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INTRODUCTION

The 2024 Oxford Seminar took place from 28-30 August at the Examination Schools, Oxford University.

The Oxford Seminar is the flagship annual event of ecbi, which provides capacity building for climate

change negotiators and promotes a level playing field and mutual understanding between governments in
international climate negotiations. The Oxford Seminar provides an opportunity for delegates from developing
countries to come together to discuss pressing issues in the UN climate negotiations with their European
partners. The seminars are conducted under Chatham House rules, which encourage open and frank exchanges

since no one except introductory speakers are identified in the meeting reports.

Since 2005, ecbi’s Oxford Seminars have provided an opportunity for invited delegates fromdeveloping and
European countries to meet in an informal setting, and ahead of the annual Conference of the Parties (COP) to
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNEFCCC).

The Seminar was preceded by the Fellowship Colloquium from 26-28 August at Magdalen College. The Colloquium
provided the opportunity for developing country experts to discuss amongst themselves issues of importance,
form proposals, and consolidate positions on these issues in advance of the Seminar. During the seminar, the

Fellows presented and shared their views, suggestions, and experiences with their European partners.

Topics addressed at the 2024 Oxford Seminar were: Just Transition Work Programme (JTWP), including its
relationship to the discussions on Response Measures; gender; Article 6 of the Paris Agreement; the Climate
Solidarity Alliance and climate solidarity levies; the new collective quantified goal on climate finance (NCQG);
the Sharm el-Sheikh Mitigation Ambition and Implementation Work Programme (MWP); and the Global
Stocktake (GST) under the Paris Agreement.

The Seminar was attended by the Chair of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA), while the Chair of the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) participated virtually. Several

heads of delegations and lead negotiators also attended, along with issue leads from key negotiating groups.

In all, more than 30 developing countries and European partners participated, either in-person or virtually,
with women making up 73% of the participants. There were 30 in-person participants: 15 developing country

Fellows, and 15 European partners. Two regional group chairs also attended.

OPENING

ecbi Director Benito Muller welcomed Seminar participants, noting that significant outcomes of previous
seminars have contributed to decisions and processes under the UNFCCC, mentioning common timeframes and
the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF), both of which were incubated at the seminars. However, he said, this
is not the main purpose of the seminar, which is to get to know each other and bond during the small informal
sessions, as well as during breakfasts, lunches, and dinners. He reiterated that networking and trust building
cannot happen as easily over zoom or as during the formal negotiations, stressing the importance of the Seminar
in this regard. He expressed his appreciation to the Danish Foreign Office for its support for the Seminar.

Kishan Kumarsingh, Head, Fellowship and Trust-building Programme, Trinidad and Tobago, welcoming

new and returning seminar participants, reiterated that this exercise is about trust building and trying to
understand where each other is coming from to facilitate smoother and more cordial negotiations on the
various topics going forward to COP 29 and beyond. He explained that the Fellows met for two and a half days
prior to the seminar where developing countries were able to clarify their opinions on some of the issues that
will require more focused attention at COP 29. He stressed that COP 29 is being viewed as the finance COP,

reminding participants they will need to agree on a new common quantified goal on climate finance (NCQG).
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TOWARDS RESOLVING THE MWP IMPASSE

Carlos Fuller, Permanent Representative of Belize to the UN, presented on the mitigation work programme
(MWP), highlighting common expectations and concerns on the part of developing countries that were raised
during the Fellows Colloquium. Common expectations included that: developed countries should take the lead,
both in curbing their own emissions and supporting mitigation efforts in developing countries; and developed
countries should close pre-2020 implementation gaps in their Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs).
Common concerns regarding implementation of NDCs related to: implications of unilateral measures; and the
need to maximize the value of investment-focused events (IFEs) to unlock finance for NDC implementation in

developing countries

With respect to the way forward, he emphasized the need to:
e focus on rebuilding trust among Parties;
o reframe the work on the MWP from negotiation to implementation mode;
e adopt an experimental approach in which Parties engage in problem solving towards challenges they
themselves identify in relation to their own needs;
e voluntary sharing of experiences, including barriers and opportunities for cooperation;
o look at, for inspiration, examples of existing models, such as under the Montreal Protocol; and
o align IFEs with existing relevant meetings based on thematic areas to optimise participation and

attendance of key donors, investors, and non-Party stakeholders.

He reiterated that the MWP aims to increase international cooperation and promote an enabling environment.
He described the need to consider linkages among such issues as the JTWP, GST, NCQG, technology and
innovation, means of implementation, response measures, and adaptation. He asked what participants
considered the linkages to be and how they could be resolved and taken advantage of for mutual progress.
Noting there will be very little time in Baku to address the MWP, Fuller said the Subsidiary Body (SB) Chairs
must do preliminary work. He also wondered whether informal spaces outside the COP could be more fully
taken advantage of. He asked Seminar participants to reflect on: the possible way forward; how interlinkages

can best be resolved; and how resolution can be mutually supported given respective concerns.

During the ensuing discussion, one developed country, with respect to IFEs, asked what outcomes are expected
if “we want to maximise their value”. Others asked how decision text should be developed from the IFEs;
pointed to efforts to ensure IFEs are more useful; and suggested IFEs could also take place virtually to ensure
greater participation.

One developed country expressed disappointment over so little willingness to engage on the MWP, especially
given that it complements and is linked to so many other issues. Reiterating this is the only agenda item on

mitigation, he stressed the importance of sending signals.

Another said mutual trust in necessary to move forward, and stressed the importance of clarifying
expectations of what we want out of an MWP decision. She expressed concern over the possibility of more
targets or global benchmarks and underscored the need to restore and maintain the credibility of the process.
She emphasized that while we should not be negotiating targets, we need something that enables us to move

forward together.

Another developed country said the presentation does not reflect the whole picture, noting the need to

address mitigation and implementation gaps of all countries. One participant wondered what others outside
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the negotiating room expect from the MWP and its outcome, while another acknowledged that all Parties are
struggling with mitigation and underscored the need to better understand current differences.

The discussion, one developing country explained, underlines the disagreements on what the intent of the
MWP, i.e. whether it is about coming up with solutions that will send a message to practitioners. He noted two
areas of focus for the MWP: exchanging experiences to inform policy work; and a more hands on approach
where Parties that lack access to means of implementation come to the table with specific projects. He said
developed countries could then express willingness to help with implementation. He also suggested further

identifying investment opportunities.

Another developing country reiterated that the MWP’s function should be ambition and implementation.
She hoped for cooperation with and learning from each other without pushing for new ambition targets. She
expressed the view that the MWP is too technical and that we should be identifying potential projects which is

where the programme can add the most value.

On specific recommendations, one developed country supported: the MWP recognizing all actions, as well

as the actors undertaking them; and not changing already existing agreements but addressing how existing
barriers can be overcome. She stressed that cooperation is more than just finance and includes technology
and capacity as well. Another asked how the GST informs work on the MWP, noting the GST outcome lacks
specific mention of linkages between the two. Another participant wondered whether we could agree that
mitigation and the MWP are at the core of the process, and that we need to take ownership and responsibility

for mitigation itself.

The challenge with the MWD, said a developing country, is not an issue of disagreement but rather one of

trust, and that we should discuss with each other what challenges exist and how to course correct in terms of
implementation. He explained that developing countries came to the Global Dialogue where the environment
was reassuring, but at the last minute some proposals engendered mistrust. In order for the Europeans to take
on a leadership role, they must understand the Global South, which is united by the “trauma of colonialism”, he
added. He asked whether, in light of the GST having adopted the decision to transition away from fossil fuels,
there is a clear signal from developed countries that they are going to take the lead. Inviting Parties to share
their experiences, he said his country is committed to engaging in a massive forest restoration programme and
that the MWP would be the perfect place for it to be implemented. He called for shifting the focus to having

countries come forward to determine how they could resolve their own problems or said the MWP will collapse.

Arguing that “we don’t need to spend our gunpowder on the MWP”, a developing country reassured
participants that the GST covers everything so mitigation will not be lost. Another lamented that only one
three-hour session in Baku has been allocated to the MWP, and stressed that the Co-Chairs must provide a

better idea of what they are thinking and doing in terms of moving forward.

Reiterating that mitigation is included in the GST, one developed country asked what the role of the MWP

is within this ecosystem. She said she heard many strong voices from the Global South in Bonn. Another
added that she did not feel that there was a trust deficit, and one supported building on suggestions made by
participants at this seminar.

A developing country said that we need emissions targets and means of implementation. She added that

success stories are valuable in terms of what has and has not been working and urged leaving politics aside,
while a developed country said we are depending on each other to take mitigation action.
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ADVANCING ARTICLE 6

In presenting the concerns raised on Paris Agreement Article 6 (cooperative approaches) by the Fellows during
the Colloquium, Kristin Qui, Climate Diplomacy Adviser at Climate Analytics, Trinidad and Tobago, noted
potential harm to environmental integrity and to achieving the Paris Agreement’s temperature goal due to
unclear guidance. She discussed maintaining overall balance; encouraging participation; avoiding burdensome
systems while also ensuring transparency across different reporting requirements; ensuring a functional
international registry; and having a clear and logical sequencing/ordering process. She also underscored the

importance of Article 6 contributions to a share of proceeds for adaptation.

On a possible way forward, she stressed identifying and engaging on political issues early, e.g., interoperability
of the international registry, first transfer, and unilateral cooperative approaches, while allowing technical

discussions to move forward. She also noted initial consideration of topics to address in the Article 6 review in
2028, for example emissions avoidance, to facilitate timely technical and political considerations. She stressed:
many countries lack access to national registries; some issues have become very political; and lines are blurred

between the political and the technical issues.

Qui prefaced the discussion with guiding questions to aid mutual understanding, namely:
o Which issues are technical and which are political?

e What political leadership can be taken to facilitate resolution of the issues?

During the ensuing discussion, one developed country lamented the lack of progress and highlighted
remaining sticking points, particularly with relation to 6.2. He underscored concerns regarding reputational
risk and the importance of transparency to ensure environmental integrity. With respect to 6.4, he said all the

elements must be in place, and activities involving removals must be certified.

Another developed country acknowledged that we are still struggling with technical issues, and, with respect
to the political element, asked whether starting with clear guidance would be better. Noting the political aspect
normally follows the technical component, he said that in Bonn, it seemed that the technical delegates have

not been able to reach agreement on the way forward.

Another developed country lamented that the technical discussions are going around in circles, and “outside
forces” and experts are needed to change the dynamic to ensure environmental integrity is not lost. She asked
how we can get a centralised registry without overburdening the system, and whether there are other political
issues besides the registry. She said with one Party not prepared to accept a decision, it will need to go to the

political level.

Qu expressed surprise the registry has become a political issue as she thought there was agreement in Glasgow
to help developing countries participate in the registry. She recalled that in Sharm el-Sheikh, the decision was
made to include in the international registry a pulling and viewing function and provide an overall picture.
However, since it has now become a political issue, this change might relate to concerns about CORSIA (the

Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation).

A developing country wondered how to create a functioning ecosystem and said transparency is the most

important issue, noting flexibility in terms of exploring ways to ensure transparency.

One developed country underscored the need to work with experts to gain a better understanding of the

registry’s functionality, and for capacity building and guidance to explain the complexities to ministers.
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In his view, a developing country said although some countries are availing themselves to the mechanism under
Article 6, additional clarity and rules are needed to ensure environmental integrity is not compromised. He also
expressed bewilderment as to why a political decision is needed, also recalling agreement in Glasgow on the need

for an international registry to help developing countries that lack the capacity to set up a national registry.

Others mentioned: the need for the international registry to be fully functional under 6.2; the need for a
decision on removals; the SBSTA hybrid workshop and the draft put forward by the SBSTA Chair; and the huge
task ahead in Baku. One wondered whether the SBSTA Chair could ask the Secretariat to do a flow chart based
on decisions already taken.

Kumarsingh said the Pre-COP discussion on this issue will be quite important and that Article 6 is a priority
for the Presidency. He noted work being undertaken to finalize methodologies before Baku, including during

an October meeting,.

JUST TRANSITION WORK PROGRAMME

Kishan Kumarsingh presented on the JTWP, stating that several issues related to the JTWP still need to be
resolved, hopefully in Baku. He explained that the Fellows raised concerns regarding the outcome from Bonn
related to what a just transition really means and what it could imply, i.e. that tackling climate change should

not increase inequalities within and among countries as this would not be a just transition.

He said: international dimensions should not be imposed on national priorities and circumstances; just
transition pathways should be nationally determined and based on national circumstances and priorities;
and the JTWP should address the agreed scope, that is the recognition that just transition is broader than
the energy transition and includes socioeconomic workforce, social protections, and other efforts to mitigate

impacts associated with the transition.

Noting conversations in Bonn, he said the emphasis has been on employment impacts and economic
transitions rather than on social justice, environmental sustainability, and comprehensive socioeconomic
transformation. He also underscored linkages between just transition and other agenda items, such as the
MWP and response measures, and the need to avoid duplication under the respective work programmes.
Importantly, he said the JTWP should not be a proxy for solving controversial issues in other areas, such as

displacement and migration.

Kumarsingh emphasized the JTWP’s design should dismantle barriers and challenges to and promote
opportunities for implementation of just transition pathways, with respect to, among others, low carbon
solutions, regional grids, and transformative technology. He said outcomes should relate to the sharing of
best practices, lessons learned, a structured systematic exchange of views, and encouraging international

cooperation, all of which should be part of the Work Programme’s implementation.

Another thing that proved to be a sticking point in Bonn was the proposal for a work plan on the JTWP, which
some thought was premature. Others, however, believed a structured approach for implementing the elements
of the JTWP through development of a work plan might be more appropriate in terms of a logical flow and to

ensure implementation of all the elements.

Kumarsingh asked participants to reflect on what the transition means, how it relates to other work areas, and

how JTWP implementation can avoid duplication of efforts going forward, which he said should be grounded
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in strong scientific evidence, linking both climate ambition and effectiveness to just transition and sustainable
development. For the purposes of the discussion, he asked participants to reflect on the way forward, given
what was discussed in Bonn and reflected in the informal note. He wondered how interlinkages can best be

resolved, and how resolution can be mutually supported?

The floor was then opened for interventions. ecbi Director Benito Miiller elaborated on the transition of
countries and sectors and on the transition of people who lose their livelihoods or communities. In the context
of communities, particularly threatened ones, he stressed the importance of not just tying it down to a particular
sector or cause, he added. For example, small island communities who will lose their livelihoods over time from

sea level rise will also require a just transition, as much as coal mining communities in other regions will.

One developing country said just transition is a cross-cutting issue, as well as context specific, for example with
respect to national circumstances, development level, and how a low carbon and climate resilient development
path is being pursued. He agreed that just transition is often viewed in a mitigation-centric manner, and in

those countries with higher emissions. He also said such a transition must be viewed from a broader context,

for example, considering all the countries with low emissions whose priority is increasing climate resilience,
rather than pursuing a low carbon development pathway. He noted many least developed countries (LDCs) are
experiencing energy poverty, with much of the energy still being biomass based. In order to electrify, using “green

energy”, many countries must take on loans; thus, adequate finance and technological capacity are important.

One developed country noted differences in how the MWP and the JTWP are being discussed at this meeting.
For example, the MWP discussions took a more global perspective and suggested a stronger preference for a
safe space to share experiences and help each other. With respect to the JTWP, she pointed to a stronger focus

at the domestic level.

Another said the JTWP has great potential because it speaks to something that everyone struggles with.
Climate policies have changed in a way from a bucket of climate-specific policies and measures to broader
policy issues. She said, in the climate sphere, the tools to fix all these issues are lacking, because climate change
transition interacts with other transitions, for example the digital revolution. She explained that climate
change policies alone cannot solve structural differences on human and labour rights, for example She said the
more radical the change with respect to climate change, the more the whole of society will be involved. She said
one of the challenges is that the JTWP is becoming a work programme about “absolutely everything”, from sea

level rise, to workplaces, to intergenerational issues, to gender, to Indigenous rights.

One speaker mentioned the issue of artificial intelligence, which, he said, could make the digital divide even
worse. She expressed concerns about putting “everything in the basket”. Kumarsingh suggested stepping back
and addressing the more fundamental question of “What is the JTWP’s value?” He said that perhaps this can
then be used “as a filter to take things out of the basket”.

A participant said we must have a work programme that can be translated into concrete, tangible outcomes
and that a broadened scope is a positive thing. She stressed that the historically narrow scope has meant that
just transition has focused exclusively on the energy sector and, thus, the opportunity to address other sectors
is lost. She underscored the importance of discussions on potential impacts associated with transitioning at

a global level, and how we can collectively contribute to addressing them. She cited insufficient space to have
those conversations and that we should systematically go through the same issues at the same time to avoid
conversations that “move past each other”.
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She emphasized the need for clarity, in terms of direction, as well as what transition pathways mean for
different countries. She said the Paris Agreement speaks to addressing just transition pathways within

the context of sustainable development and poverty eradication, and working through the mitigation and
adaptation elements and means of implementation, which are required to facilitate a transition. She also
mentioned opportunities along transition pathways within global value chains, and that the JTWP presents

the space and scope to address issues “that don’t really have a home” or mode of work and identify solutions.

A developing country, noting work being undertaken by the International Labour Organization (ILO), asked
where gaps lie in understanding just transition and where work is required. She suggested research dialogues
that could feed back directly into the climate change process or through the literature review that occurs in
the context of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), for example. She said both global and
national focuses should be considered, suggesting looking at the ways some countries are dealing with the

transition in a positive way, such as how they deal with social justice related issues.

Another developing country echoed that work on the JTWP overlaps with the challenge we have under the
MWP, which, he said, relates to how we must change entire governance models and is relevant to the JTWP.

In particular, he mentioned a new scientific mindset that comes with complex science and systems thinking.
He said either we transition in a just manner or our mitigation and adaptation efforts are going to receive
backlash. He explained that what we are feeling that domestically from our own constituencies in terms of how
difficult it is for governments to communicate the complexity of the climate challenge and deliver on promises
to our citizens. He added that our institutions are failing because they are equipped to deal with simple and

linear, not complex, challenges.

The same speaker emphasized that we must use science to accept uncertainty and that environmental policies
must incorporate the social and economic dimension in a holistic and comprehensive manner. He also stated
that the IPCC also is clear that the social dimension is needed to meet the technical challenges faced. He
suggested bringing the scientific discussions into the JTWP in a pragmatic manner because, noting that it will

be challenging because dealing with complexity and system thinking is new to policymaking.

He acknowledged that climate change cannot be solved in isolation, and we must also think about the digital
revolution and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as they are part of the same challenge. He said: the
JTWP could be used to raise awareness around policymaking; the one solution for avoiding tipping points is
every policymaker needs to start thinking in “systems”; and this is how the MWP and JTWP discussions can

come together and mutually support each other.

It also reflects, he added, why, for example, countries in the Global South and SIDS, for example, are ambitious
in terms of mitigation but means of implementation are needed. He said indications from civil society, academia,

and the private sector reflect the high expectations that just transition should be “at the very core of COP30”.

One developed country agreed that the MWP and the JTWP were created to manage the complexity outlined
by previous speakers to help countries with implementing the Paris Agreement. She noted that, despite
efforts in the past under the Convention to have such spaces, we are in a much more complex world, and,
hopefully, the work programmes can be fine-tuned to make them as effective as possible. She viewed the

two work programmes as two sides of the same coin. The MWP can help us to share best practices, as well as
analyse which policies can work in which context and the JTWP is about how to ensure that such policies are
fair and socially acceptable. She echoed that if climate policies are not fair nor socially acceptable, there will
be pushback. She said the JTWP mandate includes a joint commitment to discuss pathways to achieve the

goals of the Paris Agreement. She said that the recent informal note has a clear reference to the temperature
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goal of 1.5°C. Other areas of convergence include recognition through the first GST that work programmes
should integrate the GST’s outcomes in their future planning. She believed that the JTWP could play a role
in advancements domestically, not only regarding transitioning away from fossil fuels, but also with respect
to adaptation objectives which speak to health and other social issues. She noted consensus that the JTWP
should focus on the most vulnerable so references to human rights, gender, Indigenous Peoples, and youth

must be included in the operative paragraphs of the text.

On possible topics, she said the workforce could remain at the centre of the discussions and that sharing
knowledge and experiences should continue to produce recommendations for national implementers on how
to deal with the workforce. She also emphasized: looking at how the JTWP could contribute to adaptation
objectives from the GST; agreement that the JTWP must consider differences among countries and should be
mainstreamed into other relevant work programmes; and that the two programmes can work hand in hand.

She expressed hope that the fact that they are being discussed in parallel will also help cross-fertilization.

One developing country participant suggested that the JTWP represented a “cathartic space” for some to
demand everything that they view as a priority, noting that in other spaces, we are told mitigation and
adaptation are more important than human rights, gender, and Indigenous concerns, for example. She
explained that, for some developing countries, the JTWP provides the space to address issues that are normally
neglected or pushed aside.

One developed country stressed that we are still in an exploratory mode in terms of what we want the JTWP to
achieve, noting it could be a forum where we can support each other in implementation. He said it would not
be so much about negotiations per se but rather about sharing best practices which we could all use in terms of
supporting implementation of national-level climate actions. He explained that one approach to just transition
more generally is to ensure we integrate a just transition perspective in all the other work streams, such as
mitigation, adaptation, and finance. He viewed the JTWP as a complementary effort where issues of more
horizontal nature can be highlighted. He emphasized the need to ensure the structural reforms our economies
are going through due to the digital and green transitions happen in parallel and at the same pace, so reskilling
programmes are made available for those impacted by the transition. He added that the JTWP could act as

a platform to share examples and see how they could be reflected in the various decisions. He explained this
would not single out one solution as better than another, but rather it would highlight the diversity in the
various approaches to ensure the transition is just and is happening as quickly as possible to be able realize

Article 2.1 of the Paris Agreement in terms of both temperature and resilience.

Another developed country concurred that each country has different circumstances and starting points,
and the JTWP and the MWP could learn from and help each other as they are addressing similar issues and

challenges from different perspectives.

One developed country found it interesting that some are advocating for the MWP to have a more global
perspective while others are more reluctant, which seems exactly the opposite in the context of the JTWP. He
also said for his country just transition is very important for human rights and the social dimension. However,
he also reminded participants that the origin of just transition came from trade unions who emphasized that
just transition of the workforce and decent work are critical for any transition. He warned “If you broaden it

too much you might not get anywhere”.
Another developed country also agreed the JTWP could be a space to share experiences on how others how

countries are dealing with this challenge and to follow up on implementation of the GST. She stressed that

any new policies must be looked at holistically to get all of society on board. Another said the JTWP reminded
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her of how the adaptation discussions began and that we should not follow the example of response measures
which “has been a disaster”. She said her country is trying use a whole of economy approach with their new
national climate plan. She regretted that the transport sector is not included in that plan, but organizing is

difficult because other line ministries need to be convinced to include it.

One developing country said that thematic issues could potentially be taken up within the JTWP. Wondering
about the potential to interact with what already exists, she said the overarching framework of the 2030

Agenda for Sustainable Development and its SDGs addresses all the issues being discussed under the JTWP.

Another developing country agreed that the 2030 Agenda is a perfect example of a systematic response to
climate change because every single aspect of policymaking can interact together. He said instead of using the
SDGs for climate action, climate action is crowding out the sustainable development agenda. He wondered if
synergically the SDGS and the climate regime could be combined in a way that will enable implementation. He
noted a fundamental dimension of climate justice in just transition and a dimension that also relates to the

discussion on the global solidarity taxes.

The same country noted the proposal, within the G20, for a super wealth tax, which can also be related to
climate change and loss and damage. He said we are starting to work in scenarios, anticipate futures, embrace
uncertainty and failure, and learn by doing. He explained these elements of new policymaking that are

also relevant to the JTWP could also help with the MWP. He said we could turn the climate regime into an
implementation mechanism, to help countries implement domestic policies on the ground in a way that will
communicate to the SDGs. He said climate action leads to increasing inequalities even among countries and
with time there will be backlash.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONSE MEASURES AND
THE JTWP

Annela Anger-Kraavi, Estonia, provided an overview of the relationship and linkages between the JTWP

and the work programme on response measures, noting she has been participating in the discussions for
both. She explained that part of the confusion is about lack of a definition of just transition and whether it

is “just transition” or “just transitions.” She noted ILO guidance on just transition focuses on decent work,
social inclusion, and the eradication of poverty, and mentioned the definition under the IPCC is broader. She
said while focused on workers and sectors, we must also discuss how to deal with any negative social and
environmental impacts of economic transition, and the need to minimize the negative impacts and maximize

the positive impacts of the transition.

She explained that the reason the JTWP is connected to response measures is that the Paris Agreement
mentions consideration of economies most affected by the impacts of response measures. She admitted
that while “response measures is not the most popular agenda item” in the process, it is the impacts of
climate policies and measures. She noted the roots of response measures are in the Convention itself, and
while response measures was initially seen as the space where oil producing countries air their concerns, the

discussions have moved beyond that.
She invited seminar participants to see what is happening in the discussions on response measures in parallel

to what is happening with the JTWP, noting that much of what is being discussed with respect to the JTWP

was discussed under the Forum on Response Measures.
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Anger-Kraavi said the six-year work plan that will conclude at the end of 2025 has 11 activities, four of which
are on just transition and are being implemented by the Katowice Committee of Experts on the Impacts of
the Implementation of Response Measures (KIC), the constitutive body on response measures. She noted
current discussions on the new work plan under response measures and that, in Dubai, Parties decided that
just transition will remain one of the work areas under the Forum on Response Measures. She explained

that the new work plan under response measures is in the draft stage, and out of a proposed 60 activities, 11
mention just transition. She noted that the issue of workforce is being discussed under both and work is being
duplicated, and wondered how overlap could be avoided.

She also mentioned that the response measures discussions are related to transition and climate policies, such
as Al and discussed how emerging industries might impact either climate policy and/or vulnerable groups.
She noted that some of the contentious issues under response measures are resurfacing under just transition
discussions. Reiterating there has been a shift in the discussions under response measures, she lamented it is
still being viewed as “toxic” by some. She acknowledged that the just transition discussions might be seen as
less toxic, whereby countries will be able to trust each other more. She suggested that perhaps the response
measure discussions should retain a narrow focus on just transition that is limited to workforce, while the
JTWP could include all the other aspects. She also said response measures might more of a national focus and

the JTWP would focus more on international issues.

Initially, she explained, when the JTWP discussions were beginning, some floated the idea that it should be
something akin to the Nairobi work programme on impacts, vulnerability and adaptation to climate change
where Parties would share experiences about the impacts of the transition on the workforce and on vulnerable
groups, for example how the transition might increase energy prices. A “knowledge pool” would enable

countries and other agenda items to draw on relevant knowledge for implementing climate policies.

Before opening the floor for comments, Moderator Kumarsingh explained that the idea of the session was to
get a more granular look at what those linkages are under the respective agenda items on response measures
and just transition to see how they can be reconciled in a structured manner under the JTWP and how it could
affect a decision for adoption at COP 29.

During the discussion, one developed country noted attachment to agenda items rather than to the issues
involved in those agenda items. She said having the conversation on such an important issue in two places
creates confusion and extra work. She wondered whether, now that we have designed the JTWP, if continuing
the conversation elsewhere was necessary. She said: parallel discussions must be avoided to ensure resources
are utilized efficiently; we must be willing to let go, adapt, and evolve, as the overwhelming agendas will hinder
the ability to take proper decision because we are always running out of time; and that just transition obviously
goes beyond response measures, as it is a topic that deserves its own space rather than being regarded as a

spin-off of response measures.

A participant form Legal Response International mentioned that the issue of unilateral trade measures has
come up and her organization has been asked to propose an alternative forum where the issue could be
discussed outside of the UNFCCC. She added that this is because it is an issue that is coming up not only in the
climate change context but also, for example, under biodiversity. She wondered if others in the room had views

on tackling this issue outside of the climate process.

Commenting that the response measures discussions have been political, one participant agreed that the

discussions should remain on workforce and the JTWP should discuss other aspects. She said since we are
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just starting off with JTWP, we could work to depoliticize that discussion and use it to learn about and discuss
issues that have not been discussed elsewhere.

ecbi Director Benito Muller also recalled the toxicity of the issue of response measures given it was seen as a
way for oil producers to push back on mitigation. He said we must be careful about linking it directly with the
JTWP to avoid some of the “image problems” still associated with response measures.

Anger-Kraavi thanked Benito for reminding us that when it started, response measures was about the impacts
on oil producing countries not being able to use their oil reserves, and wanting compensation. But she
reiterated that it has moved long way from that although the association still exists. She suggested changing
the name of the agenda item would be difficult, but pointed to talks on vulnerable groups, and lamented

that the association still exists. She said one of the difficulties with the JTWP is that more than half of the
negotiators in JTWP are the same as those in response measures. She also said the business sector is talking

about how they are dealing with reskilling the workforce

One developing country noted the irony of, in this process, creating or establishing something and then only
after it is created, trying to make sense of it. Given the coexistence between the JTWP and response measures,
he stressed the need for coordination between them. He said the five-year response measures work plan has
this clear divergence of views about how to or if to include just transition in the new work programme. He

said the core mandate of the response measures negotiations is very closely related to just transition, noting
it is impossible to talk about economic diversification if just transition is not referred to. He noted conceptual
difficulties with separating the two. Under the JTWP, he explained, a better understanding of the different just

transitional pathways is needed.

One developing country said we should try not to replicate in the JTWP what response measures is discussing,
and that the JTWP must find a niche for itself that differentiates it from the work of response measures. He
noted that every time just transition comes up in the climate process, we say it should fall under the World Trade
Organization (WTO) and every time it is discussed in the WTO, they say it is being discussed under the UNFCCC,
so we keep going back and forth between the two bodies. Discussions, nevertheless, are advancing and a think
tank has been established to focus how to discuss trade and climate. He believed discussing trade and climate in

both forums has merit and remained conscious of the need to keep things simple under the UNFCCC.

Another developing country said we cannot have an unfair international system, especially with climate change
measures being used as a way to justify discrimination that will enhance inequalities. He urged going beyond

negotiating tactics to having a genuine conversation.

ADVANCING THE GLOBAL STOCKTAKE

Following the conclusion of the first GST in Dubai at COP28, Parties are now looking at how the process can be
improved going forward and general discussions have already begun. During this session, Kishan Kumarsingh
presented on the GST, noting, that for the first GST, there was not enough time for political input from the
technical phase. He emphasized improving the format for exchanging views and capturing outcomes. As the
GST is all encompassing, he wondered how to maximize its impact, suggesting a more efficient process and

the possibility of a long-term strategy synthesis report. He said such issues could be included in a decision in
Baku. Other issues he mentioned included: a longer lead in for consideration of outputs and incorporating this
change in the second GST; the underlying importance of science; how to synchronize IPCC and GST processes;

and linkages with finance.
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During the discussion, a developing country noted differing views on which bodies should take on the follow
up and how best to implement GST outcomes. A developed country urged consideration of putting in place
activities that reflect GST outputs and wondered whether the GST is being taken into account when work

programmes are implemented.

One developed country: underscored that one of the GST’s primary roles is to inform NDCs; pointed to
a mandate for capacity-building workshops; and looked to the Troika of the COP27, COP28, and COP29
presidencies to keep up the pressure in this regard.

One developed country noted that the private sector is responding to the GST outcomes, and that the GST
aims to inform action and ambitions. She reminded participants that we are creating processes to look at the
GST, not creating a new process. Another developed country wondered how we can ensure adaptation has a

stronger narrative in subsequent GSTs.

A developing country affirmed that the GST would not impose anything on any Party or on work programmes

and that every aspect of the GST will be looked at, including reducing the amount of time to collect data.

Another developing country noted that for someone outside of the process, the most salient outcome from
COP29 was the text on transitioning away from fossil fuels. She said in Baku, the “common person reading
the news” will want to know what progress has been made towards the transition. However, she said one year
is not enough time for measurable progress to be made, and that we will have to explain why we did not make
progress in the year since the Dubai decision. She also said that the Troika of the COP28, COP29 and COP30
presidencies are engaged with the UN, the GST provides direction for implementation by countries, and those

that ignore the GST outcomes will be “going against the grain.”

One developed country worried that the IPCC would not be in a position to deliver its assessments in a timely
manner for the GST to be conducted based on the best available science. He hoped this could be overcome.
Otherwise, he asked, “What is the purpose of the next GST?”

A developing country lamented that the UN Secretary-General’s Climate Summits result in many commitments
and declarations with very little follow up. She said managing expectations will be complicated and much

depends on the results of the US presidential election.

A developed country echoed that the upcoming IPCC assessment should inform the next GST cycle. She

added that the United Arab Emirates dialogue on implementing the GST outcomes provides that opportunity
to “make sure we use everything we have”. She said we should not be asking others to follow up on
implementation of the GST if we are not doing it ourselves. She supported a space where we can all share what
we are doing with respect to the GST outcomes.

Another developing country reminded participants that: since this is the first GST, it sets the tone for future

GSTs. He also reiterated that Article 4.5 of the Paris Agreement is not only about enhancing commitments but

also about enhancing international cooperation.

GENDERACTION PLAN UNDERTHE CONVENTION AND
EXPECTATIONS FOR BAKU
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Annela Anger-Kraavi, Estonia, presented on this issue, stressing the need to get more women into leadership
positions and to better integrate gender perspective into policies. She underscored that women suffer the
consequences of climate change and are often the decision makers in households. She explained that while
gender is its own agenda item, it is also a cross-cutting issue. She emphasized: reviewing the enhanced Lima
Work Programme agenda; the need for a new Gender Action Plan (GAP); and adopting a new work programne
in Belém. She mentioned sticking points, such as the Russian Federation preferring to use “biological sex”
instead of “gender” and not recognizing that gender is broader than men and women. She also mentioned that
UNEFCCC Executive Secretary Simon Stiell has been a gender champion throughout the UN system, ensuring
more women are in leadership positions within the UNFCCC. She noted that during the June sessions, women
make up around 50% of delegations, while at COPs it is closer to 30%. She asked whether the work programme
should also be serving the CMA and the Paris Agreement.

During the ensuing discussion, a developing country expressed concern that during the June session, we
regressed even on agreed language. She said delegations should be getting not only the gender focal points
involved as they often do not have good communication with the rest of the delegation. She said gender
responsiveness was challenged not only by Russia but also by the Holy See. She lamented that the issue often
gets “sacrificed” as it is viewed as only aa cross-cutting issue and often not a stand-alone issue. With respect to
women’s participation, she said a more inclusive process. should be encouraged, especially for COPs with larger

delegations, and that women need to speak up more during the negotiations.

A developed country lamented that getting action items or agreed language is becoming increasingly difficult. She
agreed with those who have expressed frustration with the Holy See monopolizing the room with its conservative
views. She lamented that delegations usually send junior delegates to the gender discussions so change must
begin within national delegations and in countries. On the importance of mainstreaming gender, she said we still
have a long way to go, and that new climate strategies must be viewed through a gender lens. She argued that the

work programme and GAP should also serve the CMA as the Paris Agreement is a legal treaty.

Another developed country agreed that the subject of gender is often treated as secondary; mentioned
“massive confusion” about concepts; reiterated that women and girls are more impacted by climate change; and

believed that we are going backwards on the issue.

A developing country stressed the importance of continuing with the GAP, noting that while his delegation was
previously not gender balanced, it is now. He said heads of delegation must agree on sending a strong message,
especially those that have policies supporting gender balance. He said the Paris Agreement should also benefit
from this, and that the role of gender focal points is an important issue. He noted that “everything starts at

home before the meetings”.

Another developing country said that: in the LDC Group, women’s participation is low, and efforts are being
made to change this; LDCs get three Secretariat-funded delegates for COPs and two for the SBs in Bonn; the
constituted bodies and funds must be approached in order to get participation increased; and efforts are being

made within the Green Climate Fund (GCF) to increase the number of female board members.

A developed country acknowledged that the UNFCCC is not family friendly. She highlighted travel on
weekends, harassment and a bad atmosphere, and lack of adequate pay to make it worthwhile to travel to
negotiations. She mentioned back-to-back workshops, the pre-COP, pre-sessional meetings before the COP
even begins. She noted a lack of willingness to see if some events can take place virtually and hoped this would
change. While a good balance exists with women under 35, after age 35, women’s participation decreases.

She few women have served as G-77 Chair, and that only two SBI Chairs have been women. She questioned
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whether we need to meet for two weeks in Bonn only to “get nothing done” and that there are other ways to
organize our work. While negotiations require onsite presence, other things can be done virtually or in a more

effective manner, and some issues with multi-year agendas do not require negotiations every year.

Another developed country participant said that in the gender discussions, it is usually women speaking with
each other. She underscored the need to raise awareness in national delegations with respect to: why increasing
women’s participation is so important; why climate change disproportionately affects women; why spreading
gender across other agenda items is so important; mainstreaming gender in climate policies; and why the
gender discussions are not only for women. She said her delegation used to be only women and now men are

on the delegation.

One developing country stressed the importance of capacity building, reiterated the cross-cutting aspect of
gender, and bringing gender in under the GST. Noting limited finance, she said the Secretariat should increase

the budget for gender workshops and other related activities.

Another developing country agreed that participation of women and gender balance on delegations must be
enhanced, adding that female delegates must be assigned some of the more difficult issues and agenda items
that often go to men. She said, in her country, the diplomatic core stives to reflect society and that diplomats
go through rigorous training. She highlighted advances made by women in the IPCC leadership, although the
top job has still only been held by men. She also said gender must be mainstreamed in other tracks with input
from the gender group. However, she said it is not necessary for the work programme and GAP to serve the
CMA since it is to enhance the Convention and everything under the Convention also serves the CMA. She also
said the perspective of youth should be considered as the “youth lobby” is growing. On whether COP30 will be

“family friendly”, the answer was yes.

A developed country mentioned the EU’s support for enhancing and improving mainstreaming, which begins
at home, pointing to her country’s “feminist foreign policy”. Another said without the focus on gender, she
would not be in her leadership role under the UNFCCC. One speaker lamented that the gender team in the
UNFCCC Secretariat has a very small staff, and that more resources are needed.

Moderator Kumarsingh said discussions on this emerging issue of concern is already embedded in the UNFCCC
process, which is already a step forward. Benito Miiller asked how we can involve women in combatting climate

change on the ground, not just in the negotiations.

CLIMATE SOLIDARITY LEVIES

ecbi Director Benito Miiller opened this session on Climate Solidarity Levies (CSLs) and introduced a speaker

that presented on the Global Solidarity Levies Task Force, which is co-chaired by France, Kenya, and Barbados.

Yusuf Hussein, Climate Finance Lead, Office of the Special Envoy for Climate Change, Executive Office of
the President of the Republic of Kenya, highlighted the work of the Global Solidarity Levies Task Force. He
acknowledged the member countries of the Global Solidarity Levies Task Force and the European Climate
Foundation. He thanked the Government of Brazil, the current G20 President, for featuring the task force of
the G20 Tax Symposium and for their steadfast support. He underscored that we must recognise the critical
role of innovative funding mechanisms in achieving climate and environmental goals. The Global Solidarity
Levies Task Force seeks new and equitable ways to generate additional financial resources for climate action

and sustainable development.
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Looking ahead to COP 29, often referred to as the finance CODP, he said his presentation would focus on

how these innovative financial solutions can support a just transition, enhance climate resilience, and drive
progress towards achieving the SDGs, as well as explore strategies, opportunities, and next steps for the Task
Force as it prepares to bring its ideas to the international stage. He said investments to deliver on the SDGs

are estimated to be around USD 5.4 trillion, with climate and nature-related investments to make up around
USD 2.4 trillion, out of which USD 1.4 trillion will be mobilized domestically and USD 1 trillion will be financed
through bilateral and innovative concessional finance, private finance, the multilateral development banks

(MDBs) and other development finance.

Hussein explained that the Global Solidarity Levies Task Force for the People and the Planet aims to bring
together global coalition of countries to identify new ways to raise additional finance through legacy in an
equitable manner. He recalled that it was formally launched at COP 28 by Kenyan President William Ruto,
Barbados Prime Minister Mia Mottley, and French President Emmanuel Macron. He noted discussions were

underway to broaden the group.

He underscored the objective of promoting an international agreement on one or more levy options by COP
30, whereby countries commit to implement a levy at the domestic level or in a relevant international forum
and to allocate part of the revenues to climate action and development. He explained that the task force is
focusing on: fostering political will; advancing various options for international levies; serving as a multilateral
space to discuss and study specific levy options; the potential impact of such measures; and assessing the

best way to ensure equity in design and via reallocating resources. He said possible revenue sources include
progressive taxes on untaxed or undertaxed carbon intensive activity and on extreme wealth. He noted the
Task Force is considering a levy on aviation and on maritime shipping. He also mentioned as possibilities,
among others, a fossil fuel tax, an extraction tax, a financial transaction tax, and sharing revenues from carbon
pricing and carbon markets. He said the Task Force will assess the options it wishes to advance through key
research parameters, including revenue adequacy, international and domestic equity and fairness, behavioural
response, leakage effect, and political feasibility. He reiterated that the co-chairs are willing to accommodate
and build a coalition of countries to advance the Task Force’s efforts by COP 30.

ecbi Director Benito Miller then presented on Climate Solidarity Levies, providing an overview and evolution
of the idea. He said that Saleemul Huq convinced him to revive the idea of levies, which was first raised in
2006, and picked up and submitted by the LDCs in Poznan in 2008, although at that time the proposal “didn’t
fly.” He added that one problem is that the UNFCCC really does not have the remit to legislate such levies. He
said if a sector raises money for climate change, they usually want to reinvest in the sector rather than allocate
it for loss and damage in developing countries. He recalled ecbi’s recent discussion note on climate solidarity
levies and that the original idea of an international air transport adaptation levy was based on the French
solidarity tax of 2006. In the case of France, the money flows into a dedicated trust fund, not into the general
budget. Last year, he said the French fund raised 370 million euros. He said studies have concluded that such

levies have no impact on passenger numbers or tourism.

He noted about 20 countries, including many developing countries, have joined the Climate Solidarity Alliance,
clarifying that it does not involve any multilateral agreement or decision. He mentioned the Fiji Climate
Relocation of Communities Trust Fund of 2019 to deal with loss and damage. An Environment and Climate
Adaptation Levy, he said, charges 5% and 3% of this levy goes to this trust fund for loss and damage (3.5
million USD). He said a fund that operates separately from the public budget also has the potential to attract

other private sector money, as well as philanthropic sources.

He explained that if a developing country chooses, voluntarily, to contribute something from its domestic fund to

the Loss and Damage Fund under the Paris Agreement, the developed country partners in the alliance, through
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a solidarity payback, would contribute twice as much directly to the trust fund of the developing country. In this
way, he said, developing countries “can show solidarity and get an incentive to do so. That’s all there is to it”. He
suggested getting Brazilian President Lula on board to formally launch the Alliance in at COP 30 in Belém.

He said we need three or four countries to start, with other countries coming in.

He suggested that, in countries where a federal levy would not be possible, like the US, subnational entities,
such as Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, could be approached, for example, as they are responsible
for the three area airports (LaGuardia, JFK, and Newark). He noted a USD 5 air levy per passenger would yield
USD 600 million annually, and work being undertaken with the International Peace Institute in New York to

see whether this would be legally feasible.

During the ensuing discussion, one developing country noted they are considering an invitation by France
to join the Global Solidarity Levy Task Force. However, she cautioned that the new mechanisms and
initiatives should not be substitutes for or replace climate finance mechanisms under the UNFCCC and Paris
Agreement, which she said should continue to be strengthened and be predictable in terms of availability of
climate finance. In addition, she stressed giving more attention to ensuring that financial flows align with
the development of low-carbon economies. She noted evidence of structural characteristics of the current
international financial system that impair the ability of most developing countries to get resources in the

international market under competitive conditions.

She urged analysing the regulations and functioning of the international system, while acknowledging that the
UNEFCCC lacks the tools to promote structural changes. However, she said if we are serious about the trillions
of dollars needed to finance the energy transition, we must talk about the structural changes needed to get

such resources.

She recalled that in the context of the G20, the Global Task Force on the Global Mobilization against Climate
Change (TF-CLIMA) was established to discuss the specifics of the international financial system and the
structural changes that should be considered to facilitate climate finance. She said European partners

have been constructive in this discussion. She also stressed the importance of national transition plans as

investment platforms, so investors can understand climate policy and the benefits of investment.

In addition, she emphasized G20 efforts on reforming the MDBs to enhance accessibility and access to resources,
and “unlocking structural changes in the international financial system”. She noted that the impacts of
regulations imposed on banks following the 2008 economic crisis are being felt in developing countries, in that
such regulations make it more expensive and riskier for developing countries to access international money. She

hoped future discussions could further address how to align financial flows with low carbon development.

Another developing country said TF CLIMA will identify all the areas in which the G20 is talking about
climate and how this can fit into the UNFCCC’s work. He explained that TF CLIMA was not conceived to be a
negotiating exercise, but rather to talk about structural changes. Relevant to the Global Solidarity Levies, he

mentioned the proposal to tax the super-rich.

Miiller reiterated that the Climate Solidarity Alliance and levies are not intended to be a substitute for climate
finance. He expressed his previous concerns that the Loss and Damage Fund would either be a placebo fund
(the developing countries are happy, but the fund is empty) or “a siphon fund” that would siphon money away
from the other climate funds; thus, the need to come up with innovative sources of finance to help populate

the new fund. He added that, as Fiji has shown, it does not have to be an airline tax. The main thing is that
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innovative sources are earmarked for loss and damage through national loss and damage trust funds. He also
maintained that the intention is not to detract from the Bridgetown Initiative and the need to reform the
financial architecture. However, regardless of how long it might take to reform the international financial

architecture, funding for loss and damage is needed now.

One developing country said he was glad to see the proposal for levies revived, recalling that, for years,

the LDCs tried to put this forward, although at that point it was not about loss and damage per se. When
discussing the issue, the understanding was that public finance could be predictable, but also that the levies
would be as well. He said from the perspective of the LDCs, private sector finance is very uncertain and
unpredictable, as there was a lack of trust that LDCs would benefit from private sector financing. He believed

that if G20 countries take the lead on the issue, then we will have a successful outcome.

He also noted that his country has been piloting fossil fuel taxes and investing the revenues in hydropower

to discourage importing fossil fuels, which his country does not produce. He explained this could be replaced
with renewables produced at home. He said for every litre of diesel petrol used, consumers are being taxed
through this green tax. The aim is to bring the proceeds into the “Prime Minister’s Disaster Risk Management
Fund”, which would provide the resources for climate extreme events or other disasters. In addition to
domestic sourcing for the fund, he hoped that development partners would contribute resources to this fund.
He said one obstacle is that donors and development partners do not want to put money into the Disaster
Management Fund, because then “their identity is lost”. He concluded that, while much work remains, we are

moving in the right direction.

A developed country agreed that the G20 that as its countries are responsible for 80% of emissions, they
should drive the agenda, as well as push for reforming the international financial mechanism. She echoed the
sentiment that the remit and ability of the UNFCCC process is very limited in what it can do. She expressed
reassurances that innovative sources of finance would not be a substitute for any climate finance but said that
drawing on innovative instruments is the only way to respond to the calls for new and additional funding. She
argued that a lot of development finance is also climate finance, although she acknowledged divisiveness on
this issue. She explained that from the point of view of finance ministries, earmarking is not the best way to
ensure an efficient allocation of resources. She added that finance ministries often do not like outside trust
funds, because they lack control over them. However, for underfunded areas, she said a rational case could be
made. She noted that having a separate fund is a way to ensure that the ministries of finance “do not get their
hands on the ... [funds] and use [them] for other purposes”. She said in addition to the airline levy, taxes on
tourism and on fossil fuels could be further explored. She concluded by noting that the fact that developing

countries are beginning to act signals the severity of the climate crisis.

One developing country shared his country’s experience with implementing air levies. He highlighted the creation
of a fund to combat poverty and hunger, noting that while not specifically a climate fund, it is sustainable
development fund and concentrated in the Latin America and the Caribbean region. He said part of the money
collected is also spent nationally, and some of the projects funded relate to climate change, although that is not
the primary focus. He added that many private companies, including those with an international presence, may
not be aware of instruments to which they can contribute. He suggested raising the profile of these types of
mechanisms. He said the proposal being discussed is feasible and doable, but depends very much on political will.

He explained that the maritime sector is more difficult because there are not clear shipping routes.

In response, Miiller reiterated that the proposal is not for an international agreement and countries can decide
for themselves whether they would want to participate. He noted that a relatively small levy would have no
impact on demand, and tourist-dependent countries need not worry. He said countries can apply such a levy as

they wish as long as the revenues are easily collectible and set aside for loss and damage, for example, if Saudi
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Arabia wanted to apply a fossil fuel production tax for a domestic loss and damage fund. He reiterated that
carbon taxes are not that easy to collect, but everyone has an airport tax, which could be increased a bit. One

does not have to go through parliament to apply it and it is a predictable source.

One developing country mentioned her country’s familiarity with national-level levies and experience with a
Preservation and Conservation Trust Fund and a Blue Bond Fund. She said obviously the tax ends up being
nationally determined, including how it is going to be used. At the international level, she pointed to a long-

standing debate on tax cooperation to deal with issues around fair allocation of tax and rights.

A developed country noted that under the International Maritime Organization, different options are being
considered for levies, and this should be on our radar. She said her country has a longstanding CO2 tax on
fossil fuels for heating, which is redistributed, thereby addressing the social element. She noted a proposal

a few years ago to have an aviation levy that would have been less expensive for economy class and more
expensive for business class. However, the proposal was not accepted at the time. She said her country would
be supportive of a global carbon tax or the introduction of a mechanism for pricing emissions, and, although
such a reality is not realistic now, it is something to keep on the radar for the future. She noted the UN
Secretary-General’s proposal on taxing fossil fuels. She hoped this could be discussed further, but remarked

that time is limited to bring all the ideas together prior to the COP.

One speaker asked how to ensure a conversation or a process around levies is as inclusive and as transparent
as possible and where in the process such a conversation would be located: for example, would it be under a
specific working stream, or would it require an additional protocol? She pointed to the significant work being
done outside of the UNFCCC, for example, work TF CLIMA’s efforts to bring together the conversations that
ordinarily happen in silos. She emphasised that it is a process question more than anything, with respect to

how to take it forward in a multilateral setting.

In response to some of the comments, Miiller reiterated that an international governance structure is not needed
for the envisioned climate solidarity levies. He added that France has a 160-million-euro surplus from their
solidarity levy. He added that if France decides to do the same for loss and damage as it has done for HIV/AIDS,
it will be easier as they would not have to go through appropriations every year, and the Loss and Damage Fund

would know approximately how much would come from France over the next 10 years as it can be projected.

He concluded that, if developing countries get involved and begin collecting money at home, the idea would
be to provide incentives directly to those developing countries to show solidarity with them. The system, he
reiterated, is purely voluntary, with voluntary contributions to the Loss and Damage Fund from developing

countries, whose national loss and damage funds would then also benefit.

GLOBAL GOAL ON ADAPTATION

Xolisa Ngwadla, consultant, South Africa, presented on the Global Goal on Adaptation (GGA), noting key
things agreed to in Dubai were the setting of targets: some sectoral and some dimensions of the iterative
adaptation cycle. He said the work in Belém was expected to focus on the targets which are the dimensions of
the interactive adaptation cycle. He highlighted planning, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation,

and noted agreement on some but not all the dimensions.

He recalled that SB60 focused on modalities and expressed disappointment on the lack of progress with

respect to the substance of the indicators and difficulties for the Secretariat to “paint a picture of where we
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are”. He queried how experts can contribute to their development. He remarked how insufficient guidance
leads to poor outcomes, particularly for adaptation-related matters, and said it was crucial for COP 29 to

provide guidance for experts.

Ngwadla also wondered what parameters could look like and how indicators can provide meaningful guidance,
and mentioned the need for comprehensiveness and a workplan. He explained that indicators are not used as
a negotiating tool but rather to provide better quality and clarity of the information towards the targets. He

reiterated that as targets are not quantifiable, assessing progress is difficult.

With respect to COP 29, he underscored the importance of addressing finance, a cross-cutting issue across
targets, and having finance indicators for each of the dimensions. He explained the desire to gradually move
toward SDG-type targets and national targets. He called for a clear understanding of what is needed and what

it costs to adapt, and that developed countries will have to bear a significant amount of the costs.

During the ensuing discussion, a developed country stressed that adaptation and mitigation will have to be
in balance, and that the Belém outcome on indicators will be important. He highlighted the need to be aware
of indicators that have already been developed by agencies in the field, and to determine how relevant or not
relevant they are at the national level. He remarked that the issue of data readiness has not been addressed,
and that if we want to have a better balance between mitigation and adaptation, it is important to monitor

progress, which will enable more progress on adaptation.

Ngwadla agreed that as more ideas come forward, we should begin with data readiness, noted that some tiers
are data intensive, while others are not, and wondered how we can have different tiers that do not become
onerous. He mentioned looking at indicators that have been successful and whether they are applicable to the
GGA. He underscored the emphasis on national ownership, that is a “global goal with national dimensions”
and national obligations. He also mentioned the need to have global indicators that can be assessed every few
years. With respect to indicators developed by other international organizations, he stressed that the bulk of

them are relevant to the sectors mentioned in paragraph 9 of the Dubai CMA decision on the GGA.

On indicators, one developed country said that “we should not let the perfect be the enemy of the good”. She
explained that we are trying to track something with global indicators that is quite specific and implemented
nationally, and that indicators are needed to improve policy development. She said that public finance is

increasingly going toward adaptation.

A developing country reiterated that Baku is the middle point of the Belém work programme. She stated that
countries need help to develop NAPs, noting that many countries lack them.

Another developing country noted the challenge of implementing what was agreed in Dubai. He recalled that
we have had 10 years to come up with the GGA but that we are behind in terms of finance and methodologies.
He recalled that when discussing mandates, some were complaining that the CMA was sending political
questions to the Adaptation Committee. He supported requesting that the Secretariat prepare a report on

transformational adaptation.

Another developing country asked about work on indicators for means of implementation and how that would
interface with the NCQG, thoughts on providing input to the second GST and whether it could provide a
sufficient input to that process, and where the work would be located within the process, for example, under

adaptation or under finance.
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Ngwadla reiterated that adaptation needs are nationally determined and wondered how to help countries
better advance adaptation. Citing challenges regarding the availability of technological information, he said
that is where the global community comes into play. He noted indicators should be aggregable and not lead to

an additional burden for countries.

A developed country, on indicators and the NCQG, differentiated between setting a goal and establishing
indicators. She said the NCQG does not mean having an abstract number and indicators are not meant to
set targets or numbers; did not see any contradiction with the NCQG; and acknowledged that “silos” with
respect to the issues are understandable because everyone desires a good outcome on the specific issues they

are negotiating.

Another developing country said we are in a better position to provide input to the second GST in part due
to the decision taken on the GGA in Dubai. She stressed the importance of aligning the IPCC and the GST

cycles, from an adaptation perspective as the IPCC provides useful information. She lamented we have not
been very successful at making use of available information and urged giving more serious consideration to

the IPCC assessments.

A developed country said the GGA decision is a landmark decision; yet, it has not received the information
that is needed. She wondered if perhaps adaptation efforts can be transformed into a business proposition,
that would not be about making money but rather about protecting investments, akin to an insurance policy.
Another developed country noted advances being made to have NAPs in all countries and mentioned crowding

in private finance.

Cautioning that the GGA and indicators are not a silver bullet, one developed country lamented that
everything seems to be revolving around the GGA. She urged also looking at NAP reviews and not putting all
eggs in one basket. She also noted the enormous finance gap on adaptation; said that “when we have a global
indicator system, we will have progress on adaptation”; and supported better utilizing the systems we have,
mentioning the Adaptation Committee, as an example. She hoped the indicator system will be dynamic and
respond to needs on the ground. She cautioned against creating indicators that lock us into a place where we

are not able to capture societal change.

In closing, Ngwadla said that at COP 29, the biggest issue that will be discussed is indicators. He also mentioned
exploring how to support future GSTs, and more effective adaptation action that can be tracked globally.

CLOSING AND FEEDBACK FROM PARTICIPANTS

In closing, ecbi Miiller reiterated that the purpose of the seminars is not to come to any agreement or
consensus, but to build trust and get to know each other in an informal setting. However, he said sometimes
ideas sprouted in the seminar grow into something bigger; for example, he explained that the idea of the
Standing Committee on Finance was first raised at one of the seminars. He asked participants how they feel
about the seminar, whether they think the current formula is working, and if there is anything that can be

done to improve upon for the future.

Many of the participants thanked the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark for its generous financial
support for the seminar and Benito and Kishan for organizing the meeting.
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One developed country stressed the importance of having discussions in smaller groups with more interaction.
He wondered if, in the future, there was a way to engage even more during the seminar sessions themselves,
with actual dialogue rather than just statements. He suggested smaller roundtables or breakout groups

discussing the same issues, but with fewer people.

One developing country said that, for her, getting to know each other better in an informal setting really helps
when things get tough in the negotiations, as you can more easily talk to each other and understand divergent
positions. For next year, she suggested bringing in other speakers to help us “think outside of the box”, for

example, experts in systems thinking or artificial intelligence. She hoped the seminars would continue so that

more delegates could benefit.

Another developing country representative said the seminars are invaluable. He acknowledged that we all have
biases which come from our cultural backgrounds, and stressed the importance of understanding these biases
so we can really have positive encounters and not conflict. He said those from the Global South know European
reality more the other way around, which is another good reason for these types of events. He said we should
approach the seminars with a “a lot of curiosity”, not only to understand the agendas of others, but also to

better understand our own biases and accept them.

A developed country suggested having more informal discussions where we get to know each other on
a personal level and to understand the positions and the frustrations of others. She noted moments of
agreement in the room on some of the issues. She suggested mixing up the seating arrangements to ensure

more interaction with those holding different views.

One developing country said this setting provides the opportunity to engage with other workstreams that
might not be their area of focus in the negotiations. He noted positive conversations, not only between

developed and developing countries, but also among developing countries.

Another said the fact that you put up a flag or press a button to speak gives a more formal feeling like that of
the negotiations, and wondered whether a more innovative, informal way of holding the discussions would

enable more engagement.

Another speaker recognized how difficult putting together a seminar is, practically and logistically. She
suggested having young female negotiators from both developed and developing countries attend as it would
be a great capacity-building opportunity and amazing place to provide that space. For the Bonn seminar, she
said this would not constitute an additional cost. She also suggested reshuffling seats daily to get to know and

talk to different participants. She also suggested doing something special for ecbi’s 20th anniversary in 2025.

One developing country commended the constructive conversations, and supported others who spoke to the
need to find ways to ensure even more interaction during the meeting itself. She said being identified by name
rather than country provides for more frank conversations and thinking outside the box. Another developing
country, noting he has been to multiple seminars, said the interactions are always friendly and direct, which is
really appreciated, especially in this massive process that tends to be impersonal where we sit behind a flag and
a microphone. He supported a bit more flexibility in the way interactions happen, possibly by allocating some

free time for more informal conversations.
Another said the experience has been invaluable and her understanding of issues that she does not follow

in the negotiations became clearer. She said one of the gaps within the climate process is the silos approach,

where things are happening in different rooms without knowing how they are evolving in the other room. She
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said a format such as these seminars creates a space to make linkages and break out of the silos. She added that
these seminars create an excellent space to engage beyond the mandates of specific discussions.

A developing country participant said both the Fellows Colloquium and the Seminar were useful for different
reasons. With respect to the Colloquium, she said having conversations among developing countries is very

welcome, and the Seminar was a very useful trust-building exercise.

Another suggested having a list with all the names and contract information in advance, and having other like-

minded developing countries attend.

One commented that breakout or smaller group discussions could be also helpful. She said it was clever to not

share the questions ahead of time so that statements cannot be prepared, and discussions are more spontaneous

In closing, Benito Miiller said they would take some of the suggestions on board and thanked everyone “from
the bottom of my heart” for attending.
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