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Notes/Summary: 

• Note: the CMP session at the beginning was closed to observers, but the remaining of 

the negotiation session was opened. 

• CoF2: We switch now to consideration of the CMA for adaptation fund board. Do parties 

object to observers in the room?  My understanding is that no further progress can be 

made at this time, and the discussions will continue at SBI next year. 

• South Africa: I just want to repeat, so that it is explicitly clear that this is an issue of 

timing, so to my dear colleague from Norway, we have considered it, and will not change 

our position.  It should be clear where we have a difference of opinion, and that this is a 

timing issue, and we have very different opinions to the Umbrella group, we do not agree 

with their conclusions.  We just want to emphasize our issue is about timing, and not 

procedure. 

• China: China agrees with Saudi Arabia and the Africa group and on behalf of G-77 that 

this is a timing issue. 

• India: We would like to support both South African and China colleagues on these 

clarifications. 

• CoF2: Thank you delegates, we will report back to the secretariat on these discussions, 

and will now close this agenda item.  Thank you very much. 

• CoF1: Reopening… ???? Not sure what’s happening. The Eu has opened a point of 

order, I think. 

o Something about closing contact and which session is now in session – there are 

requests for clarification and some confusion about whether this is a contact 

group, or an informal session.   

o EU: asks to clarify what this means for the SBI item, and whether it’s closed. I 

want to know what does it mean for this item? 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/CMP15.DT_.i7.pdf


 

o CoF1: I hope we closed it with the understanding that the parties agree to pick it 

up at the next SBI 

o EU: If I may, I’d like to come back from that, because my understanding is that 

the SBI item is timebound by the mandate from the CMP, so we’d like to have 

your understanding on the meaning of Rule 16 here.  If we can’t agree, does that 

mean we bypass the time bound regulations?  I’m seeking clarification, because if 

that’s the case, then we as the EU would like to say we disagree with it. 

o CoF1: Yes, it’s time bound, but given that there is no agreement, then Rule 16 

has been suspended.  If the EU wants to seek another mandate from the CMA, 

then that is your purview, parties.  But generally, when there is no agreement 

among parties, then the discussion carries forward to the next session. 

o EU: The matter at hand is how this can be built into the SBI, and we need 

clarification when we are given mandates, how we need to formulate a mandate 

where the time binding cannot be simply bypassed, because this is very relevant 

for not just this matter, but for other matters as well, to keep this an effective and 

efficient process. And to state again, we do not agree with how you just presented 

this to us. 

o CoF1: I hope that we close the SBI informal, but we can keep it open. As I said, 

there are precedents. But it is up to you as parties – we are just the facilitators – 

that will reply to the SBI chair, so it is up to the parties to then issue a renewed 

mandate.  There are many issues that we carry through the framework with no 

progress.  But for now, the SBI has been closed, so I suggest we move forward 

with our next purpose. 

o Long quiet side discussion between a group of delegates with the CoF 

o EU: We’re still discussing it internally, and we apologize if we’re not progressing 

issues, but this is a very important procedural question, so what we’ve been 

hearing from you CoFs, is that I’m confused about how these time-bound 

mandates are going to be handled in relation to Rule 16, and we would like to 

seek clarification on how this will be handled in the future.  

o CoF1: We are happy to sit down with you and the secretariat to discuss these 

examples of precedent further, at a later time. 

• CoF1: We will now open this informal consultation and proceed with the CMA agenda 

item.  I’m hearing that there is no agreement on para 8, but can we discuss the other 

paras?  I open the floor for comments.  I don’t see any, so I now seek your confirmations 

on paragraphs 1 through 7 of the draft text? 

• Palestine: We do have actually have a problem with para 2(g), that the community of 

practice was a joint initiative between the AF, the GCF, the African Climate Change and 

South African biodiversity institute.  So, if we’re naming institute, we should also include 

these parties. 

• CoF1: Notes Palestine’s comments.  Any other parties?   



 

• Norway: on para 3, (unclear what he said) 

• CoF1: I see no more comments, so we will keep these paragraphs and furnish you with 

an updated version.  Since we have a few more minutes, let’s discuss para 8, and I seek 

your guidance on how to deal with this paragraph 

• Palestine: on behalf of G-77, (couldn’t catch what he said).   

• CoF1: I want to stay on para 8, unless the party who submitted would like it removed, it 

is not up to us. May I see the proponent of that paragraph?  Obviously, unless we let go 

of that paragraph, can I seek your reactions EU? 

• EU: I would like to come back to what I said in the SBI when it was open.  This matter 

might not be decided today, but there is a certain openness on timing.  Our proposal is to 

continue on-going talks to find a way to include this paragraph into the view expressed to 

the SBI. 

• Cof1: May I request that the two of you that represent the positions on this paragraph 

meet and see if we can come to a final draft text?  The parties can come to us and then we 

can formulate that. 

• South Africa: The African group is always prepared to flexible. We don’t have problems 

with what was agreed upon, what we don’t agree with is the timeline.  We’re comfortable 

with conserving the intent of this paragraph, we’re confident on the understanding that 

the CMA can be nominated and elected, and that we don’t need anything more than that 

in our view, but with G-77 we could consider language that says it will only proceed in 

the appropriate time – that would solve this disagreement 

• CoF: Recommends African Group and EU meet to discuss this further.  The SBI will 

report to the plenary that we were not able to progress the SBI mandate.   

 Follow-up:  

• The Co-Facilitators report that they will tell the SB chairs that no progress was achieved 

for this session, and that the agenda item will need to be included on the agenda for the 

next session 

Take Away: 

• Whereas the financing issues were primary to the debates of previous sessions, this 

session focused more on how to report back to the CMA and COP, and the legal 

implications of using one format or language choice over another. 

 
 

 

 


