Group (EIG) suggested moving forward

with the Africa Group’s proposal on having a
session with the Secretariat to get the ‘full story’
on why its approach did not yield the right results.
The US urged the Secretariat to provide ‘a
full analysis’ and also called for further bilateral
arrangements to be made, and referred to the case
of South Africa, to which the South African
delegate responded that it had been engaging with
its Parliament two years and ‘frankly, it is not as
simple as your analysis’.
In the next informal consultation, the
Secretariat provided its response on the Ps&Is and
also sent a note later, containing supplementary
information. Sources told TWN that a ‘placeholder’
remained on the insertion of text on Ps&Is in the
decision text until the very end.
In this regard, in the final decision adopted,
para 8 of the text reads, ‘encourages the Board of
the GCF to continue its efforts to ensure that the
GCF enjoys immunities and privileges’. Para 9
further ‘takes note of the engagement of the
President of the COP’ with the UN SecretaryGeneral on the matter through a ‘possible
institutional linkage’ between the UN and GCF
and ‘requests the President to report on this
engagement’ at COP 26 and para 10 of the decision
provides for the continued consideration of this
matter (and refers to para 9) at COP 26.
The other contentious issue was having a
reference to the WIM and addressing loss and
damage in the decision text, which also had a
‘placeholder’. According to developing-country
negotiators, the US, Australia, the EU,
Switzerland and Mexico opposed any text on loss
and damage with Antigua and Barbuda for the
Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) as the
main proponent supported by Burkina Faso for
the LDCs as well as by the African Group and
the G77 and China.
In this regard para 21 of the decision adopted
‘invites the Board of the GCF to continue providing
financial resources for activities relevant to
averting, minimizing and addressing loss and
damage in developing country Parties, to the extent
consistent with the existing investment, results
framework and funding windows and structures of
the GCF, and to facilitate efficient access in this
regard, and in this context to take into account the
strategic workstreams of the five-year rolling
workplan of the Executive Committee of the WIM
…’. A similar decision was adopted under the CMA
for guidance to the GCF.
Another sticky issue which was challenged
by Palestine for the G77 and China was over the
factual reflection of the first replenishment (GCF78

and did not consent to the changes made, nor called
on to reflect these views in the draft decision text.
It made clear that the eligibility criteria are ‘not
determined by contributors’ and further pushed for
the GEF to ‘cease’ the application of the updated
eligibility criteria and to report to the COP on steps
taken in this regard.
India for the LMDC echoed the G77 and
China, while Brazil for Argentina, Brazil and
Uruguay (ABU) stated that no ‘new category’ (of
countries) should be created in line with the
‘Convention language’ vis-à-vis eligibility criteria.
The EU was of the view that the STAR allocations
were ‘agreed’ in Poland last year, to which South
Africa for the African Group countered saying,
‘This change is made by the GEF Secretariat which
is not acceptable.’
The other sticky issue was the increasing cofinancing requirements being imposed, currently
being in the ratio of 1:7, which was contested by
Palestine for the G77 and China, supported by
Malawi for LDCs.
As in the GCF and in the SCF, reference to
the WIM and addressing loss and damage was
resisted by the US, Australia, Canada and the EU.
The Maldives for AOSIS and Burkina Faso for
LDCs were the key proponents supported by the
G77 and China, Saudi Arabia for the Arab
Group and the Africa Group.
Sources told TWN that a placeholder on the
loss-and-damage text appeared until the last
iterations of the text which was eventually dropped
with no text in the final draft decision circulated
by the Presidency.
The decision adopted a very watered-down
language on eligibility criteria with para 5 reading
as, ‘urges the GEF to continue to report to the COP
any change or update to the eligibility criteria for
accessing the GEF resources, including the STAR
country allocation, in its future reports to the COP’.
Para 6 on co-financing reads as, ‘encourages
the GEF, as part of the overall performance study
of its seventh replenishment, to analyse any
challenges faced and lessons learned by the GEF
and its implementing agencies in applying the
updated policy on co-financing of the GEF and
report back to the COP on the outcomes of the
study’.

1) nominal pledge of US$9.66 billion as opposed
to the ‘existing inflated figure of USD9.78 billion’
(arrived at with a speculative notional credit of
US$118.47million) by the GCF Secretariat.
Palestine expressed that the notional credit figure
was ‘speculative’ and ‘that may be earned’ premised
upon the assumption of early encashment by the
contributors.
The other related matter which Palestine for
the G77 was pushing for was the inclusion in the
decision text of the unfulfilled commitments of the
preceding initial resource mobilisation (IRM)
pledges which Parties were urged to ‘confirm’ as a
‘matter of urgency’.
The decision adopted under the COP managed
to successfully capture the fact of the GCF-1
‘nominal pledge of USD9.66bn and a notional
credit of USD118.47m that may be earned in the
event all contributors make early encashment’. The
decision however did not contain any text on the
unfulfilled IRM pledges which had been in brackets
throughout the various iterations of the text.
Guidance to the GEF
One of the key concerns as regards the GEF
revolved around the ‘inadequacy of resources’
with dwindling amounts in every replenishment
cycle and which was evident in the current
GEF-7 (seventh replenishment) cycle compared
to GEF-6.
At the opening contact group, Palestine for
the G77 and China highlighted the track record
from GEF-5 to date with ‘regression’ of over 36%
decline in the climate allocation. ‘Adequacy of
resources is important for Convention commitments as well as for the global environment
component,’ it said, adding that ‘developing
countries were facing difficulties in resources to
meet their commitment requirements’ and that
‘there has been no response from the GEF since
the last two years’. The Maldives for AOSIS,
Malawi for the LDCs, India for the LMDC, China
and Iran echoed the G77 and China on this matter.
The most contentious issue however was in
relation to the ‘changes’ made to the GEF
‘eligibility criteria’ without the consent of the COP,
in particular, changes made to the STAR allocation
(System for Transparent Allocation of Resources)
following the GEF-6 replenishment and the update
to the STAR allocation following the GEF-7
replenishment process.
Palestine for the G77 and China strongly
emphasised that the GEF approach was
‘unacceptable’ since the COP was not consulted

Long-term Climate Finance (LTF)
The key contentious issue under the LTF was
a proposal by developing countries, led by the G77
and China, in ensuring its continuation beyond
2020 with COP 26 agreeing on its modality, along
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Decisions for adoption under the CMA and
CMP

with a status report on the US$100 billion per year
by 2020 goal.
The first iteration of the co-chairs’ draft text
was a long six-pager that was objected to by both
developing and developed countries, stating that
parts of the text were ‘not acceptable’ and it was
‘too long to digest’ at such a short time (as it was
circulated only about half an hour before).
While the text evolved into its third iteration
starting the second week, developing-country
negotiators shared with TWN that the discussions
on LTF ‘beyond 2020 along with its linkage to the
new collective quantified goal from a floor of
USD100 billion’ as well as the ‘status report on
the implementation of the goal of mobilising jointly
USD100 billion per year by 2020’ by the SCF
remained in brackets (not agreed). Most of the
developed-country members of the Umbrella
Group led by the US were strong opponents in this
regard.
The draft Presidency text shared with Parties
on Saturday, 14 December contained a very
watered-down reflection on the two important
issues. Para 7 only ‘invites Parties’ for ‘submission
of their views’ on the implementation of the goal
of mobilising jointly US$100 billion per year by
2020 for consideration at COP 26 while para 13
‘notes the importance to the COP of continued
discussions on long-term climate finance and
decides to consider the matter’ at COP 26.
Delegates told TWN that in the Presidency
informal consultation that followed on the finance
text after its release on 14 December, a stronger
and more affirmative language on the continued
discussion of the LTF proposed by developing
countries led by the G77 and China and the Africa
Group was vehemently opposed by the developed
countries led by the US. Further, ‘green-room’ style
Presidency consultations were carried out well into
the morning of 15 December, the scheduled
extended closing day, to ‘primarily accommodate
the interests of the US’, shared a senior developingcountry negotiator. (The ‘green-room’ process
refers to consultations with selected countries not
open to all Parties.)
The highly contested draft decision text was
eventually not adopted at the closing plenary due
to difference in understanding what was the agreed
language of para 13 on the continuation of the LTF
discussion. With ‘no consensus’ on the draft text,
the COP Presidency applied ‘Rule 16’ deferring the
matter to the next session for consideration in Bonn
in 2020 (See TWN Madrid Update 19).

Matters relating to the Adaptation Fund (AF)
The main contentious issue on the AF was
over the proposed changes in membership of the
AF Board by developed countries and with the US
actively engaged in negotiations when it only has
observer status to the CMP as it is not Party to the
KP, having withdrawn in 2001. The AF is currently
serving both the KP and the PA, and therefore under
the purview of the CMP and the CMA. (See TWN
Madrid Update 8.)
The problematic ‘para 8’ dealing with
membership in the proposed decision text under
the CMP was opposed by Palestine for the G77
and China as well as South Africa for the Africa
Group supported by India for the LMDC, China
and Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group while
backed by the EU and Canada who wanted to
maintain para 8. However, the EU accepted the
‘deletion’ of para 8 eventually and agreed to
‘continue work’ in Bonn in June 2020.
(The controversial para 8 was as follows:
‘Decides that the AF shall comprise of 16 members
representing Parties to the KP or Parties to the PA,
taking into account fair and balanced
representation among these groups as follows: (a)
Two representatives from each of the five UN
regional groups; (b) One representative of the small
island development States; (c) One representative
from least developed country parties; (d) Two other
representative from developed country Parties; (e)
Two other representatives from developing country
Parties.’)
The adopted decision under the CMP does
not contain paragraph 8.
Under the CMA, when the second meeting
of the contact group on 10 December was convened
to conclude the agenda item on the AF, there was a
proposal by the EU to have a similar decision
adopted as under the CMP.
This proposal was rejected by the G77 and
China, the Africa Group, India for the LMDC,
Saudi Arabia for the Arab Group, China and
Malawi for LDCs. The US supported the EU
proposal, backed by Switzerland for the EIG.
At the third contact group convened on 11
December, Parties retained their respective
positions, which led the co-facilitators to conclude
that ‘it is clear now that there is no consensus on
the way forward and there is no agreement on the
draft text reached’. Hence, the draft conclusions
with the EU’s proposal still on the table will be
taken up at the next session in June 2020.
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