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Notes/Summary: 

• Arrived 15 minutes late to session 

• (Missed Country Name): On behalf of Africa group: we agree that the draft text does 

not express our concerns from the previous sessions. Our compromise would be to take 

note of, or welcome the AC report, but we will not welcome the recommendations 

without additional text reflecting our concerns from yesterday. 

• Australia: Thank you, co-facilitators, for creating this point of reference for us to work 

from today.  I think you’ve done a good job of compromising the views in the room.  

We’d like to retain a support of the recommendations, for many of us who have been in 

the room for a while now, it’s frustrating that we ask the AC for recommendations, then 

we don’t support them or accept them in any form. We prefer to retain the reference as 

is. In the spirit of compromise, at the very least, we’d need a footnote that these 

recommendations were developed as mandated, and where to find them, but this is a 

compromise, because we’d rather have them included, as we requested and mandated the 

AC to do. 

• China: From China, we very appreciate the work of the AC, from this very fruitful 

report. But, according to the parties, we have different concerns and needs. We need to 

concern them in balance, and according to our concerns in drawing this text.  The AC 

report is one of the important references that parties can consider, but this doesn’t mean 

we have to forward all of their recommendations. We could keep some of their 

conclusions, but not to highlight one piece or another.  The whole report is over 80 

pages, maybe some parties want other parts highlighted.  This draft text highlights 

specific, narrative parts of the choice that reflect only some countries’ priorities.   

• Argentina: Brazil + Uruguay: We don’t see a balanced text, but believe there’s room 

for improvement. We do want to see specific recommendations referenced in the text. 

We seek further informal dialogues to promote a text that supports the views of the 

room. 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/SBSTA51.DT_.i3_SBI51.DT_.i10.pdf


 

• Norway: We think the text is very good. In regards to recommendations, we believe the 

way the text is drafted, with not endorsing the recommendations from the committee, is 

encouraging parties to take them into account – which is not endorsing it. So perhaps we 

could soften the language to ‘encouraging the parties as appropriate’ to be ensured we 

are not forcing it on the parties.  Many parties have expressed concern, but not offered 

specific language they would like. I invite the colleagues to offer concrete changes they 

would like to see in the text 

• Botswana: (hard to hear… she’s referencing the draft text she sent the CoFs yesterday). 

Our view with Africa is that it would make sense to separate COP and CMA since they 

are different mandates from different parties. Second, back to para 2, in the spirit of 

having a balanced outcome, we think that the text under the para needs to include ALL 

the work of the AC, however the work plan is rather unbalanced. However, I would add 

E (hard to hear, can’t make out).  There’s no reason to articulate para 3 or 4 because it’s 

articulated in para 2.  Because the recommendations are not balanced, we don’t support 

advancing those currently. In regards to para 7, looking at the timeline in the Annex, we 

are very concerned the work is not moving fast enough, and would like that concern 

noted. I would like to suggest some text about how we could increase action around their 

recommendations (reads text she’s written, but I couldn’t catch it).  On para 8, concerned 

the work is not moving fast enough. Finally, when we talk about the Katowice mandates, 

those are aimed at working towards contributing to global adaptation, we think it’s 

important that this feed into decision recommendation for the GCF and the GEF. So, 

we’d like to recall the previous mandates, which provide input and initiation of work.  

We think this is important, because the work of the mandates is not happening in a 

vacuum, it has to happen in coordination with the financial mechanisms. 

• CoF: Asks the delegate from Botswana to repeat her offered text, so that it can be 

recorded accurately. 

o Offered text 1: request the AC to provide progress on the mandates 

Katowice as provided in the timeline document for consideration and 

guidance, taking into account on-going deliberation and progress 

o Offered text 2: Recalling the existing work on the mandate from Dec. 9, 

cma1, will provide an input in achieving the global goal of adaption and 

request the CMA to initiate work on the global goal of adaptation. 

• China: Small question is if we should use this time now to draft text, of if we should 

continue informal conversation.  If we are to move on to text, can you please put it up on 

the screen. 

• EU: (Can’t hear him very well): By and large we agree with previous speakers that we 

appreciate this first iteration of the draft text. Given the diversity of views it’s normal 

that each of us sees something that concerns us.  For us, the concerns we have with the 

text, our main concern is this notion of ‘referencing’ the recommendation. The standard 

approach would be to advance the recommendations of the AC, because they’ve worked 



 

hard to produce them. We would like to advance those recommendations, while 

including text that addresses and reflects that the diversity of views and concerns of the 

room.  For us, the key substance is the advancement of the work of the AC. I also want 

to reference key things I mentioned yesterday.  (Can’t hear what he’s saying) replace 7 

& 8 with para 7 as it stands.  Similarly, we propose that other rooms are more 

appropriate to discuss these very relevant questions, and that we should leave this very 

relevant discussions to those other more relevant rooms. 

• Ecuador: on behalf of like-minded developing countries group. We prefer to note the 

report in para 1, noting the report instead of welcomes. IN para 2, we prefer welcomes 

the progress made by AC, it’s work plan including related to and continue (so change is 

in the ‘until’). For para related to the recommendation, as we stated yesterday, we see a 

lack of reflection of the complete work of the AC. There are different recommendations 

that come from the work of the AC, but other recommendations do not take everything 

in account.  We may choose not to engage in those recommendations, since that was a 

work that was put forward by the AC, and we don’t find though those recommendations 

reflect our discussions. (can’t hear last bit) 

• Argentina: on behalf of Brazil and Uruguay: I’m hearing a lot about which 

recommendations we should accept or not, and I see value in which recommendations 

we can all agree. I see value in having more time to listen to and talk to each other and 

find which recommendations we can agree on.  Not only taking note of the AC, but 

valuing it, that work was not for nothing, so we should try and advance something. I 

think there’s a lot of value to be flexible, and try to engage more with each other, and see 

which recommendations we can advance. 

• Missed country name: Africa group country: I would like to return to recognize the 

value of the work of the AC.  What we’re trying to highlight is that when receiving these 

recommendations, parties can accept, can reject, but we don’t see ourselves reflected in 

this. We think this is a good work, and should provide guidance and support of private 

investment.  But for us LDCs now, we are not ready to accept the recommendations on 

the private sector, but we are ready to accept almost 90%.  We don’t think this is mature 

enough to recommend to all parties, as it is now. 

• Kuwait: Support LDCs and Africa group on para 1. We also prefer to note rather than 

welcome the report.  We welcome the progress of the AC on their workplan. Para 3 & 4 

can stand as it is since we deleted sub-bullet.  Also wish to support our colleagues about 

deleting the recommendations in para 6. If we’re going to separate the COP from the 

CMA, then I think para 7&8 should go to the CMA and not the COP.  

• United States: I think it would be an understatement to say that I am deeply 

disappointed that parties in this room can’t come to agree on promoting the 

recommendations of the AC. As a member of the AC, I’m personally disappointed that 

you don’t even want to hear or see the recommendations you mandated us to develop.  I 

think this might be the first time of this agenda item that we have not been able to 



 

promote the recommendations of the AC. A year from now are we going to say, let’s 

ignore one of the primary roles of this body and their findings? To the proposal from 

Botswana, we’ve been waiting to see what you would put forward, and I’m prepared to 

respond and engage in that conversation. I think just noting the progress every six 

months will slow down the workplan. If every six months there’s a chance we’re going 

to change the mandate or the activities, then I don’t see how that advances progress.  

• Switzerland: we echo the sentiment of the US on the lack of progress we’re making 

here, and also the value of supporting the work of the AC and the report, and not micro-

managing and maintain their integrity as an advisory body. In regards to Botswana’s 

recommendation to submit different responses to CMA and COP, we prefer identical 

submissions 

• Kuwait: (hard to hear): We appreciate the work that the AC has done over the past 

year, but the thing is that we cannot accept all of their recommendations – this is not a 

reflection on their work.  

• ???: (hard to hear): we recognize that the recommendations are part of the report. Even 

among AOSIS, different recommendations may apply differently. So, we value of taking 

account of these recommendations. But the private sector engagement is not relevant to 

everyone. We want to recognize that the recommendations need to be appropriate to the 

international context.  

• Botswana: The first issue I would like to raise, the African group appreciates the work 

of the AC, undoubtedly. For that reason, part of the work that has been initiated on the 

private sector, we need to know why the AC is doing that, therefore we support the other 

workstreams. However, some of the other work that has not matured, we are not 

prepared to expect at this time, we think it needs more work. In regards to micro-

managing, the AC is making recommendations to parties, this is not micromanaging.  

We have a right to give guidance, and to critique the great work they’ve been doing 

when we think it needs more development to reflect the balance of experience. On the 

issue around the CMA and the COP, the Africa group is of the view that the CMA 

mandates are very specific and need to be delivered to the CMA, and the same for the 

COP, and mixing these together would not be helpful. 

• Uruguay: Our understanding that the AC has provided recommendations that they as 

experts have arrived at. Part of our job as SBI and SBSTA, comprised by the parties, we 

are now tasked for analyzing and understanding the recommendations. We need to take a 

look at the recommendations more deeply in our conversations, and see which ones are 

clearly bringing consensus, and can find concrete recommendations for parties to take 

home.  Other recommendations that we don’t think are mature enough, that need more 

work, or that do not reflect the balance of experience.  And that’s fine, because the AC is 

comprised of experts, so they can provide to us those answers.  

Follow-up:  



 

• 5:00pm in 13, 12.6.  CoF will try and incorporate this feedback into revised draft text. 

Take Away: 

• It seems that this Agenda Item is more contentious than it may have been in previous 

sessions, based on the frustration expressed by the developed nations. The developing 

country voting blocs seem pretty steadfast in not advancing any recommendations related 

to development of the private sector as a major financial mechanism for adaptation. 

 


