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APA Contact Group Meeting, 9 May 2017, 10am, Chamber Hall 

Co-Chairs: Sarah Baashan, Jo Tyndall 

Co-Chair Jo Tyndall opened the APA Contact Group reiterating calls from Parties yesterday to accelerate 
the work under the APA, to be done in a coherent, balanced and transparent way. Work is underway and 
has occurred. Over 100 submissions of views have received that address all items of the APA agenda. First 
pre-sessional events: 16-18 March on Agenda Item 5 (Transparency), 6 May on Agenda Item 3 (Mitigation) 
Workshop, Agenda Item 4 (Market mechanisms) Workshop. All preparatory work has been useful in 
clarifying Party views and hope will help advancing negotiations at this session. 

With firm 2018 deadline, we need to take the next step in moving forward. Up to now, we have been 
discussing concepts and understanding the purpose of individual positions. We need to develop elements 
– outlines, chapter headings, supplemented by textual elements where needed. This step wise approach 
will provide for the solid foundation for APA work.  

As mentioned by many Parties in their submission and statements yesterday, we must proceed in a 
balanced and coherent manner across all items of the APA while remaining cognizant of the issues being 
undertaken in other Subsidiary bodies. This must be done so that each issue has met the maturity and 
effective coherence it needs by Dec 2018. To ensure this, we have been coordinating with SB chairs, 
shifting of concepts to technical work can be coordinated across all bodies. Ensuring coordination and 
coherence. We are actively considering how we can arrange for a joint meeting of these bodies. 

IN Marrakech we agreed on draft conclusions and apply at this resumed session’s modalities for work 
adopted In May 2016. At the closing Contact Group meeting next week, the APA will consider the work 
for the next session at COP23 but also the work that needs to be done leading to COP23 and up to May 
2018. Secretariat will also need to arrange and organize work.  

• Summary of APA Work: FCCC/APA/2017/3 
• Reflections note: FCCC/APA/2017/1 
• Thursday, 11 May to assess progress and adjust guidance 
• Closing meeting to assess results and adopt outcome of the session. 
• Additional linkages meeting on Saturday, 13 May.  
• List of Co-Facilitators names are available on UNFCCC website since 27 April – same for all except 

Global Stocktake and Adaptation due to unavailability of facilitators for this session 
• Additional Co-Facilitators for Adaptation Fund 

Co-Chairs thanked the Co-Facilitators for their challenging but important tasks. Wednesday 17 May at 
1pm is the deadline for draft outcomes to be considered for adoption at the Closing Session on 18 May 
2017. With regard to informal consultations, Co-Chairs urge Co-Facilitators to maximize efforts and draw 
on a variety of organizational methods but must be open and inclusive. Will hold daily meetings with 
facilitators to assess progress. With regard to capturing outcomes, we could use same approach in 
Marrakech, such as through informal notes by Co-Facilitators prepared under their own responsibility and 
under guidance by the Co-Chairs. General adopted conclusions will be reflected in the APA conclusions. 



Others, skeleton outlines, bullet points, textual elements, chapter headings, place holders for issues 
discussed elsewhere etc. Parties should discuss how to move from conceptual discussions to textual 
negotiations.  

Engagement of non-Party stakeholders: All meetings of the APA including informal consultations continue 
to be open to observers, with the understanding that some meetings may be restricted to Parties only. 
No more than 2 informal consultations are to take place at the same time and sessions covering issues 
with substantive linkages will be avoided as well. This is subject to scheduling constraints. After 
Marrakech, 1 hour informal consultations appear to be too short. Some negotiation spots will be 
extended, at least one slot would be 2 hours for some agenda items (some were not possible to avoid 
overlapping sessions). 

Questions, comments from the floor: 

• China asked for the floor to seek clarification on outcomes (informal notes, draft conclusions, 
reflection note) and when the reflection note will be produced (during or after session) and will 
there be consultation with facilitators and Parties? 

o Iterations of the informal notes will be put out at the discretion of Co-Facilitators will be 
put out 

o Informal notes have no particular status but will be available for everyone to consult on 
before they are agreed by the end of the session 

• Saudi Arabia raised two issues: 1) guidance to Co-Facilitators on APA agenda items, ask for the 
status of arrangements to deal with Party submissions wherein the submission should serve as 
the basis for discussions for Co-Facilitators to prepare in advance. This is for small delegations and 
the use of specific terminologies crafted in submission should provide guidance to Co-Facilitators 
at Contact Group and Informal Consultations. 2) Co-Chairs have alluded to evaluation of 2 hour 
meetings though not for all meetings. May I ask when would the first instance of evaluating the 2 
hour approach be?  

o 1) On Party submissions, Co-Chairs acknowledge that they are very important in this 
process and help to crystallize the concepts.  

o In terms of Contact Group sessions, on 13 May there will be meeting with work of 
constituted meetings and we are currently talking in preliminary discussions with 
presiding officers of SBs to have a joint meeting.  

o 2) This Thursday’s stocktaking meeting could be an opportunity for feedback but Co-
Chairs open to informal contact via email or in any way.  

• Brazil asked for elaboration of mode of work (as in Marrakech) in the expression by the Co-Chairs 
that informal notes should begin to move beyond conceptual discussion into developing elements 
– outlines, chapter headings, supplemented by textual elements where needed. In Marrakech, 
the informal notes were essentially summaries. We depend on Co-Chairs’ guidance on how to 
base the informal notes on submissions. On linkages with other issues discussed under SBs, could 
we consider cross sessions between facilitated sessions for creating place-holders in the 
outcomes of this session’s work? Also, what work do Co-Chairs foresee after this session? 

o Informal notes: Jo Tyndall clarified that the notes need to be iterative, and need to be 
built up over the course of the meeting, that iterations will be shared with the group and 
there would be opportunity to provide further input, flesh out/enhance/given more 



depth over the course of the meeting. This relies on inputs of Parties (submissions and 
issues said during this session). 

o Parties’ interest in issues  Co-Chairs look at all issues, run ruler across the issues  Co-
Chairs intend to consult with heads of delegations 
 

• Switzerland asked for clarification on the time allocated for different work streams. From 
Switzerland’s perspective, we need a balanced approach given that for example, Agenda item 3 
has got 3 important sub-items (a, b, c) and that should not be given equal time as say, Agenda 
item 8(a). Switzerland also asked for clarification about information note being based on 
submissions or otherwise (orally in contact group) and all versions should be treated equally 
rather than just in the form of written submissions. This also depends on the dynamics of the 
different work streams.  

o On time allocation, views are different for all Parties. Do trust Co-Chairs in distributing 
time in a way that is fair and equitable. 

o On informal notes, no intention to attach submissions to informal notes (not sure if that 
was what Switzerland was suggesting) but all forms of submissions and a range of inputs 
including important submissions and material that will come through Parties’ 
interventions and materials they will put forward in the next 1.5 week. Wealth of 
submissions are part of input of Parties that will help us to move forward.  

• Saudi Arabia took the floor again to note the responses by the Co-Chairs. 
• India took the floor to reiterate that the process will remain open and transparent and capturing 

of process will be based on the inputs that Parties have provided. This is very important as in an 
attempt to drive towards textual negotiations, we should not lose the range of views that are still 
emanating from the groups. Co-Facilitators will do well to capture the range of views. May have 
placeholders from other sections but we all know that at this juncture, it is important to capture 
all shapes of opinion and we have seen this in the submissions made by different Parties. There 
should be no attempt by Co-Facilitators to drive conclusions because in many cases, not all views 
are captured. “Nothing is agreed until everything is agreed” – we need to know that other issues 
have been concluded before having outcomes.  

o Co-Chairs take note of the concerns. 
o Informal notes cannot be compilation documents in order for them to be helpful to the 

process. They cannot be a transcript or full compilation. 
• China asked that message of considering issues in a balanced manner be passed on to SB chairs.  

o Co-Chairs have delivered the message to Chairs of SBs and they are open to receiving it 
but will continue engagement with them.  

• Solomon Islands took the floor to register their support for the Co-Chairs and highlighted the next 
steps and work plan that we should look to 2018 and go beyond the upcoming COP23. 

o Co-Chairs encourage all Parties to think through at least until May 2018 for good forward 
planning and to maximize time and opportunities available to progress work across all 
items. 

List of confirmed Co-Facilitators (April 2017): 
http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/bonn_may_2017/application/pdf/apa_1.3_facilitators_final(apr.2017).p
df  

http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/bonn_may_2017/application/pdf/apa_1.3_facilitators_final(apr.2017).pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/bonn_may_2017/application/pdf/apa_1.3_facilitators_final(apr.2017).pdf


 

Agenda Item 3 – Mitigation 

• The role of guidance is to shape how the NDCs are to be provided.  
• Noted the Roundtable held on this topic on 6 May.  
• Informal consultation to be co-facilitated by Sin Liang Cheah (Singapore) and Gertraud Wollansky 

(Austria) 

 

Agenda Item 4 – Adaptation communication information 

• Noted Workshop held on Sat, 6 May which was helpful to crystalize issues and to understand the 
purpose of those communications.  

• Informal reported requested by parties to be prepared by Co-Facilitators’ own responsibility. 
• Informal consultations to be co-facilitated by Nicolas Zambrano Sanchez (Ecuador) and Beth 

Lavender (Canada) 
• First informal consultation to begin tomorrow, 10 May 10am at Room Genf. 

Agenda Item 5 – Modalities, procedures and guidelines for the transparency framework for action and 
support under Article 13 of the PA 

• Submissions are rich. 
• Report of the Workshop held on 16-18 March found in FCCC/APA/2017/INF.2 has also been 

produced 
• Encourage Parties to take all documents into account in their deliberations 
• Informal consultations to be co-facilitated by Xiang Gao (China) and Andrew Rakestraw (US) 
• First meeting planned for 4pm today at Room Nairobi.  

 

Agenda Item 6 – Matters relating to the GST referred to in Art. 14 of the PA 

• How to ensure that the GST of manageable and informative in line with goal of the PA 
• Thinking of GST process from start to finish  
• Submissions provide father clarity n elements of the GST and focus on elements of its design  
• Informal consultations to be co-facelifted by Xolisa Ngwadla (South Africa) and Ilze Prūse (Latvia) 
• First informal consultation to be held 11am tomorrow, Genf 

Agenda Item 7 – Compliance 

• To facilitate Parties’ deliberations on this matter, co facilitation to be done by Janine Felson 
(Belize) and Peter Horne (Australia) 

• First informal consultation is planned for immediately after this meeting to be held in Wein 1 (12 
nn – 1pm) 

Agenda Item 8 – Adaptation Fund  



• Informal consultations to be co-facilitated by María del Pilar Bueno (Argentina) Pieter Terpstra 
(Netherlands) (for the matters relating to the Adaptation Fund) 

• First meeting to be held today at 3pm in Tokio Further Matters 

Agenda Item 8 – Further matters related to the implementation of the Paris Agreement 

• Sarah Baashan (Saudi Arabia) and Jo Tyndall (New Zealand) will co-facilitate this issue 
• First meeting of the informal consultations planned for today at 5pm at Tokio 

The APA Contact Group closed at 11.22am.  

 

First informal consultation on APA Agenda Item 3 co-facilitated by Sin Liang Cheah (Singapore) and 
Gertraud Wollansky (Austria), 9 May 2017, 12 noon, Room Genf, World Conference Center Bonn 

• Considering how further guidance would look like 
• One good question to start with is to ask ourselves where elaboration is needed and whether we 

can start fleshing out elements to achieve the objectives under the PA 
• This group is expected to finalize work by 1pm on Wednesday, 17 May 2017 which gives it a little 

more than a week. Total of 7 meetings planned for this agenda item. 
• 22 submission received under this agenda item, by now 23 
• The roundtable took place last Saturday in Bonn and addressed 3 of the sub-items, each opened 

by ice-breaker presentations. The roundtable provided an open and constructive environment for 
moving the work forward.  

• Issues: 
o Recognize the nationally determined nature of NDCs 
o Should not create additional burden on countries 
o Uphold principles of the Paris Agreement 
o Timing of guidance, to be applied for next NDC or after this current round of NDC 

• Capturing work: informal note to be prepared to capture work in all 3 sub-items, could include 
draft conclusions containing structural and textual elements 

• Encourage Parties to discuss and shape ideas in the corridors  
• Invite Parties to share their views on the Roundtable and further work 

Floor: 

New Zealand:  

• On timing on when the guidance would apply, for NZ, Decision 1/CP.21 notes it would apply for 
the first NDC and continue to be operational; underscores urgency of the work to provide 
guidance as Parties prepare to communicate new or are preparing their NDCs for 2020. Important 
to note: 1) undue burden on Parties and 2) Article 4 on providing support to developing country 
Parties.  

• Thoughts on future work: description on what NDCs look like, general interest in the notion that 
features can help describe parameters we agreed around principles of national determination 
(boundary conditions) and South Africa mentioned that some aspects are nationally determined, 
some aspects can be centrally determined. Info on CTU, some information could be mandatory, 



others voluntary and it depends on the appropriate information for NDC type. Para 27 of 1/CP.21 
should be built upon.  

• Aggregation for the GST would be important to consider. Focus technical work on mention on 
what is appropriate for different NDC types.  

• On accounting, we need a little more discussion. Accounting at the end or continuously? There 
could be 3 phases of accounting – with Argentina, Uruguay.  

• The idea to move the work forward to identify how concepts could work in practice and agree on 
list and establish which elements standalone and which require further elaboration to demystify 
them. 

China (LMDC): 

• Productive roundtable was organized. It provided a valuable opportunity for all Parties to 
understand each other’s rationale underlying their submissions. Happy that most participants 
tried not to repeat their positons but elaborated and highlighted some points valuable to next 
step of textual negotiations. 

• Appreciate colleagues from New Zealand’s efforts to identify common points BUT China try to 
identify huge divergence in issues.  

• 3rd most difficult issue: Accounting – we have to recognize that the issues here are more technical 
than features and information issues. Valuable points that can compose TORs of this sub-item e.g. 
GHG, other aspects, ITMOs in Article 6, REDD+, LULUCF – related to mitigation component of NDC 
together with Means of Implementation. Some Parties have requested for linkages between 
accounting for support but so far no platform or space to discuss this. Issues relating to land is 
difficult as well. Some think it is not big issue, some think it is highly relevant to agricultural 
component in their NDCs. 

• Issue for CTU: “to be or not to be” issue. Do we need this approach? This is not agreed on by all 
Parties. Alternative options: 1) National circumstances and different capacities must be taken into 
account, and MOI. 2) Clear differentiations between developing and developed countries. This 
means we need 2 sets of guidance: actions and support vs. actions, barriers and needs 
(developing); 3) elaborate based on transparency approach 

• Purpose of this work: aggregate NDCs to provide source of input for GST or individual clarity, 
transparency and understanding. Language comes from the Bali process, not the Paris process 
although it is pronounced the same in Mandarin Chinese. We may need to have some elaboration 
(qualitative or quantitative) on the effects of NDCs 

• Para 27 issue: obligations of procedure to provide information?  
• 2nd most difficult: capacity constraints of developing countries – we need to face up to the reality 

that developing countries will face constraints in applying guidance. Guidance is for NDC 
preparation, should not be punitive or intrusive. Different understandings of non-punitive and 
non-intrusive. For example, some countries use term “boundary conditions” while others think 
that is intrusive. We need more clarity to proceed forward. 

• Divergence on timing issue – current round? Subsequent round of NDC? 
• 1st most difficult issue: Features. No convergence unless “nationally determined”. Form? Content? 

Type? Although some Parties mentioned elements, they only use the ones relevant to then e.g. 
high ambition, Article 4.4, CBDR&RC, final destination/destiny of economy-wide emissions 
reduction target (is this true?)  



• Different understanding for each provisions and mix of options… different permutations of 
outcomes for features!  

• Some Parties have asked to put aside features and just focus on information. Some have 
introduced CTU gases etc.  

Saudi Arabia 

• Found the roundtable useful and fostering understanding and clarify purpose 
• Clear divergence 
• Scope – would benefit from further elaboration and useful to agree on scope under which we are 

operating 
• Room for us to reach common group 
• Decision 26 – just a perfect mistake?  
• 3 issues to be outlined: 1) internal discussion with stakeholders (political parties, parliament, 

bodies back home) – nationally determined nature of our NDCs were an important reason for the 
quick ratification of the PA. If we betray this particular tenant and backtrack on our commitment, 
we could be betraying our constituents. 2) Scope of discussion must include all forms of action 
including adaptation and MOI. We need to reference NDCs with adaptation. Climate action and 
support. Benefit from discussions on MOI for developing countries who need support to act. 3) 
Article 2 of the PA – aims to respond to threat of cc in the context of sustainable development 
and poverty eradication… we will benefit from a discussion on the principle of CBDR & RC and 
how differentiation will be operationalized.  

Brazil 

• Not certain if we need to enter into an interpretation exercise of Article 4.  
• CTU as a starting point 
• Informal note – skeleton by this week would be helpful. This list can be based on submissions. 
• A lot of Parties have addressed issues with the aid of tables to elaborate features and information 

is expected from them. This is a helpful way to outline and structure our discussions. Start with 
elements from para 27 and Article 4 on one side to flesh out information required. 

Iran 

• The term NDCs is defined in Art 3. As well as Articles 4, 7 9, 10, 11 and 13.  
• Regarding guidance on future of NDCs, we need to look at the Articles of the Convention. 
• Nationally determined nature is the most important feature. Nothing should alter this nature of 

NDCs.  
• Should not only be mitigation centric but also look at other areas e.g. adaptation, finance etc.… 
• CBDR & RC 
• Sustainable development and poverty eradication 
• Hydrocarbon producing countries – response measures impacts need to be taken in to account 
• Further guidance for information should avoid using common format and introduce additional 

burden 
• Different guidance for developed and developing country Parties. In fact, developed countries 

should provide more information plus support accountability. Developing country parties should 



be given flexibility based on their capacities. Additional support should be provided to developing 
country parties.  

 

- Meeting closed for lunch break, to resume at 3pm  - 
 

Canada 

• Touched on many “non-issues” e.g. adaptation etc., CBDR&RC/differentiation 
• Brazil touched on futures – what are the futures of NDCs? Then move into details on transparency, 

information required etc. it could be helpful and effective to use futures to then look back at 
information and accounting. To reflect back on our discussion… 

• Aggregability – are NDC aggregatable as a feature? Insufficient information? CTU? Not that the 
NDCs were not aggregatable in themselves, but they were not sufficiently CTU in order to 
aggregate. They are all contributions that we make to a combined project (global goal).  

Co-Chair (Sin Liang) said that that was a good point and wondered if that would be a good starting point 
for the next round. Invited Parties to adjusting the order of their interventions to give Co-Chairs guidance 
on what we should be doing at the next session. Housekeeping point: capturing points from intervention, 
email the exact ones to the Secretariat – benefit of the Secretariat and not to be uploaded to the website 
(ndcs@unfccc.int). 

 

St Lucia (AOSIS) 

• Useful roundtable and pleased to see overlap in Party views 
• Some observations under discussion: 

o Challenges faced on aggregate effect of NDCs as a result of variety of NDCs communicated 
by Parties 

o Further guidance on features and details on accounting would be useful in communicating 
and preparing NDCs 

o With respect to features, there seems to be consensus that features of Article 4, which 
sets out many features on NDCs and some of these would benefit from further guidance 

o With respect to information, many Parties recalled Article 4.8 on CTU. In this context, it 
was understood that some information should be required by all Parties. Some 
information is specifically needed for some INDC types for CTU. There was some support 
for beginning work in 2017 for elaboration on elements of the information, and also a 
recognition to address some other elements not in para 27. A number of Parties provided 
views on CTU and technical work is needed.  

o On accounting, quantification of NDCs is required. It is particularly important to track 
progress at country and aggregate level and guidance is needed in connection with Article 
6.  

Turkey 

mailto:ndcs@unfccc.int


• Features of NDCs should actually be in light of CBDR&RC principle and it is all reflected in the Paris 
Agreement and its Decision. We do not want to negotiate new features.  

• Yes, paragraph 26 exists but it is up to us. 
• On CTU of NDCs, we have said during the Roundtable that this should not create additional 

burden. There should be further guidance on different types of NDCs, which cannot be listed as 
base ear and targets etc. Any type of NDCs can come on the table in the future.  

• All guidance shall respect the nationally determined nature of NDCs and should be non-punitive 
and non-intrusive. We should also consider about the future, and regarding future 
implementation.  

• We should not also not exclude the likelihood of South-South cooperation on financing NDCs.  
• Land use, mitigation co-benefits should be included under this item. Within para 31 of Decision 

1/CP.21.  
• Flexibility for LDCs, special circumstances and other Parties in need. 
• Propose to start with 3b or 3c (ICTU then accounting or other features).  
• We should be able to see the progress in other Agenda Items e.g. GST, Accounting, Article 6 etc. 

Marshall Islands 

• On the issue of CTU, worth reminding Parties that the requirement is compulsory on all Parties 
and the Decisions in 1/CP.21 offer some guidance already. 

• CTU needed in aggregation but before that we need to understand what the NDCs mean. 
• On features, Paris delivered and agreed on a mandate to look at this. Agree with Saudi Arabia and 

Turkey on this earlier that this delegation does not features discussion erode the notion of nature 
of NDCs as nationally determined.  

• On the point by Turkey, on opening up of features that would preclude future discussions on NDCs 
and NDC types, I do not agreed and am not concerned about this as there is such a variety of NDCs 
already I am sure we can agree that the Secretariat can cope and will accept more varieties.  

• Brazil suggested dealing with CTU first, AOSIS/Marshall Islands is open to that but we must have 
assurance that sufficient time is allocated to all issues if we go down that route.  

Korea 

• Roundtable was a great opportunity to discuss – clear where the convergences and divergences 
are.  

• Agree with Brazil that the Secretariat prepare a list of features to have more concrete discussion 
on the list of features needed in order to agree. We can do the same thing for CTU. We can then 
see the real reasoning and rationale behind countries’ positions. 

• What are features for? What purpose do they provide? Korea is of the view that features drive 
Parties’ NDCs. NDCs must have common elements, they are boundaries and we cannot go much 
further than that in Article 4. The features can only be derived from Article 4. Timeframe Art 4.10, 
methodological issues Art 4.13. Minor features from Article 4.8 – target time, setting and scoping. 
They could be necessary when sorting out CTU information. We have an exhaustive list now, we 
need to reduce it to a manageable size. Article 4.2 provides for how we are going to achieve the 
NDCs.  

• We may need to further specify mandatory and voluntary CTU information.  



• Meaning of “accounting for” under the Paris Agreement 
• The analogy by Canada on the destination was helpful, where each Party is on the journey to its 

destination and has the Party actually arrived at the destination (achievement of the NDC). 
• Transparency issues should be dealt with under that Agenda Item consultations. 
• Timing is different for each Party 
• Use of markets etc. is a complex issue and it needs a lot of discussion moving forward 
• Clarification asked on the second and subsequent NDCs – which is the provision in the Paris 

Agreement? 
 

Papua New Guinea 

• Need to respect the ratification process of Parties. We made it clear that the Paris Agreement’s 
provisions in Article 4 will be what we move forward on.  

• New Zealand mentioned that there was appetite by many Parties to use other parts of Article 4 
to supplement the mandate. But PNG’s authority comes from mandate in Article 4 in moving 
forward. 

• We want to reiterate some important points raised by St. Lucia. Clarification needed on avoidance 
of duplication of some initiatives based on decisions undertaken in the past. Wanted to clarify 
issue on land sector in a manner of moving forward in consensus we agreed it was an important 
point and issue of consideration, my delegation strongly wishes to avoid reopening of issues 
undermining existing efforts. Unconstitutional for PNG for land to be prescribed as a sector 
because of indigenous people, different uses of land can be seen as sectors but not land. 

• Confused on accounting by Canada but the views should be said in the transparency framework 
agenda and not here. 

• On difficulty on aggregating information, important point that PNG has had before. Emphasize 
that practical implementation challenge – inability to implement theoretical measures adopted 
at COP. Hope this will give us some clarity on how to take into account national circumstances in 
our NDCs.  

Australia 

• Echo usefulness of Roundtable, ice-breakers etc.   
• ICTU  
• Brazil and China’s description of convergences and divergences were appreciated but should 

move on from here to start talking through the issues. Brazil suggested using elements in para 27 
as a starting point. Korea mentioned that different elements were put forward by Parties during 
the Roundtable, and see where we may have expressed same things in different ways. AOSIS on 
para 27 may not be comprehensive enough – agree and we should discuss on what more can be 
elaborated on. But a good starting point.  

• On accounting, thank China for list and technical elements raised in Roundtable. Very technical 
and useful to have discussion on headings and some elements e.g. THG aspects, INGO, REDD+ etc. 
elements, different headings in plain English in without explaining  

• We should have time to discuss before we close 

Co-chair (Sin Liang) encourage Parties to reacting to others’ interventions 



European Union 

• Commonalities:  
o Features: broad characteristics of NDCs, CTU is one of these, features of inherent 

characteristics of NDCs are conceptually different than CTUs. In a similar vein to Marshall 
Islands, clarify that quantifiability of NDCs is not a barrier to aggregability. Different NDCs 
have different contributions. Para 27 of Decision 1/CP.21 are useful but other issues like 
use of market mechanisms, use of target types, guidance should fin appropriate and 
careful working to different types of NDCs – but not the same as defining a list of NDC 
types – some NDCs have several NDC types and each of these would have different 
information requirements. 

o Accounting: technical, elaborate on elements, starting point in para 26. Clarity on 
accounting approaches and interactions with guidance here and in Article 6.  

• Move to technical aspects of work here in Bonn and look forward to discussing elements to be 
captured in informal notes as mentioned by APA Co-Chairs. 

• Suggest starting with CTU (Art 4.8) and we can build on progress made at Roundtable on 6 May.  
 

Bangladesh 

• Productive and rich discussions at roundtable 
• On accounting for NDCs, this process should in no way intimidate Parties. But we should be aware 

that we have to complete our work by COP24.  
• On features, we should identify broad features starting from Decision 1/CP.21 and Paris 

Agreement. Nationally determined character is one of the most important in features. Conditional 
part of features is also important – some elements in NDCs need substantial support from 
developed country Parties. 

• Flexibility for future NDCs – should not restrict features in light of future NDCs. We should not go 
into any long term debate about appropriate features but capture broad features. We ask Co-
Facilitators to capture broad features in an informal note and to begin discussions from there. 

• On information, under PA we have established strong linkages in other agenda items. We need to 
understand which information is needed to facilitate strong linkages with other agenda items 
(para 27, Article 4, Article 13 para 7a & b). 

• Para 14 of Article 4 – existing system and approaches to be built upon e.g. IPCC good practice 
methodologies for NC, BR, BUR etc. Under PA should be done under the CMA. We should see 
whether we can improve on those approaches and processes that we are exercising back home 
and committed to doing nationally under the Paris Agreement.  

India 

• Align with China 
 

- Meeting closed at 4pm - 

Remaining countries on the list: Colombia, Algeria, Japan, Ethiopia, Zimbabwe, Norway 

 



First informal consultation of APA Agenda Item 5 – Modalities, procedures and guidelines for the 
transparency framework for action and support under Article 13 of the PA co-facilitated by Xiang Gao 
(China) and Andrew Rakestraw (US), 4-6pm, Room Nairobi 1/2/3 

• Co-Facilitators updated the meeting that they had met with the Co-Facilitators of Agenda Item 3, 
4 and working on other issues 

• Work plan for this week: Parties require that their technical experts be in the room  
o Organizational matters 
o Overall considerations of MPGs 
o National inventory report by sources and removal by sources and sinks 
o 2nd consultation on 10 May, 3-5pm, information necessary to tracking progress in NDCs 

under Art 4, technical expert review (TER), facilitation multilateral consideration of 
progress (FMCP) 

o 3rd consultation, 11 May 11am-12nn: Finance, capacity building, Tech transfer, support 
needed and received 9-11 of PA 

o 4th Consultation: 12 May, 11am-12pm impact of climate change 
o Next week: further discussion and we have to conclude work by Wednesday, 17 May at 

1pm 
• Following guidance by APA Co-Chairs, the outcomes will be captured by informal notes  
• If you need informal-informals, please let us know and we will be happy to facilitate that.   
• The informal note draft will be ready by Sunday evening. If Parties request for time, we will ask 

that the Secretariat find room for consultations  

Brazil, Saudi Arabia, South Africa raised clarifications on consulting on informal note to be forwarded to 
APA Co-Chairs for adoption by closing session and time allocation for issues to be discussed, and what we 
need to do during each of these sessions e.g. national inventory report. Saudi Arabia further asked for 
clarity on the discussions had with other Co-Facilitators, particularly on linkages and to understand if there 
is a common understanding derived in discussions with other Co-Facilitators. To this point, Rakestraw 
noted that the issue of linkages will be raised in discussions with other Co-Facilitators. On time needed 
for informal and informal-informals, a brief stocktake will be asked at the end of every meeting to ask 
Parties if they feel the need for additional time.  

On the next proposed approach, co-facilitator (Andrew Rakestraw) said that this schedule will be made 
available on the APA website.  

Overarching considerations of MPGs identified in Parties’ submissions: 

• Tool prepared under Co-Facilitators’ own responsibilities. Not exhaustive list, not meant to draw 
conclusions or represent convergence/divergences but sole purpose of encouraging dialogue.  

• Same will be done for GHG inventories if Parties are agreeable.  
• The tool will draw out elements/skeleton/outline in Parties’ submissions.  

 
1. Objectives and guiding principles; 
2. Structure/design of the MPGs; 
3. Interlinkages with other transparency related items; 



4. Building on and enhancing the transparency arrangements under the Convention, recognizing 
that the transparency arrangements under the Convention shall form part of the experience 
drawn upon for the development of the MPGs; 

5. Flexibility to those developing countries that need it in the light of their capacities; 
6. Facilitating improved reporting and transparency over time; 
7. Avoiding duplication as well as undue burden on Parties and the Secretariat; 

xx. …..  

Co-facilitator Rakestraw opened the floor for reflections by Parties. 

Brazil 

• Must keep this list in mind 

Australia 

• Thanks for work plan ahead 

China 

• Useful to learn on basic elements under transparency issue 
• Seek clarification on issues on screen: Are Parties being asked to provide views on this? Are we in 

a stage of “to be or not to be” at this stage of deliberations? 

In response: Parties encouraged to elaborate views and bring up elements not on this list or should not 
be on the list.  

• On MPGs, we should do it in a step-by-step fashion 
• Options available on submissions: Guidance with built in flexibility, guidance with sub-guidance, 

sub-guidance with sub-guidance 
• Interlinkage issue: on reporting and transparency with finance and capacity building and 

adaptation. Concrete work going on under SBSTA and SBI but no specific discussion there on 
technology and capacity building. We need some joint sessions to have technology and capacity 
building experts to identify division of labor and identify overlap and outline further work.  

• Existing arrangements under the Convention: this part relates to how to formulate 
communications. Several elements inscribed into existing decisions – if we are to create 
subheadings, we should drop it. After reading BR/BUR guidelines, some valuable subheadings can 
be used e.g. QELROs, effects estimates of removal, LULUCF/ national circumstances, national 
inventory, effects, methodologies and assumptions, finance, description of support needed and 
received to enable in preparation and submission of BURs, MRV, mitigation actions and domestic 
measures etc. all these can be considered and introduced when we discuss existing arrangements 
under this Agenda Items to inform what our work can comprise. 

o What are existing arrangements that can be built on under the Convention? 
What additional arrangements do we need? 
Do we need some guidance on how to apply existing arrangements? Does that mean 
Parties need to report same information under Convention and PA twice? 



• Flexibility – from China’s perspective, developing countries should decide themselves whether 
they need flexibility, there is no international criteria to identify if Parties need flexibility.  

• Options for flexibility: 
o Identifying transition period: what is the timeline? 
o Tiered approach to inventory/layered approach for technical review -> in-depth review, 

in-country review and Parties can choose. Issue of backsliding needs to be addressed.  
o Language modulators to find which elements mandatory and voluntary, opt-in/opt-out 

e.g. minimum for developed, maximum for developing countries and to be determined in 
the spectrum in a self-determined manner.  

o Famous sunset provision – new reporting and review guidelines will supersede Cancun 
Agreements until last BR/BUR submitted – what is the specific timeline and what are we 
going to do before the “sunset” and what are we required to do before the “sunrise”.  

• Propose some suggestions to crafting heading: ICA  
o Identify elements 
o Clarify elements, thinking, design from different Parties (rationale) 
o Accommodate the different options in sub-headings, maybe some headings cannot be 

agreed but it has to be listed to leverage of hope for some Parties  

Singapore (G77 and China) 

• Views on workshop report: format of intersessional workshop; one participant from each Party 
or group, developing country Parties were not able to participate in all agenda items. This format 
should not be used in future. The group would like to emphasize that workshop report has no 
official status as not all views were captured, and should not be used as basis for textual 
negotiations in the future.  

• Should move from conceptual to textual negotiations 
• Principles underpinning the transparency framework needs to continually be discussed  
• G77 of the view that enough information is available to draft outline with headings and sub-

headings  
• Balanced approach need for all issues 
• Further work needs to be done to operationalize following: 

o How gaps can be addressed? E.g. adaptation, support etc. 
o How to best deal with interlinkages in this agenda item and other work undertaken 

elsewhere? 
o How the transparency framework will eventually supersede those under the Cancun 

Agreements? 
 

European Union 

• Thank Co-Facilitators for work, for submissions of views etc. 
• Noted that some submissions were more related to procedures and linkages to other 

sessions/workstreams, and grateful for Co-Facilitators’ explanation on cross update and 
discussions with other groups 

• “Outline and component of MPGs” in our view has different status – the submissions show a 
variety of views on this and others have touched on this (Singapore, Brazil) one of the important 



outcomes would be to draft outline or list of components of MPGs in Article 13, tracking progress 
in adaptation, support etc.  

• Outline would help to anchor the linkages with other groups 
• Similar to colleague from Brazil, flexibility, objectives and principles (improvement over time, 

avoidance of duplication), we can then come back to them after we have elaborated such an 
outline 

• Our mandate is clear to produce common MPGs for all Parties – we do not think that the mandate 
suggests we produce two sets of mandates. 

• Like Saudi Arabia, we would like to take up your offer to engage in informal-informals on this issue 
if needed. 

New Zealand 

• List – some will be need to be addressed, others can be looked as procedural or wait for work 
updates from other groups but this should not hold us up 

• Agree with the EU on designing one set of MPGs and not two 
• Transition was discussed and set aside in Paris, built capacity building initiative and deliberately 

excluded the transition period and don’t believe we need to have it now 
• Support informal-informals if all Parties agree, that is a good way to progress 

South Africa (African Group) 

• On mode of work, welcome outline presented and for tightly packing the issues of work 
o Technical Expert Review and Facilitative Multilateral Consideration of Progress should be 

given equal time for balanced approach/treatment 
• Balanced treatment for mitigation, adaptation, support etc. 
• Thanks for list, keen to move beyond conceptual discussions to substantive discussions however 

issues on screen are very important to us as we develop MPGs. To that extent, if we find any 
expression during the discussion (actual content discussion)  during this session, we should also 
be open to altering.  

• On output of session, outline or table of contents with headings/sub-headings 
• On workshop then workshop report (16-18 March 2017): grateful for organization and 

arrangements but we support Singapore (G77)’s views on this. As a group we welcome the report, 
wonderful attempt to reflect views put forward but have strong reservations on the content of 
the report. The only part we find useful is Section A on technical session on inventory reports for 
anthropogenic GHG…. that is the only section we are OK with.  

• On informal-informals, we would request that Parties be sensitive to group coordination.  
• This work is the bedrock to foundation for transparency framework that African countries will be 

committed to.         

Republic of Korea 

• Overarching considerations: Add first reporting time for new MPGs to be developed until end 
2018, para 99 of 1/CP.21.  

• We raised this in our submission.  

Maldives (AOSIS)  



• Align with statement made by Singapore (G77 & China) 
• Thank Co-Facilitators for arrangements and list of overarching considerations 
• Have had intensive conceptual discussions on these issues and since we have already engaged in 

conceptual discussions we would like to move to specific thematic discussions 
• Note 2nd point on screen: Structure/design of MPGs: we this this is an important point.  
• Critical outcome of this session is for a outline or structural framework that maps the MPGs that 

would include headings such as TER and FCMP; having outline would be helpful in guiding our 
work towards COP23 

• On mode of work for this session,  
• On workshop, as small island states we were severely disadvantaged as experts were not allowed 

to participate. But taking this into account, we acknowledge that open and technical discussions 
did take place. The report, which includes listings of different MPGs could provide a useful 
roadmap in this discussion but we agree it should not be used as a basis for future textual 
negotiations and preclude any Parties’ views.  

• Reiterate full support for Co-Facilitators  

India 

• Support statements made by China and Singapore (G77) 
• Transparency framework should result in clear and credible information by Parties to facilitate 

understanding  
• Unfortunately, report of the workshop has unbalanced focus on mitigation and echo views on 

allocation of time needs to be balanced 
• Transparency of action AND support 
• Differentiation has to be reflected, based on existing transparency arrangements and it should 

continue to play significant role. No reason to abandon completely the current and existing 
arrangements and can apply to transparency framework under the PA. Developing countries 
should be allowed to have flexibility. 

• Current arrangement can be enhanced e.g. reduce uncertainties in relation to action and support 
and identify gaps… should not put undue burden on developing countries. There should be 
separate guidelines for developing countries.  

USA 

• Refer to views in the submission 

Switzerland 

• On the workshop report, Switzerland noted that there were some elements that they see and 
don’t like but the general structure and headings could be a useful starting point 

• Agreed that report should not be used as a basis for textual negotiations but was fine as a starting 
point 

• Like the US, Switzerland notes that linkages are important and that the meeting should work with 
other experts and allow them into the room to assist negotiators 

Saudi Arabia 



• Saudi Arabia noted that the issues on the screen deserves some technical consideration 
• The list of overarching considerations should hopefully take the latest interventions into 

consideration  
• Highlighted five words: objective, building, flexibility, enhancing, linkages 
• We need to understand what the skeleton structure for other workstreams are in order for the 

meeting to undertake our work. 

Costa Rica (AILAC) 

• We can reference from the workshop report but the submissions by Parties may be better 
• Transparency framework should be seen as a dynamic framework but it is evolving as we move 

through this process. Everything is new. 
• Recognize the need to build on existing arrangements but also think that current vehicles were 

not designed to meet current purpose under the Paris Agreement. 
• Thanked Co-Facilitators for their guidance 

Malaysia 

• Support views articulated by Singapore on behalf of the G77 & China, China, India, Saudi Arabia 
(Arab Group) 

• Highlighted the need to merge ideas into textual negotiations 

Bhutan (LDCs) 

• Align statement with Singapore (G77) 
• Thanked Co-Facilitators for their work and for producing the non-exhaustive list on the screen on 

overarching considerations 
• Move from conceptual to textual negotiations 
• Should continue to discuss outline of MPGs 
• Asked that Co-Facilitators provide draft outlines of each element of MPGs based on Parties’ 

submissions 
• Emphasized that the meeting must treat all issues (mitigation, adaptation and support) in an equal 

and balanced manner 
• Noted the importance of linkages 

Iran  

• Aligned with China and Singapore (G77) statements 
• Move away from contextual to textual 
• For NDCs of developing country Parties, Iran feels that implementation is the real issue as the 

natural next step after providing and publishing the NDCs 
• “MPGs” likened to “miles per gallon”, referring to the efficiency in which we would all like to 

continue in our negotiations on transparency 
• MPGs cannot be common and equally applied to all, noted CBDR&RC and differentiation to be 

taken into account in this Agenda item 
• Guidance for accounting in all categories needed 



• Developed countries should take the lead and there should be common metrics, comparable 
methodologies used by developed countries, as well as accounting for financial support delivered 
to developing countries 

• For developing countries, there should be flexibility such as allowing to choose the most 
appropriate IPCC guidelines in light of their national circumstances 

Japan 

• Should focus on structure/design of MPGs 
• MPGs should be common and applicable to all Parties as Japan sees this as useful to guide 

continuous improvement and building of capacities in all Parties 

Indonesia 

• Noted concerns around the workshop report, echoing view made by other developing countries 
• Reiterate submission points 

 

The Co-Facilitators then moved on to inventories and brought forward their tool which they prepared 
under their own responsibility which draws upon submissions to take stock to key components. 

1. Objective and principles; 
2. Definition of terms; 
3. Methodologies, data and metrics; 
4. Sectors and gases; 
5. Frequency; 
6. Time series; 
7. Institutional and national inventory arrangements; 
8. Quality assurance/quality control; 
9. Key category analysis; 
10. Recalculation; 
11. Uncertainty assessment; 
12. Assessment of completeness; 
13. Improvement planning, constraints and capacity building need; 
14. Reporting guidance and format; 
15. Xx ….. 

Brazil requested for clarification on the time needed to discuss this matter (in the next 15 minutes) and 
suggested that there might be a need to add informal-informals or at the next session tomorrow. Brazil 
also noted a shortened list, noting that of the list, 8,9,10 can be subsumed under methodologies. Brazil 
also noted that principles are not on the list. 

Saudi Arabia 

• Open to informal-informals but if Parties were not comfortable with staying on afer 8pm, we can 
take the issue up tomorrow 

• Support Brazil on a shortened list 



European Union 

• List generally includes elements that are important components of inventory reports (in EU’s 
experience) 

• Some elements may be captured as sub-headings, such as 7,8,13 

New Zealand 

• BURs already comprise some of these elements e.g. capacity building needs 

China 

• Agree with Brazil to cluster some of the list’s items 
• Suggested neutral phasing for point 14, “reporting channel and format” rather than “guidance” 

 

On the issue of informal-informals for this evening, the Co-Facilitators asked the floor for suggestions. To 
which, Brazil proposed that they mull over the tools by the Co-Facilitators over sleep and proposed 
informal-informals to be organized for tomorrow (10 May 2017). 

 

Summaries provided by Melissa Low, Research Fellow, Energy Studies Institute, National University of 
Singapore (esimlyx@nus.edu.sg).  

mailto:esimlyx@nus.edu.sg

