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1. Introduction

The twenty-second sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies (SB 22) of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) took place from 19 to 27 May 2005 at the Maritim Hotel in Bonn, Germany. The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) met from 19 to 27 May and the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) met from 20 to 27 May. Discussions were carried in the formal Subsidiary Bodies’ meetings and consultations and through a number of side events. Prior to the SB sessions, a 2-day pre-sessional Seminar of Governmental Experts (SOGE) was held between 16 and 17 May. 
Close to 1600 participants attended SB 22, most of whom were delegates from the 156 Parties to the Convention and one observer State, and representatives of numerous UN agencies and intergovernmental and non-governmental organisations. ICRAF participated to the discussions as an International Research Organisation (IRO). 
Although climate meetings create a lot of enthusiasm in general, SB 22 came with a particular flavour and a greater sense of anticipation. First, this was the first gathering of the Subsidiary Bodies since the Kyoto Protocol entered into force in February 2005. Second, it was the final preparatory session leading to the first Conference of the Parties serving as Meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (COP/MOP 1), which will take place from 28 November to 9 December 2005, in Montreal, Canada. 
This report gives a few highlights on the latest development in the climate regime.
2. Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA)
The SBSTA held discussions five times in plenary and through a number of contact groups and informal consultations. At the end of these meetings, some draft conclusions were reached, but some draft decisions had to be forwarded to COP/MOP 1 for consideration. A wide range of items were addressed including: 

· scientific, technical and socioeconomic impacts of, and vulnerability and adaptation to, climate change; 
· climate change mitigation; 
· the development and transfer of technologies; 
· registry systems under the Protocol; and 
· research needs relating to the Convention. 
Adaptation 
The scientific, technical and socioeconomic aspects of impacts of, and vulnerability and adaptation to, climate change were discussed in several occasions including an in-session workshop and numerous informal consultations and contact group meetings. The workshop consisted in two parts: first, presentations were made by experts to share some useful ideas and experiences in relation to this agenda item; and then Parties were invited to provide inputs on how to develop the five-year SBSTA work programme on adaptation as agreed at the 10th Conference of the Parties (COP 10) that was held in December 2004 in Buenos Aires, Argentina: the Buenos Aires Programme of Work on Adaptation and Response Measures. 
The major points that transpired from the presentations include:

· the need for information sharing and international cooperation;

· the relevance of bottom-up approaches in impact, vulnerability and adaptation studies, engaging both practitioners and policy makers; and 
· the integration of climate change adaptation into sustainable development. 
In the following discussions, the developing countries, grouped in the ‘G-77 and China’ ensemble, and the Alliance of Small Island Developing States (AOSIS) re-emphasised the specific case of the most vulnerable to climate change impacts, i.e., the least developed countries (LDCs) and the Small Island Developing States (SIDS). Saudi Arabia, together with other OPEC member countries, underscored the vulnerability of the oil exporting countries to climate change response measures since a reduction in the global oil demand can adversely affect their socio-economic development.

. 
There were conflicting views as regards the Programme of Work. The USA, for instance, suggested that focussing on priority sectors was the best way to deal with impacts, vulnerability and adaptation issues. This view was disputed by the G-77 and China, which argued that the use of a variety of integrated approaches was more appropriate. This group would be more favourable to a livelihoods approach that focuses on assets. There was also concern from the Africa Group which argued that a sectoral approach could marginalise local knowledge. Japan believed that prioritising sectors can be a time-consuming exercise and suggested that a broad thematic approach was the best way forward. The G-77 and China, backed by AOSIS, further proposed the establishment of an Experts’ Working Group to facilitate progress on this issue. 
No consensus was reached at the end of the discussions. SBSTA requested the Secretariat to organise an informal workshop before the 23rd sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies (SB 23), which will take place at the same time as COP/MOP 1 in Montreal, so as to facilitate the development of the Programme of Work. 

Mitigation 
Discussions on mitigation were held in one plenary and in several workshops and contact groups. The in-session workshop was an opportunity for the delegates to hear from the international experts who made presentations on factors affecting mitigation technology innovation, deployment, and diffusion. There were also discussions on a wide range of issues including the socio-economic aspects of mitigation such as poverty reduction; energy efficiency; public investment in R&D; market barriers; and the clean development mechanism (CDM). 

Consensus was found on the issue of reporting by the Secretariat on lessons learned from previous mitigation workshops. The timing for reporting was agreed upon and Parties insisted that the reports should be as concise as possible. SBSTA requested the Secretariat to prepare a concise report on the topics presented at the in-session workshops, covering greenhouse gases, sectors, technologies, regions and socioeconomic aspects and other related factors addressed. The report should be available by 15 July 2005.  
The issue of carbon capture and storage was also raised in the contact group. Canada indicated that there was an upcoming IPCC special report on the issue, and suggested that carbon capture and storage should be considered before COP/MOP 2. 

Registry systems under the Kyoto protocol

What came out clearly from the various discussions was that the International Transaction Log (ITL) would not be operational before the second half of 2006. Details are in place for the Secretariat to test the ITL, which is thus expected to be ready by the third quarter of 2006. Recent contributions by Parties to the Trust Fund for Supplementary Activities will allow the Secretariat to proceed with the development of ITL. As a result, CDM projects cannot participate in the EU carbon market for the time being. 
Development and transfer of technologies
This item was addressed in a plenary and in many other formal an informal gatherings. During the SBSTA plenary, EGTT (Expert Group on Technology Transfer) Chairman, Kishan Kummarsingh, presented the EGTT’s most recent report. Malaysia, on behalf of G-77 and China, underscored the importance of meeting the needs identified in the technological needs assessments (TNAs) and asked for a full review of implementation of COP decisions related to technology transfer since COP 1. The Umbrella Group (a group of developed countries, including the US, Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, Norway and Iceland) stressed the importance of private sector involvement and the need to create an enabling environment. 

During contact group meetings and informal discussions, delegates deliberated on draft text prepared by the Co-Chairs. Discussions focused on a broad range of issues, including whether SBSTA should recommend tasks to EGTT under its terms of reference; the review of COP decisions since COP 1; the assessment of the implementation framework; the involvement of the private sector; long term strategies; and the consideration of specific technologies. 

In its conclusions, the SBSTA welcomed the report of the EGTT Chairman and commended the collaboration between UNEP and UNDP on the analysis of the TNAs. The SBSTA announced that a workshop for innovative financing of development and transfer of technologies was planned for October 2005 and stressed that the EGTT will explore further the issue of public domain and publicly owned technologies. It also reported that a seminar on adaptation technologies were to be held from 14-16 June 2005, in Trinidad and Tobago. The SBSTA further invited Parties to provide financial support and encouraged the EGTT to continue considering issues relating to diffusion and transfer of advanced, cleaner and more efficient, affordable and cost-effective energy technologies, taking into account the outcomes of the TNAs. 

Finally, SBSTA agreed on terms of reference to guide the EGTT in preparing recommendations for enhancing the implementation of the framework for technology transfer. Among other things, the EGTT is requested to: 

· review the progress made and the effectiveness in the implementation of activities identified under each key theme of the framework; 

· suggest ways and means to advance the implementation of the framework; 

· identify practical actions and concrete steps for the involvement of the private sector; 

· consider how to enhance cooperation with relevant conventions and intergovernmental processes; 

· consider medium- and long-term strategies and planning of work; 

· consider how to promote collaborative research; and 

· recommend possible revision of key themes in the existing framework. 

Research needs relating to the Convention
Discussions on this agenda item was basically aimed at establishing a dialogue between SBSTA and research programmes and institutions at the national, regional and international level. The two main topics examined were: (1) the need to enhance the capacity of developing countries to contribute to the global effort of addressing climate change, for example through a greater involvement of developing country experts; and (2) whether or not there was a need for SBSTA to guide the IPCC on research. 
At the end of the discussion SBSTA made draft conclusions as follows: 
· submissions by Parties on research needs and priorities were invited; 
· the Secretariat was requested to prepare a synthesis report of research needs and to make it available to Parties and relevant regional and international climate change research programmes before SB 24; 
· the Secretariat was requested to organise a side event at SB 24 so as to enhance communication between climate change research organisations and SBSTA;
· the need to enhance the research capacity of developing countries was emphasised; 
· the relevance of improved understanding of climate change to inform the development of technologies for mitigation and adaptation was recognised.

3. Subsidiary body for implementation (SBI)
SBI 22 provided an opportunity to complete work on some longstanding issues and on issues left unresolved at COP 10, including matters related to the Least Developed Countries (LDCs), national communications from non-Annex I Parties, and the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF).   

Matters relating to the least developed countries
Discussions on LDCs kicked off on Friday 20 May, when the LEG (LDC Expert Group) Chair, Paul Desanker, briefed delegates on the LEG’s April 2005 meeting. Then, 2 other LEG members, namely Ricardo Moita and Richard Muyungi, reported on pre-sessional activities involving representatives from a number of Annex II Parties, LDCs, the GEF and implementing agencies. Parties were eager to find an agreement on the operation of the LDC Fund and to move forward on implementation. 
There were many contact groups and informal meetings on LDC matters in which two major subjects were discussed in length. The first was a European Union (EU) proposal that funding from the LDC Fund should be used to support priority adaptation activities identified in the National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) that are additional to activities that would be undertaken to respond to climate variability. This proposal was supported by other Parties or negotiating groups but not by the LDCs themselves, who argued that it is very difficult to differentiate between climate variability and climate change. The second point was about the development of a co-financing scale for activities that would not receive full-cost funding. The LDCs stressed that the unique circumstances of each country should be taken into account while developing this scale.

Consensus was finally reached leading to a draft decision for COP/MOP 1. It was agreed that the LDC Fund should be used to: 

· support, through a country-driven approach, the implementation of urgent and immediate activities identified in NAPAs as a way of enhancing adaptive capacity;

· support the implementation of activities identified in NAPAs and of other elements of the LDC work programme to promote the integration of adaptation measures in national development and poverty reduction strategies, plans or policies, with a view to increasing resilience to the adverse effects of climate change; 
· fully meet the additional costs of activities (the costs imposed on vulnerable countries to meet their immediate adaptation needs) for adapting to the adverse effects of climate change as identified and prioritised in the NAPAs.
Other elements of the draft decision were as follows: 

· GEF was requested to develop a co-financing scale for supporting activities identified in the NAPAs, taking into account the circumstances of each LDC;


· activities identified in NAPAs that are not supported through full-cost funding as described above should be co-financed in accordance with the co-financing scale;

· SBI 23 should review experience gained from the implementation of NAPAs, including accessing resources from the LDC Fund; and

· COP 14 should assess progress and consider the adoption of further guidance, as appropriate.

Non-Annex I parties’ national communications 

The prime objective of discussions on this item was to define a timeframe for submissions of second or third national communications by non-Annex I Parties’. This issue, which has been pending since COP 9, was finally resolved at SBI 22, following a series of informal consultations. 
SBI’s draft conclusions and decisions were as follow:

· non-Annex I Parties shall make all efforts to submit second and, where appropriate, third national communications, within four years of initial disbursement for the actual preparation of the national communication, on an agreed full-cost basis;  

· parties, if necessary and based on their national circumstances, may use an extension of up to one year for submission, after informing the Secretariat; 
· extensions shall not imply additional financial resources from the GEF; and  
· LDCs may submit their second national communications at their discretion.
The Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF)
After the deadlock at COP 10 and the disappointment that followed, Parties were eager to make progress on matters related to the SCCF at SBI 22. There were good news that EU reiterated its funding pledge to the SCCF for adaptation and technology purposes. The LDCs emphasised that they should be able to access the SCCF for adaptation needs. Subsequent discussions were held through various informal consultations and two contact groups. There was a major debate on the priorities and focal areas for the Fund. EU proposed that funding should be used to support technical assistance, a view that was immediately opposed by the G-77 and China. Another bone of contention was the issue of economic diversification. Whereas the EU favours the use of the Fund for economic diversification to reduce dependence on one commodity, the G-77 and China argued that many countries have only one major resource and that the Fund should be used to make that resource less polluting instead. Unfortunately, after lengthy and passionate debates no agreement was found once more and the SCCF discussions will have to be carried over to SB 23.

4. Conclusions 
After analysis of the various developments, it is perhaps fair to say that SB 22 ended with mixed results. Whether the meetings were a success or a failure certainly depends on everyone’s own interests. To those who have been dealing with long standing issues such as non-Annex I national communications and the LDC Fund, SB 22 must have brought a sigh of relief. On other fronts, however, the negotiations had a less happy ending since some issues hit a deadlock once more.
So what can one expect at COP/MOP 1 in Montreal? As the climate regime enters a new phase, new sets of issues will also emerge, in addition to those left unresolved at SB 22. The debate on the Adaptation Work Programme is expected to continue. Although the adaptation debate has gained in importance in recent climate meetings, some quarters are still not convinced about the relevance of having a strong adaptation framework. This rather cautious view on adaptation is grounded on the belief that mitigation is the ultimate objective of the climate regime, adaptation only being considered as a ‘time buying’ strategy until the global climate can be stabilised through an effective mitigation framework. One can also expect the Special Climate Change Fund to take centre stage once more at COP/MOP 1, with the debate likely to drag on unless the different negotiating blocks come with more flexible mandates. There is no guarantee that a consensus will be found on these issues in Montreal.

Another issue that is likely to be brought on the negotiation table is that of compliance in relation to the Kyoto Protocol.  It is not yet clear how this will be tackled in Montreal although there are only two options to choose from: adopt a COP decision or amend the Kyoto Protocol. Even though discussion on the compliance mechanism did not almost play any part at SB 22, Saudi Arabia chose the final day of the meetings to open the hostilities by circulating a document in which it invites Parties to consider the amendment approach to operationalise the compliance mechanism. The problem with the amendment approach, however, is that it would require ratification by all the Parties, and some specialists are wary of the fact that amending the Protocol can significantly delay the implementation of the compliance mechanism. Whatever the approach, a Compliance Committee could well be established in Montreal. One of the prerogatives of this committee will be that it can disqualify any Party that does not comply with the standards set down for reporting from making use of the flexible mechanisms. 

Finally, will the post-2012 debate take place in Montreal? Now that the Kyoto Protocol has entered into force, the idea of shaping a post-2012 climate regime starts to haunt the thoughts of many parties and observers. It is possible that the debate will be initiated at COP/MOP 1 although, realistically, no major breakthrough should be expected on this matter. Reflections on how to engage the US, Australia and the G-77/China on the climate regime beyond 2012 are already starting, but whether an agenda item on this matter will be introduced for debate at COP/MOP 1 is anybody’s guess for the time being.  

