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APA agenda item 8: informal consultations on issues related to Adaptation Fund


Textual proposal issued by co-facilitators
· Limited time, need for focused discussions to find common landing zones
· Seek agreement to start discussion based on joint reflection note addendum 4 section 3
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/APA-SBSTA-SBI.2018.Informal.2.Add_.4.pdf
p. 16

European Union
· Para 19, board knows best,
· We should at minimum allow board a mandate to assess this, mandate should be general, not need to list specific activities for review

US
· Not wanting to prejudge what new board decides, should be up to new board

Co facilitator question
· No need for a list of activities to be covered?

US clarifies
· US is comfortable to have a list
· important to include a list as initial starting point for what we would expect new board to review

Switzerland
· Position also that board itself best body to do this
· “other body” was proposal by Switzerland: logic to accommodate parties outside the PA that could not be part of the board but want to be involved in review
· If solution on this governance issue not envisioned, then clear preference for the board

EU
· Touching now on participation
In our concept, we still had AF next year under KP – we think all parties should participate in this exercise and we can find practical solutions for next year before reviewing board composition

Co facilitator question
How? How can exercise be complete without changing the board to do so?

EU response
· Board can invite all parties to participate in this work

Argentina (Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay)
· As previous speakers we see board as best body to undertake this task and are happy to keep board as only option
· On governance, preferred option 2
· Transitional period 
· Preferred option that AF serves PA as of this COP, which would mean that the new appointees to the board would serve

South Africa (African Group)
· Not that happy with that text as basis of discussion, Bangkok text more accurately reflected discussion, this compilation text omitted important points, we will bring these back and for now show flexibility in not drawing out discussion about basis for negotiation
· Not in favour of a long list of issues
· Rather, trust the board to advise on what is needed
· First thing needed that is not there is how board is getting back to parties regarding how the fund is going to support developing countries
· Governmenance or legal arrangements [?]
· We would like to see language on how AF is going to support DCs

EU
· Trying to find compromise so happy to agree with South Africa

Co-faciliatoror suggests to explore further options with the parties

Switzerland (EIG)
· No need for a list, but would see it as helpful to outline two main purposes
· Clarification: proposal of “other body” just to open up to non-PA parties
· Regarding EU proposal: difficult to understand what decision making procedure would be if board would invite other parties as guests?

South Africa
· Proposal to cluster issues, 3 proposed clusters
· Purpose (how AF serves DCs)
· Governance issues (decision making of board?)
· Resource mobilization

US
· exclusivity question still to be decided
· As fund comes under PA, we’re asking review of the whole process
· Update where needed and report back mechanism
· To allow board independence while ensuring need for review and update has been considered

Co-facilitator
· Also thinks it’s important to consider the options
· Is it possible at this point to delete, merge any of the three options?

Switzerland
· Preferred option, option 2
· If still proponents for option 3 perhaps combine with option 2 to say “review and consider the need for possible changes”

Co-facilitator
· Can 1 be deleted?  Reply from parties: No
· Can 2 and 3 be merged?
· US concern: board could always review any part of the AF. At this point, we propose to outline priority areas for review
· Thanking everyone for engagement, though not enough reached given time concerns here in Katowice, also considering that this might be an issue not as complicated as others
· Room 9 available until 18:00 for meetings, encourages parties to make progress, in particular regarding para 19
· Tomorrow, 2nd informal consultation from 15:00 to 16:00 in room 23

South Africa
· Is the co-facilitator going to present a revised proposal based on suggestions made today?

Co-facilitator reply
· mandated by co-chairs to formulate first iteration tomorrow, thus need for input until then
· Meeting adjourned



