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Chair: We need to act on climate change, we have had 3 IPCC Special reports. Art 6 
must be operationalised by 2020. This was not completed in Katowice, but we made 
progress in June this year – helped up share the starting point. But still many 
unresolved issues in 6.2, 6.4, and 6.8. The number of brackets are not too high. We 
need to proceed expeditiously. BAU will not get us there. Refering to reflection notes 
– work will be organised thru the CG, and it is thru the CG which will go to the SBSTA 
plenary. Discussions will be facilitated in the usual manner – one developed, one 
developing country chair. Should parties wish, you can proceed to inf-infs. Two 
iterations - first draft tomorrow, then another one later in the week.  
 
Issues are interlinked – see Decision 18/CMA1. Discussions under transparency will 
not be parallel to Art 6 work, and will not prejudge Art 6 outcomes. We must close 
work on Mon 9 Dec and forward the work to the CMA. SBSTA must deliver three draft 
texts which are as clean as possible, with as few issues left to the High-Level as 
possible. Working closely with the Chilean Presidency.  
 
We should reach a very advanced text with a few very clear options. Risk of anything 
else is not acceptable to delegations and UNSG. We must deliver in Madrid. We must 
focus on making Art 6 operational by 2020. Not everything will be resolved, but we 
must not put things off for the things of it.  
 
Met with Heads of Delegations (HODs). Grateful to them for taking part and 
engagement. It was not a parallel negotiation, but to add value to their advice. 
Another HODs meeting later in the week. Ideas on how HODs can be engaged. This 
is a party-driven process.  
 
Only parties can resolve issues. Transparency and inclusion. Remain open to 
observers as far as possible, but parties may request otherwise. We share a goal – 
even if we have differences with the details.  
 
Informal consults co-facils – Hugh Sealy (Barbados) / Peer Stiansen (Norway), 
starting as soon as the CG closes. I expect work to be closed on 7 Dec 1pm, or latest 
9 Dec. Not possible to produce fully clean text, and may not be translated to all 
languages at the end of the week.  



 
No objections to the proposed work plan, – it is so concluded. Thanks to co-facils. 
We are at your service. 
 
Unless there are any urgent requests for the floor, I propose to close CG.  
 
Turkey: Operationalising PA is a important point of negotiations. Permanent inclusive, 
double counting must be excluded. Transferring ITMOs, Tech like blockchains can 
be used supervise. We should take lessons from CDM/JI and avoid repeating their 
mistakes while embracing innovations.  
 
Tuvalu: Rules we are building here will apply to PA parties. Need to be mindful of that 
fact.  
 
Senegal: Whether we have bilats, HODs, etc. We must be constructive to bring the 
results to CG so that the results reflect consensus of what we have discussed.  
 
Turkey: Nothing is decided about eligibility. 
 
Chair: I propose to close CG and hand over to co-facils. We need to deliver. CG is 
closed. 
 
--- 
 
(Meeting immediately transited to informal consultations) 
 
--- 
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Co-Facil Peer Stiansen (CF PS): Welcome to the first informal consults. This 
meeting will cover 6.2, 6.4, and 6.8 together. As informed by SBSTA chair, we will 
facilitate the discussions on these issues. This meeting is scheduled to 6pm. 
Procedural matters: we propose to keep meetings open to observers. We recognise 
right of any party to close meeting to observers at any time. I see no requests to close, 
so the meeting remains open. 
 
We are requested to produce first iterations by tomorrow. And second iteration by 
Friday 6 Dec. And hand over to SBSTA plenary 9 Dec, Presidency takes over from 
there. We expect to meet every day. As few unresolved issues as possible. Here in 
Madrid, we have been hearing from parties in bilats and groups in Friday-today. No 
surprises to us, not much movement. Clear willingness to engage and get this job 
done. Parties have been reaching out to each other as well to get an emergent 



consensus. We encourage this mode of work to continue. There will always be rooms 
available for those who need it, but we will not try to arrange. Up to parties,  
 
Our aim is to produce texts to make negotiations more focused and efficient and 
open up space for discussion. Cleaning up options and present difficult political 
issues clearly. Improve the flow of the text, by bringing parts together for coherence 
and removing redundancies. Highlight gaps as well. And think how to present the 
workplan. Parties don’t want the workplan to be treated as a dustbin for unresolved 
issues. Once the first iteration is out, we will engage in informals on how to proceed 
and provide parties with spaces to discuss how to move things forward. Finding 
landing zones. We aim to issue second iteration by Friday. 
 
We would like to spend 30min on each of 6.2, 6.4, 6.8. We are here to find landing 
zones. We have been discussing these for 4 years now. Let us try to find these landing 
zones.  
 
Starting with 6.8… 
 
Co-Facil Hugh Sealy (CF HS): We  begin with 6.8, then 6.4, and then 6.2. We are not 
interested in restatement of positions, but where there is movement and landing 
zones. Floor is open. 
 
EU: Congrats to co-facils for being with us. Governance (Section III) and avoiding 
redundancies. There are possibilities to do so. Options A and D are similar except for 
one word. Invite parties to look closely at details, and work from one of them.  
 
Egypt: We should not drop key positions of parties and regional groups. Moving to 
6.8, Work Programme Activities (Section V) – important of leveraging and adaptation, 
economic diversification. And for developing and implementing tools of need as 
identified by parties, complemented by matching of needs for finance and capacity-
building. Prefer Option B.  
 
For Governance (Section III), we welcome Option B and C as there are more inclusive. 
Also, to emphasise. 6.2/6.4, finance transfer and capacity-building. Benefits to host 
party. We seek your guidance. 
 
Kuwait: will the negotiation text be projected? 
 
CF HS: No 
 
Japan: We come here ready to support the principle of transparency in the process. 
We are not going to enter the contents, but how to find landing zones. We value non-
market mechs as it add values to market mechs. We think for the landing zone, it 
would be good to discuss on the sidelines and in bilats on more concrete contents. 
Decide what contents we want to elaborate now.  And decide what to leave to next 
year. There are linkages btw mkt and non-mkt mechs. We support implementing Art 
6 and its common objectives. Critical thing is to make sure it happens.  
 



Saudi: LMDC supports you and committed to achieving an outcome. In moving 
forward, for 6.8 specifically, LMDC considers this a key part of Art 6 along with 6.2 
and 6.4. There is a concern that the iteration is coming so soon. We are concerned 
that key positions may be dropped. 6.8 is important to developing countries, because 
it addresses adaptation, and in co-operation with others. Linkages to constituted 
bodies needed as well. Co-ordination btw Art 6 and other PA arts and FCCC bodies. 
Not disconnected from everything else. Not much divergence in options, however 
varies. We think we can move forward with this text. We agree with Egypt that Options 
B and C in Governance, and Option B in Work Programme Activities are preferable.  
 
Tuvalu: On behalf of LDCs, we welcome you in your roles. 6.8 Governance. The 
concept of Permanent Open-Ended Working Groups as discussed with bilaterals with 
the CFs are concerning considering the special meaning in the UN system. We 
withdraw our interest in that concept and move to Option B. Options A and D don’t 
fit in B. Constituting a permanent body? Or what other institutional arrangement for 
6.8, and 6.2/6.4? Not viable to leave it for later.  
 
CFs: We have been warned by the Chair that the word “Permanent” would not be 
compatible as well.  
 
Senegal: We consider it is a dynamic process and we need an entity to handle all the 
tasks in 6.8 in a continuous way, and not just an agenda item to be stopped at any 
time. We prefer Options B and C in Governance. 
 
United States: We have strong views from colleagues on what to keep. But we 
should also clarify the text to resolve issues. We look forward to next iteration of the 
text.  
 
Thailand: We are flexible for Options B and C in Governance. But Option B should 
be joined with SBI. We want of joint chair with SBI as non-market mechs require SBI 
to join. SBSTA is only on methodological issues, and SBI can contribute on other 
issues such as financing. 
 
CF HS: We invite parties to respond to Thailand’s proposals.  
 
India: Can Secretariat clarify if Thailand’s proposal is possible? 
 
CF HS: Secretariat’s response is that it is possible and commonplace. 
 
EU: In Option A under WPA, in clause (a)(v), propose to include “as appropriate” as 
the end. Also the same for Option B, clause (d)(ii)(e). 
 
United States: The current text is very specific on certain focus areas, can we have 
more general focus. 
 
CF HS: Can we add “Inter alia” in the text, does that work 
 
US: Possibly, but must see the text. 



 
Iraq: We support the proposal from Egypt and Saudi and emphasize the need for 
implementation. 
 
South Africa: Can the EU explain the addition of “as appropriate”? It makes the text 
more vague when we are trying to clarify. 
 
Japan: Currently we have 4 options in Governance. Maybe Options A and D can be 
streamlined. Option B clearly provides an option. We may need to work to Option C 
for clarity.  
 
CF HS: If there are no other pressing matters, we now proceed to 6.4, and we invite 
SA and EU to get together for bilats. 
 
CF PS: We have many issues in 6.4. Floor is open. Or we proceed to 6.2? 
 
Egypt: There are many overarching issues in 6.2/6.4 Starting with inclusive 
participation and and including non-GHG matrix. Importance of balanced treatment 
so as not to disadvantage parties from using 6.2/6.4 mechs. Share of proceeds, there 
must be a progressive option by increasing rate of share with transfer over times. And 
that adaptation is severely underfunded as opposed to mitigation. Must avoid 
discriminatory practices and ensure supplementaritity. Some issues in 6.2/6.4 are not 
necessarily safeguards. We don’t need to single out specific principles in the Paris 
Agreement since this is under the PA. Or we mention all PA principles. And avoiding 
negative social impacts. No link with Art 15 compliance committee.  
 
Corresponding adjustments – we don’t support for first transfer. OMGE, there is 
nothing mandatory under 6.4 text, so we support the voluntary cancellation 
approaches only.  
 
Safeguards and limits – must avoid unilateral measures.  
 
Negative social impacts – Sharing of information approach.  
 
Rights and responsibility of hosts – no text preferred. More burdens on parties.  
 
Activity cycles – keep reference to full spectrum of mitigation outcomes. No text 
preferred. 
 
CF PS: We know your positions, please don’t reiterate them. 
 
Brazil: Brazil is committed to successful outcome. I will try to be brief. We think that 
work programmes must be focused, and we must assess the next iteration to ensure 
that we don’t delegate things that will never be resolved to the work programme. 
Moving to Supervisory Body (Section III), this is a well-structed part, but we strongly 
oppose the limitation of number of terms that parties can serve on the body; and we 
also strongly oppose the delegation on substantive work to the body.  
 



We think there is a lot of repetition of the text. There were proposals to change 
baselines and how they were defined. They were presented at a very late stage at the 
last session. There needs to be space for delegations to ask questions on how they 
make sense in the structure of the mechanism and does not go against the spirit of 
the decisions reached in Paris.  
 
CF PS: There is a possibility that the Supervisory Body can be established here. But 
parties must be agreeable.  
 
CF HS: Are you saying that you do not want to establish the Supervisory Body here? 
 
Brazil: This can be resolved thru brackets as with past practice. 
 
EU: We must work not to undermine Paris. It is not about reducing options, but to 
streamline them to have a more structured discussion. There are places where things 
are close to ready, other need fixing, and some places have many options. In the 
context of 6.4, some options we like. But as Brazil has mentioned, some are very 
extended and could be streamlined. Such as on baselines. On KP Transition, some 
options are dependent on decisions in other places. There needs to be a 
consideration of not running two activities at once. CDM EB designed its own 
procedure. If we are serious on implementing Art 6, methodological review of CDM 
methodologies is important.  
 
Senegal: We want to stress the need for definition of the remaining MPGs. We want 
to see that the options in share of proceeds at a level of 5% and options taking into 
account of a monetary and percentage of ER units. And on transition, we don’t 
support the transition of pre-2020 units, from KP or otherwise. We can work with the 
current options for transition of the pre-2020 infrastructure and projects. We need to 
avoid a gap between the end of CDM and full operationalisation of 6.4. 
Costa Rica: Important of clear no-options, and spelling the options out. 
 
Belize: Speaking on behalf of AOSIS. We also oppose the transition of KP units. And 
also oppose non-GHG metrics. We will know our position better tomorrow. On OMGE, 
for us, we want to see a cancelling of units. Reference to discounting is useful, but 
for the operation of Art 6.4, it will be cancelling, with discounting only for 6.2. 
Reference to first transfer – not needed. No definition to first transfer. Correspond 
adjustment is a laden term. But necessary. Many of the approaches are inconsistent 
with 6.4 main text, such as voluntary cancellations.  
 
Safeguards – need operational language. Quantitative restrictions.  
 
Saudi Arabia: We do not see a need for corresponding adjustments. Participation 
and responsibilities of host parties must not add burdens or limitations to developing 
parties. Overarching issues in 6.2 and 6.4 – supplementarity is important to us. 6.2 
and 6.4 should not be the main driver of NDC achievement. Guidance should mention 
explicitly the avoidance of unilateral measures. And either we mention all or none of 
the Paris Agreement principles. Not singling out certain ones.  
 



We oppose automatic cancellations in OMGE, voluntary cancellations may be a way 
forwards.  
 
Parties should allowed to address negative social impacts themselves, with a forum 
to share best practices. 
 
We see Art 6 as guidance for cooperative approaches, not review and compliance – 
that is for Art 13/15 PA.  
 
Transition – time and money put into KP programmes – there should be no barrier to 
transition CDM to Art 6.4. A message of trust. Otherwise, will there be a day when Art 
6.4 activities go the same way? 
 
New Zealand: We note the previous interventions and appreciate the clarification of 
their positions. We support AOSIS ‘s mandatory cancellation approach on OMGE, 
but must be open to voluntary cancellation by other parties and non-state actors too.  
 
Bhutan: In 6.4 we must ensure maximum inclusiveness while protecting 
environmental integrity. For instance transboundary pollution projects should be 
noted for their negative impact. 
 
Australia: There are places for streamlining. (Proceeds to list a string of numbers of 
clauses which could be streamlined) 
 
South Africa: We can work to streamline substantially. A time-bound work 
programme is important, what can be resolved here, and what must be done 
elsewhere in the work programme. But it should not hold parties back from using 
market mechs now. There are duplications in definition section in 6.2 and 6.4. Menu 
options may be preferable to alternative options. Look forward to next iteration. 
 
Japan: We would like to emphasise the need for corresponding adjustments. For 
streamlining, Activity Design (Section VIA) options A, B, C – merge A and B. 
Methodologies (Section VIB) – A and B are similar and can merge. Similarly, in 
Issuance (Section VIH). OMGE (Section VIII), Options B1 and B2 are similar and can 
clearly be merged.  
 
China: “No text” and ’No decision” options could be useful in some places. 
 
India: KP CDM transition – this is a matter of trust and we support Saudi Arabia’s 
position. There should be no barriers. We also oppose mandatory cancellations for 
OMGE purposes. We also want to see text that prevents unilateral action.  
 
Tuvalu: Our view is that the decision text should operationalise the Annex, and to 
point the way to develop the Annex further, not to make the work programme a 
dustbin. See paras 7 and 8 of the draft decision text. 
 
Bahrain: We look forward to a balanced text. 
 



CF PS: Moving to 6.2.  
 
CF HS: We seek advice on what to do with safeguards and limits in Para 4 of the 
draft decision text. 
 
Republic of Korea: We need a holistic approach to 6.2 and 6.4. And Art 4.8, 4.13, 
and 13.7 are relevant as well. Three things we want: Minimise top-down elements. 
Reference heterogenous nature of NDCs and allow each party to apply rules in the 
most appropriate manner. Regular review of rules in the future.  No Corresponding 
Adjustment (Section VA) approach is perfect, and a menu should be allowed, so 
parties can choose the one most relevant to them and apply it consistently throughout 
the implementation period.  
 
As to multi-year and single-year NDCs (Section VB), again, no method is perfect, and 
we recommend that parties be free to choose from a menu as well. 
 
United States: There are some key areas to be resolved. We think there is 
opportunity for refinement for corresponding adjustments (Section VA) and to narrow 
the menu down to practical options. Especially Options B and C. On reporting 
(section VII), there is a lack of clarity.  
 
Senegal: On behalf of G77 and China, we support options which support share of 
proceeds.  
 
Egypt: We associate ourselves with Senegal’s intervention. On 6.2, we reiterate that 
this is meant to facilitate cooperation, not create mitigation outcomes itself. On 
corresponding adjustments, we need to maintain the options presented to us. On 
safeguards and limits, we reiterate that some of those listed are not safeguards. On 
negative social impacts, parties should be allowed to address themselves, with 
annual sharing of information. We have concerned that multi-year and single-year 
approaches should not be made less flexible, and to move this to the workplan. Under 
reporting and review, we should avoid redundancy and duplication of work. For 
OMGE, we underline the need for balanced treatment, and oppose obligatory 
cancellation. 
 
(Left at 1745h, meeting continued) 


