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APA agenda item 8: informal consultations on issues except Adaptation 
Fund 

Co-chairs 
• Almost half way in the informal consultations 
• How and by which bodies should this be taken by? 
• Art. 9.5 discussions at the last meeting 

o There are some parties who think that the modalities of the biennial 
communications are not being addressed by 10(f). The COP could mandate the 
SBs of the APA to deal with this item. 

o Other parties believed that COP 10(f) is indeed discussing Art. 9.5 
o Work should progress with a separate workstream with a clear outcome. Other 

believed that we should continue discussing this matter in the same mode of 
work. There was no agreement to change the mode of work on this matter, so we 
will continue with the same mode. 

• Some have given new inputs 
• Additional matter: “Modalities for biennially communicating finance information on the 

provision of public financial resources to developing countries in accordance with Article 
9, paragraph 5 of the PA”. The additional questions to be addressed: 

o What are those specific additional procedural matters concerning Article 9, 
paragraph 5, that are not being addressed by the COP under its agenda item 
10(f)? 

o What is the appropriate forum for considering these additional procedural 
matters? 

• Additional co-chairs’ questions: 
o Is preparatory work on this matter currently being undertaken? If so, where? 
o If there is no preparatory work being undertaken in this matter, is preparatory 

work required, and if so, by which body? 
o What should be the timeframe for completion of this work? 

Philippines 
• The COP was considered to begin a process to deal with Art. 9.5. They will then present 

their result, without specifics for consideration by the CMA at its first session. 
• The COP began its process, and then what happened? We were then unclear as to in 

what form we would be able to present this result. Unlike with other Art. 9.7 in which 
SBSTA was specifically asked to develop modalities. This is not the case for article 9.5. 

• If you look at the mandate given to SBSTA, it doesn’t coincide with the APA mandate 
given to the transparency framework. 

• There are two aspects of 9.7 that somehow need to be taken by the APA. 
• The transparency framework talks about 9.7 and 9.5 as a whole in terms of the provision 

of support. Not only 9.7 
• Par. 8 of 1/CP.21 - The work on 9.5 should be under APA, because we are preparing for 

the entry into force of the PA. 
• In the current discussions of the Art. 13 framework, it becomes essential that we do the 

same type of work on Art. 9.5 that we are doing on other articles of the PA. The COP has 



given the mandate to the APA to prepare for the entry into force of the PA. We must have 
a balance treatment of all our items under Art. 9 of the PA. 

• No real progress has been made under 9.5 under the COP. There is no clear agreement 
or process within the COP to allows us on how to take it. What kind of decision? And at 
the same time you are undertaking a similar work under Art. 13 (which talks not only to 
9.7 but also to 9.5). We want a balanced treatment of all the matters under the PA. 

• We will do enhanced action based on enhanced support, and there should be a clear 
manner to reflect this. 

South Africa (AG) 
• Our interpretation to go forward is different from what we think. 
• There are still a number of outstanding issues that still need to be addressed. We don’t 

want to continue in the same approach we used in Marrakech. 
• Substantive issues with regards to Art. 9.5, particularly for the modalities of the 

communications: 
o These communications have critical dependencies in various agenda items 

under various bodies and articles in the PA. 
▪ Art. 9.7 - Transparency of provision  
▪ Art. 13.9, 13.11 - Transparency framework 
▪ Art. 17 - Compliance of the PA. 

o Specific modalities that the AG would like to see included 
▪ We are not even fulfilling the mandate of agenda 10(f) 
▪ Multilateral consideration of these communication 
▪ Time frames covered in the communications. Biennials only refers to the 

frequency, but not the period that these should cover. This relates to 
common time frames 

▪ Information contained, we should agree to adopted guidelines 9/CP.21, 
which could be used as a baseline to go forward 

• We will be submitting a conference form paper with regards to the substantive elements 
of how we see this element being completed. 

China 
• Support G77 + China 
• No much progress under COP 10(f), but also their mandate is not so comprehensive, 

and it fails to cover all the relevant issues of Art. 9.5 
o Guidance of information of what kind of guidance to be developed on NDCs is 

pretty comprehensive, why not here? We also want to include finance NDC, but 
our partners tell us this is not to cover finance. There is no place to reflect 
finance. We want to have further discussion on those further matters related to 
Art. 9.5 

• Request by the AG is reasonable 

NZ 
• We continue to hear calls for balance across the work program and the agreement. 
• Our mandate was agreed in Paris, and we don’t want new mandates. Specially at this 

stage of the process. In order to proceed, we don’t want to create a new item. We want 
to respect the mandate in order to respect the balance and not begin a conversation on 
Art. 9.5 

Ecuador (LMDC) 
• Support G77 + China 
• Question (a) - No preparatory work currently being undertaken. COP 10(f) is only to 

identify information, there is no work on modalities (methodologies, tables, definitions, 



assumptions, etc.) All of the underlying considerations that need to be considered. 
Without this, you would only have a list of information reported with a lot of assumptions 
and methodologies that would lend them impossible to compare. 

• Question (b). Preparatory work should be undertaken by the APA, which could allow us 
to move forward during the session in May, or even if we have an extra session in May. 

• We want this to be completed by the end of 2018 so we can include it as part of the 
Transparency framework. 

Canada 
• Support Canada 
• We see a trend that when specific item agendas are not properly discussed or covered 

(to the view of some parties), we try to subdivide or find new places to insert this agenda 
items, or move to other types of arrangements to have this discussed. It is important that 
to recognize that all parties made compromises, and we weren’t happy with everything, 
no-one was. 

• We have a very, very full work program. It’s a fairness aspect. Looking at the list of 
possible additional matters, considering that 5 of them are dealing with finance, it is 
about balance. And it is about balance, and it seems like one issue is receiving more 
attention. 

Philippines 
• Misinterpretation of balance. (There were parts of the decision taken in Paris that were 

not negotiated, especially with regards to finance).  
• We need to have the negotiating space and the space to discuss the substance of this 

and the transparency framework. Then we can bring our conclusions into a decision that 
we could bring into the attention of the CMA. AFter you begin the process, then what? 
You need to bring it to the CMA, but how are you going to do this? We note that the APA 
has been established by the COP to prepare the entry into force of the PA and should 
therefore deal with this. 

Egypt 
• Support G77, Ecuador, AG 
• We don’t support, agree or support with the views that we should drop 9.5, but that we 

should manage to operationalize this. 
• There is no work being done currently, but 10(f) under the COP is different. 
• Full operationalization of 9.5 (both modalities and information) should be undertaken by 

the APA. Under agenda item 8 we had 9 items, we now have 5. But this doesn’t mean 
we are going to leave this behind. These items should be part of the package that is 
coming out at the end of next year. 

• It is about political commitment. This issue is a reflection of the commitment of 
developed countries to come forward with information. Similar to what the developing 
countries are being asked to come up with in terms of information for mitigation. We 
really don’t get the point. 9.5 is a crucial element for any outcome that will come by the 
end of the year. 

Co-chairs 
• We don’t want to give the impression that we are only given attention to 9.5 
• We want to hear more rational about why some parties are feeling this is or is not being 

addressed somewhere else. 
• May we make a suggestion: can we suggest that we hear from our colleges on 10(f) to 

hear from them. Do we have them here on the table. Maybe we should be updated and 
get an idea of how different issues are being dealt under 9.5 



India 
• G77 + China, SA, China, Ecuador 
• 10(f) is not comprehensive, it only deals with identifying information but modality are not 

discussed here. As part of the transparency framework, we expect the completion of this 
work. 

• We would like to raise the point to confirm that the observers are allowed in this 
discussions. 

Japan 
• Respond to Egypt on the statement of this issue. What we are doing here in this room is 

only a procedural matter. We are trying to deal with the issues that area in the work 
program to be adopted. This issues, including 9.5 have not yet been solved. 

US 
• Same as Japan 
• This list has no particular status. These are possible additional matters, but there was no 

consensus that all this possible additional matters should or needed to be added to the 
agenda either now or in the future. 

EU 
• Agree with the US 
• We were hoping to move to the other additional matters. 
• This is a discussion about moving issues forward, but not about substance. 

Norway 
• Agree with the G77 in that the matter is not currently being consider. It is indeed a new 

matter. The work program on this in par.55 is being undertaken in 10(f). Given that 
adding a new element to the work program is not recommended, we don't want to add 
more things to our plate. 

• With regards to the transparency framework (4, 7, 9 10, 11). The reporting under the 
transparency framework is different from NDCs, biennial communications, and 
adaptation communications. They are all being dealt with. 

Ecuador 
• We might consider that we will continue discussing this matter for the next time 

we meet. We haven’t really heard answers to your question. How can we address 
the fact that information presented under 9.5 doesn’t have a common format. This 
means it will be difficult to aggregate and compare. 

Georgia 
• Confused by the suggestion and slow progress. There are already many agenda items. 

We don’t think we can create a new agenda item with no mandate. 
• We are already struggling to participate in the existing number of agenda items. 
• Support NZ, Canada, Norway, US 

Kuwait (AG) 
• Africa, G77, Ecuador 
• This element is direly needed for the implementation of mitigation actions by developing 

countries. 



Co-chairs 
• We would like to continue with issuing the informal notes to capture the progress of 

discussion. But in order to do that, we wanted to go through as many additional matters 
as possible. We suggest then that the next time we meet, we go to the next additional 
matter (guidance to the GCF and GEF). The African Group would like to come back to 
this first item, but only after we have ran through the other additional items. 

• The meeting will be tomorrow at some point. 
• By the end of today, we will be able to provide a new informal note. 

Egypt 
• We think that each of these agenda matters has its own life. 
• We want to stress that what you will developed is only an informal note. 
• The AG will suggest the way forward and the content as well. 


