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Cof: At the first inf yesterday we heard comments on 19 and today we will use the hour for paras 10-12 related to modalities and 16-18 related to source of funding. Objections to this approach? 

[No objections] 

Cof: Before comments, any thoughts from Parties on the last few days? Progress amongst yourselves? Encourage you to find solutions among yourselves.  

Switzerland: Not all groups of parties can be represented. WE are a small delegation ourselves. We are ready to work and make this happen into the night. Everything needs to be finalized here and that’s what we came for. So please indicate to us when you would be available for these informal discussions so they can take place and all groups can be represented.  

Egypt (obo G77): on the meetings, members of G77 cannot meet after 6pm. Some of the group shave coordination after that and also a number of the members are living in Krakow or somewhere else so it is difficult for them to stay quite late. We are prepared to work and have been for months but at this time can’t meet after 6pm.  

Cof: We can find rooms to meet but we need to have parties decide on a time that works.  

Egypt: We have mentioned this before, we have a problem of not two parallel things but three parallel things and that is an issue. Some groups cannot be in the inf inf rooms and what is decided there cannot be taken as consensus. For G77 when we can’t have a coordinator available, we will make every effort to get a representative there. But understand that it is a difficult situation. 

Cof: Starting with para 10 to 12 on operating modalities. There are a number of brackets, can we remove any of them or any improvements we can make to this para. 

Switzerland: Paras 10, 11, 12, in our understanding 10 is fine, we don’t really need 11 and we could not support para 12. And we believe this has already been discussed with agreement that it will not be acceptable.  

EU: We can work with 10, we also [missed on para 11], no to para 12.  

South Africa (obo Africa Group): We have a different memory of Bangkok than Switzerland that we can’t discuss para 12, we decided to include it to accurately reflect the different options. On para 11 we also agree this may not be the time to deal with it right now. Going to this kind of discussion right now woudl prejudge outcomes. Para 10 we could live with but we may wish to insert language which is agreed language on the GCF.  

Saudi Arabia (obo Arab Group): Paragraph 12 is a key principle. We want to establish the AF as a key entity under the PA. in paragraph 10 it talks about the coherence and complementary but to what? It is only the GCF. GEF doesn’t do adaptation. It’s too much, it’s an overstretch. Then 11 we should just delete as well. And then put 12 as the overarching goal. Make the Adaptation Fund the overarching entity to the Convention.  

US: Note that the mandate comes from para 59 of the PA which says “Fund may serve the Paris Agreement” so we should stick to that language in para 12 so that it mirrors the PA.  

South Africa (obo Africa Group): So that doesn’t mean we will no longer hear in this room the reference to the Adaptation Fund under Paris Agreement which is different than serving. We keep hearing under the Paris Agreement but that is different.  

Switzerland: To clarify, it’s “under the guidance of” but that’s where under comes from. And “serving” is also “under the guidance of” 

China: [missed] 

Cof: Hearing that Parties, there seems to be differing opinion on 12 at least. 10 there is broad support. Haven’t heard anyone that has strong opinions about doing 11 now because that would be renegotiating the fund. For us that means deleting para 11. But on 10 are there any proposals for how to clean it up. That could help us move forward. We could also make some comments, have a look at it, then move on to 16-18.  

Switzerland: To refer back to South Africa’s proposal on para 10. Going back to the language on the GCF that is something that we can work with. "Para 13: the fund shall operate in appropriate arrangements…” [reading out text]. Would have to change this slightly to reflect what has been talked about here. Add that it’s an adaptation fund.  

Cof: Is that what you meant South Africa. 

South Africa: Yes. The operative language is reflects not invites. Reflects is stronger language than invites. We can come back on language in the next few min. 

Saudi Arabia: on the “coherence and coordination” in the text and you think of the mandate of the AF as opposed to the mandate for the GCF. Over time you are rendering the GCF to be a mitigation centric fund. This coherence and coordination and some kind of complementarity it means that GCF will do all mitigation and AF will do adaptation. GCF has the mandate to do 50/50. The cross-cutting projects already only have 7% adaptation. We don’t agree to do this kind of coherence. Which is our money by the way. Adaptation Fund is our money and our fund. We are putting out of our own pocket. To save our countries.  

South Africa: My intervention wasn’t anything specific to the GCF it was to use language specific to funder arrangements. We will not propose any language that names any other fund. But it’s generic language. No linkage with anybody except to encourage AF to reach out to development banks and agencies.  

Cof: I think we’ve covered enough with these paragraphs. Look at 16-18 now. Talk about sources of funding. Hoping that we can address issues that are in here to give assurances to Parties on sources of funding. Of course this is difficult because it also partially depends on other negotiations. What happens with these CERs and possible future flows? We don’t know. This text possibly contains the most brackets. Open for comments.  

Switzerland: Saudi Arabia has an agreement that we will come with. They are important paras for my group especially the share of proceeds from Art 6, also the other organizations contributing to the fund. We would welcome a para recommending that proceeds from KP could continue to flow if they continue in the future. We do not want to limit the fund. But it should primarily be from 6.  

Saudi Arabia (obo Arab Group): Think we don’t need to change the source of funding to the AF. The way it was designed is that it will receive shared proceeds. That comes from 6.4. Income to the fund is coming from the SDM where there is a situation where we would encourage groups in our country to make contributions. However we also welcome a replenishment process for the AF where countries would come and show their generosity to contribute over and above what they contribute fro 6.4. Some countries that sat around the table for GCF saying they are contributors, when they should be contributing to the AF. We can establish a process for replenishment where developing countries can put in public finance. Public finance because adaptation does not attract private money, does not generate revenue. Shifting the financing from the developed countries who caused climate change, superpowers at the expense of the environment, and now we are paying for it. We don’t accept that.  

Japan: There is once thing. Technical revision should be done. [missed] 

Cof: [missed] 

Maldives (obo AOSIS): Would like a placeholder for specific share of proceeds. Specify an x percentage of share of proceeds.  

Cof: We’re supposed to close in 5 min so if there are any comments on this para.  

China: Want to remind everyone that Art 6.4 is unsettled yet so there is possibility for uncertainty on that issue. Could be a mechanism that happens between developed countries and another developing countries. So want everyone to think about that.  

South Africa: Wondering whether I should open up another can of worms or not. Maybe reference the PA for “invites developed country parties”. Noting that this is very similar language as that in the original decision to adopt. Using agreed language.  

Switzerland: [starts to take the floor but decides against it] 

Saudi Arabia: This should be reversed because the trustee arrangement should contain 16 and not 18. 17 is contingent on what we decide in 16 and 18. When we say international organizations though, who do we mean? Fifa? IMO? It depends because it could be another way of shifting responsibility to developing countries. They will take money from us to give back to us. 

US: Would like to clarify from South Africa where he sees an obligation from developed countries to contribute. There is no obligation, this is not something that should be bifurcated.  

Cof: Conscious of time, we’ve received your comments on these para and will take inputs and thoughts and see if we can make steps forward. New iteration later today. Would still welcome thoughts on para 10. If you would like to have informal informals please let us know. Please do because there are still some issues we need to address. Thank you. [closes meeting] 




















