
Second Informal Consultation of the APA Agenda Item 5 Modalities, Procedures and Guidance for the 
Transparency Framework for Action and Support referred to in Article 13 of the Paris Agreement 

Wednesday, 8 November 2017, 4-6pm, Bangkok Room, COP23 

Note taker: Melissa Low, Research Fellow, Energy Studies Institute, National University of Singapore 
(esimlyx@nus.edu.sg) 

To be discussed: overarching considerations, national GHG inventory, tracking progress, adaptation 

Co-Facilitator noted that the preliminary note was uploaded. Draws on Parties submissions and views to 
date, including discussions in last week’s Roundtable.  

Does not pre-judge MPGs 

Prepared under responsibility of Co-Facilitators, no status 

Does not present agreed views, nor does it attempt to draw any conclusions on possible areas of 
convergence or divergence 

Recognize that nothing is final until all  

Today’s plan: overarching considerations, national GHG inventory, tracking progress, adaptation 

Do not intend to micromanage distribution of time among each issues, encourage Parties to address 
each issue in comments 

Co-Facilitator noted 2 questions to guide discussions: 

• Are there any fundamental issues missing from the Preliminary material document? Focus on 
issues of significance 

• Are proposals captured accurately? Are they in the right place? Is there a way to streamline this 
material? 

Switzerland (Environmental Integrity Group) 

• On general comments, overarching considerations and national GHG inventory. Other issues 
• Useful paper, provides comprehensive overview of possible elements of transparency 

framework 
• Will not comment on question of applicability – bifurcation of Article 13 has been clearly solved 

in Paris except 13.9, 13.10; do not see options for bifurcation other than these two Articles 
• Objectives and principles should be tailored to specific parts of MPGs; not at beginning but 

specific sessions e.g. national inventory reports, biennial reports etc. – no specific section for 
this – should be an option saying “no need for this section” 

• National inventory reports (b1) – don’t agree with elements here, applicable to all, common 
MPGs 

• B2 – agree useful to define objectives and principles for NIR and no objectives 
• B3 Definitions – fine with that 
• B4 – bullets focus on institutional arrangements than on national circumstances; heading should 

be shortened to institutional arrangements 
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• All elements acceptable and our submission is reflected 
• 5 – establishment of processes for improvement of the inventory 
• Methodologies, parameters and data – in Switzerland’s submissions our view could make this 

more readable and avoid complications 
• All Parties to use most recent IPCC guidelines is key, unless not able to use most recent ones, 

reasons must be provided and Parties must include a timeline for the use of these guidelines in 
the improvement plan 

• Use of 2006 guidelines is important for transparency related support 
• Establishment of CBIT accordingly – no need for mention of 2006 IPCC Guidelines here 
• No further comments on section b, c, d until f 
• Metrics – important to have common metrics using 100 year GWP by IPCC 

Brazil 

• Point of clarification on missing elements, accurate representation, streamlining suggestions, 
respond on overarching considerations, national GHG inventory 

• Co-Facilitator noted section A, B, C and D is to be considered 
• Brazil said he is speaking in national capacity, and can only go up to section B of the preliminary 

material 
• Can work on this document to try to move forward during this session here 
• In terms of missing elements, A and B – didn’t identify any missing elements but may happen 

during debate we might realize some particular aspects are not there and need to be inserted 
but for time being no major missing elements in A and B 

• Accurate representation in submissions – on Brazil, Argentina and Uruguay’s submissions – not 
everything is copied and pasted in the text and not expecting co-facilitators to do that but when 
we engage in more substantive discussions on the issues, we will have a chance to discuss with 
Parties to prepare a more accurate text on what should be reporting and reviewing 
requirements and the information supporting it – need to improve accuracy but not intention to 
have exact words in the preliminary material but to have a text that we all together can agree, 
hope we can engage in such an exercise 

• The right place – a lot in A is unnecessary, can be streamlined, need to engage in this case by 
case, element by element – not a case of misallocation but should not be in A 

• In B, no missing elements but a lot of repetition – an exercise could help streamline this section 
• In inventory part does not belong to B, but also does not belong in other sections because 

happening in other CMA agenda items e.g. inventory to keep a national registry – this does not 
have anything to do with a national inventory report. It will and should be decided in other 
agenda items 

• Willing to work on other elements as well 

Co-Facilitators asked that Parties raise the number of the item in the Preliminary material 

European Union 

• Useful paper for discussion and feel it generally captures well the submissions in roundtable  
• Support Switzerland on point of differentiation that we see it only in the relation to support 

needed and received 



• Missing elements: difficult to speak to due to our long submission and long paper and shortness 
of time but specifically on inventories, methodologies, key categories and calculation; Parties 
should provide justification where there are not able to implement these requirements and 
indicate that why there were not able to do so 

• In objectives and principles, proposed in EU submission to specific TACCC principles and 
progress tracking on finance – could not find this in the preliminary material 

• Small detail: in relation to time series on inventories we suggested that for countries that need 
flexibility should reporting time series starting from base year of their NDCs – could not find in 
the preliminary material 

• In relation to objectives of tracking progress, link made to the global stock take not found in the 
preliminary material. Small detail but link to the Paris Agreement text. 

• In general, well captured but sometimes rephrased so difficult for us to find our points and only 
a couple of small areas 

• On streamlining, agree that A could be streamlined a lot and that would be good to start 
discussion on how that could be done; detailed elements might not be included in MPG text 

• A4 on interlinkages – long list of what are the linkages to transparency – this is not something 
we need to have in the MPGs, definitely in the wrong place and we may have a section 
somewhere to outline what crosscutting linkages we have to transparency but that should not 
be part of MPGs as such 

• General part – under procedural aspects, now have a cover description of MPGs compared to 
MPG as such – placement issue and this would not be a heading within MPGs but worth having 
separate section to be a cover decision in the structure of an informal note but not as an MPG 
(more of a placement issue) 

• Agree with Brazil in the other sections a lot of scope to streamline and improve clearer bullets 
and get rid of long list we currently have but currently reflected in a good way as it keeps and 
can find own submission; once merged further it would be difficult to find our own proposals 

• We need to do further work here as Parties in the room 

Saudi Arabia (Arab Group) 

• Thank Co-Facilitators for time and effort in putting together preparatory material, listening 
carefully to our colleagues, as we do so, more apprehensive on where we are going 

• The way it has been populated not working for us 
• Not clear, confusing 
• Extremely unhappy with document as it stands 
• Notation: helpful to attribute who based on Parties view, healthy step forward but in the way it 

is done, difficult for us to track and read the document – our suggestion is to compile the 
different groups into separate documents into tabular format; will be a simple exercise since 
information is already there 

• Five grouping of Parties: notation confuses the who to the extent that new categories were 
created e.g. b and d – not too different categories of who, simply a reflection of how we are 
going to apply the flexibility; feel like there is a confusion there on who and how and how 
flexibility is going to be applied 



• Section A is attributed to everyone – you have already identified for us a common area; we do 
accept its comprehensiveness but would like to see 2 separate groups – developed and 
developing for the who and structure the document as follows 

• Streamlining not appropriate at this time, wish to keep everything on board 
• Would like to come back on fundamentals to what’s missing but right now document is not 

something we can work with 

China (Like Minded Developing Countries) 

• Express appreciation to Co-Facilitators to preparing the Preliminary material paper, valuable 
exercise to help us find a successful outcome to this session 

• Share views by Saudi Arabia on behalf of the Arab Group that we cannot proceed with this 
document as it stands 

• The reasons expressed by Saudi Arabia are valuable and productive 
• Highlight a couple of points that cross our red-line and co-chairs red-line: 

o Co-Chairs indicated a specific way out for this session, what kind of materials and 
content should be included in the text 

o From my understanding, stress two aspects 1) headings, sub-headings, options and 
placeholders to identify cross-references or linkages – however no clear options in this 
Preliminary material, should have some consensus by Parties; 2) clear consensus on the 
‘W’s and ‘H’s – we need clusters of views not simply listing all the elements there which 
is not quite readable and manageable 

o According to my understanding, co-chairs approach is to use bullets or narrative to 
express Parties’ different options to ensure text is short and concise but some kinds of 
narrative is also necessary – should be under headings, sub-headings but also under 
options i.e. should not be simply organized under alphabets or numerical sub-headings 

• Specific comments on this paper, why it cannot fly: 
o Overarching guiding principle A3: first (no text), second (chapeau, 2a and 2b) and third 

bullet not on same logic level, common tabular format 
o A5 – not necessary element in MPG, not consistent with other bullet points, some 

methodology inconsistency 
o Some elements should not be treated as sub-bullets under NDC progress e.g. C5  
o Missing and omitted elements e.g. NDC submission placeholder to ensure no prejudice… 

not placed in the text – general description of progress of NDC then have a placeholder 
with objective, description, progress made, mitigation policies and measures and maybe 
some other sub-headings and after that maybe placeholder for adaptation component 
progress could be reported taking into account section D – recognize some Parties don’t 
want this so can be in brackets, or note an option no need for this placeholder but there 
should be some kind of insertion of this 

• Attribution (as noted by Saudi Arabia) is useful but some of the items deserve several 
attributions e.g. GHG removals etc. should be done to C and not only to A; some kinds of 
clusters we can use e.g. C3 description of Parties NDC in Article 4, para 11 can be clustered as 
one option in CTU, item 3b in APA; those that have reference to BR and BUR e.g. in para 6, 7, 9; 



etc. to make text more clean and clear and not by using this kind of simple listing of elements 
without any clear clusters or elements 

South Africa 

• Few suggestions, have not read text in its entirety 
• A4: appreciate pointer but like to add process around Article 9, so that Agenda Item 8 can be 

included; para 41 1/CP.21 Adaptation Committee and Least Developed Experts Group can be 
added to recognize efforts done under that section 

• D1: objectives –should add reference to 13.5, mitigation and adaptation  

Brazil 

• Not sure if understand interventions correctly, at least one group said they cannot work on this 
document 

• Let’s have a clear opinion if we can work on this document or not 

Co-Facilitators noted the serious note by some Parties (Saudi Arabia for Arab Group and China for 
LMDC) so wish that Parties can confer among themselves to resolve this impasse. Asked if anyone had 
views to continue. Parties did not raise objections, so Co-Facilitators continued. 

New Zealand  

• Can work 
• Stand with EIG on differentiation, applicable to all except 13.9, 13.9 
• Bullet point form: final product will not be in this form with narrative text to explain to Parties 

when the guidelines are directing them in the sort of information they need to be providing for 
inventory and in tracking progress and in the context of adaptation  

• Section A: happy to keep this in, see as guidance for our work; direct quotes from Paris 
Agreement would in our view end up in the final decision 

Australia 

• Thanked Co-Facilitators for developing document 
• Appreciate all the work but there are some aspects problematic for Australia but to be 

constructive prepared to work with this document 
• Few points: 

o Agree with EIG on details of some items here, and with New Zealand 
o On Notation key, A and B section applies to the parts we are currently talking about as it 

clearly states in 13.13 flexibility is needed for Parties in light of their capacities, support 
section only and not anywhere else in this document  

o On objectives and guiding principles, only to guide our work and not to be included in 
MPGs (agree with New Zealand) 

o Seem to have lost the option to develop new set of common MPGs for inventory report 

Costa Rica (AILAC) 



• Thank Co-Facilitators for Preliminary document 
• Love and hate sensation with regard to this document 
• Constructive spirit so think it is a good starting point 
• On overarching considerations, see some parts shouldn’t be a part of MPGs but rather mode of 

work (agree with Brazil) particularly in Section A can be taken out and streamlined 
• In terms of principles, we think ETF should be guided by principles in Article 3, 4, para 3 and 13 

of PA, 31, 85, 89, 91,92 of decision helpful to be included here 
• Some specific areas can be added – can say here or email to consider them and hear other 

Parties 
• In general, OK but specific in inventories and areas of work we have some views  

Co-Facilitators encourage Parties to raise all details to be added to this document and email to 
Secretariat but to keep transparency, share with all Parties here.  

Costa Rica suggest to give others the floor first before coming back. 

United States 

• Not seeing to change the balance  
• Don’t agree in bifurcation 
• Article 13 establishes ETF, common MPGs 
• Differentiation was addressed in Article 13 in terms of flexibility in light of capacities 
• In spirit of good will, can work on this document but recognize that reference to developed and 

developing countries cannot be agreed on other than on 13.9 and 13.10 
• On clusters, we think extremely difficult at this time, a lot of nuance 
• Some groupings or countries will become more evident as we continue to work on this 

document 
• Overarching considerations: don’t see these as structure in MPGs or section but as concepts or 

as things to take into account as we develop MPGs, note not clearly noted in options 
• Inventory: need to come back on detail 
• Tracking progress: significant opportunity to streamline sections and sub-sections; baseline, 

basepoint to reflect achievement of NDC, will help on readability 
• CC impact and adaptation: placeholder to APA 4, not clear that many Parties saw that as a 

placeholder for the entire section 
• Aren’t able to provide all detailed comments at this time, and provide in email and to all Parties 

who would be interested in receiving them in spirit of transparency 

Japan 

• Paper reflects submission, and all elements 
• Comprehensive but problematic 
• Some areas we cannot agree: Article 8 not covered, loss and damage, avoidance of double 

counting 
• Overall we would like to continue the discussion based on this paper, a good starting point 



Bhutan (Least Developed Countries) 

• Thanked Co-Facilitator for producing Preliminary material 
• Our group did not have quite a lot of time to coordinate ourselves on quite a number of points 

but had a quick view on what this document offers 
• Overarching considerations: facilitate implementation of entire article of the PA and not limited 

to Article 13; room to capture information on core aspects of the PA 
• On flexibility, we have raised in Roundtable discussion and in submissions that PA talks about 

flexibility in the context of built-in flexibility and linkage to capacity issues and our group would 
like to have clarity of this issue – apology if this is going back to conceptual issue but important 
for the group to have clarity 

• Happy to engage constructively on this material, not intending to strike off any of these topics at 
this point in time and wish to continue in this spirit 

• Wish to come back on more points later 

Republic of Korea 

• Welcome discussion, matches our expectations for the second informal meeting, thanked Co-
Facilitators 

• Add to Switzerland (EIG) on overarching considerations: missing from EIG submission 
o C on tracking progress 
o C6 mitigation policies and measures – add any qualitative description relating to 6A and 

if 6 will be developed as CTF to be developed to maximum of xxx words (see EIG 
submission) 

o C7 summary of GHG emissions and removals – like to add total, time series 1990 or year 
party first reported removals: Parties encouraged to use NIR for more detailed 
information on removals 

o C8 – like to add cut off year for projection analysis, important point for projection and 
can be enhanced from existing BR, important information to understand about the Party  

o Include explanation of measures and scenarios to be reported with 5 year timeframe 
extending at least to target year of current NDC using CTF tables 

Maldives (AOSIS) 

• Thank Co-Facilitators for preparing Preliminary material, a lot of content and given short time 
group hasn’t been able to review this comprehensively in detail, like to come back 

• Noting that some delegations have raised some concerns about this but AOSIS thinks it is a good 
basis to start substantive deliberations and useful to hear views in this room so as to best utilize 
our time in this room and at further sessions 

Norway 

• Express gratitude to Co-Facilitators for preparing this material, some concerns but can use for 
discussion 

• Support Australia and US on notation keys 



• At the moment, don’t see fundamental issues missing but like to come back if we see any 
• Issue not been captured accurately: B6 reporting guidance, b gases bullet point 8 – can send 

text, must actually see what Parties have submitted 

European Union 

• Placeholder in section on adaptation and support provided, APA 4 
• Would not like to engage in specific text i.e. streamline, put options when we know there is a 

parallel discussion especially on support provided 
• On China’s intervention, could condense text and bullets to options at different levels in the 

bullets, cannot put it in this way as list of bullets but this is exactly what we thought we would 
do in this room as it is not in the Co-Facilitators’ remit but it is work to be done by Parties 

• Agree options are missing but it is us that need to develop these options based on the bullets 
we have now 

• On Saudi Arabia, cannot understand how this text would look like in a tabular format. That 
option would be more difficult than in the way we have the text now. Remind that the mandate 
of the MPG 13.13 to develop common MPGs for all Parties and we have to stick to that mandate 
but open to think about working options into this Preliminary material to make text acceptable 
to all Parties to make this working material i.e. see what options are missing, table is not such a 
good idea as it makes identification of options more complicated with columns and getting lost 
in making columns consistent 

Saudi Arabia 

• To answer colleagues: 
1. Agreement to show preparatory material, share feedback and will take our views and 

look forward to seeing first iteration, thank you for taking serious note of our views on 
this document 

2. On the EU’s comments, it was just one way to guide us out of it, not stuck to it but if 
there is a more creative way to figure out it is not confusing and that differentiation can 
be established in a more clear way we can move forward 

• Agree with China’s comments on behalf of LMDC 
• Like many Parties, not enough time to go through, these are just preliminary points and like to 

come back with more specifics in future 
• A1: more useful and clearer to Parties to spell out 13.5, 13.6, bullets can be inserted “build 

mutual trust and confidence”… “In light of the Convention in Article 2”… etc.  
• A4: actual heading interlinkages has an addition that wasn’t there in previous outline “and other 

elements in the Paris Agreement” 
• With regard to differentiation, like to see “ETF… differentiated arrangements”, “recognizing 

different starting points of developed and developing countries in applying the MPGs for 
transparency” clear facts that should guide our work going forward 

• Disappointed with reference to response measures, although not require 94f of 1/CP.21, not 
sufficient reflection, suggest on A5 building arrangements, does not capture the modalities for 
response measures in current MRVs, actually a lot of experience to build on and that should be 



captured specifically “building on current arrangements for response measures”, response 
measures for review and reporting… can be captured 

• In interest of time, can email you and in spirit of US can share with any Party interested as well 

Canada 

• Preliminary views have been expressed by Switzerland, US, Australia, New Zealand and EU 
• Willing to work with the tool and seek a tool that is not differentiated – major caveat at this 

point 
• How do you see things moving forward at this stage? 

Switzerland 

• Wondering way forward 
• Haven’t had time to screen entire document to see if all our options have been reflected in the 

document and engage in remaining sections at future sessions 

Brazil 

• Keen to hear from Co-Facilitators foresee us moving forward 
• Hear from other Parties that they will email feedback 
• What do you expect us to do, how much time we have to do it?  

Co-Facilitators proposed to close the meeting to give time to Parties to continue reading the text and to 
come back tomorrow with transparency of support provided section and will take note on your 
feedback, additions and deal with that.  

Brazil noted that Parties have said they will send via email their textual feedback. Is there a deadline for 
this? If you want to take this into a second version, you will need time to receive a lot of comments and 
work with the comments – do you plan to do this or not? Do we send the emails and at some point in 
time expect a second iteration? Can you be a little more specific on what you expect to do and in what 
time frame? 

Switzerland had similar concerns.  

Canada concurred with concerns raised by Brazil and Canada.  

Co-Facilitator encouraged Parties to read out proposals, focusing on significant issues and not on minor 
ones. Welcomed written, textual proposals.  

• For issues discussed before Saturday, receive by 6pm on Friday, 10 November 2017 
• For issues discussed on Saturday, by 6pm on Saturday, 11 November 2017 

Brazil raised point of clarification that tomorrow Parties are expected to read out textual proposals, then 
send what we read and didn’t read, same with Saturday. Expect that Co-Facilitators will work on Sunday 
to revise the text and send to Parties by when? 



Co-Facilitator said 6pm Friday to give them a day to work and the rest of it on Saturday evening. New 
iteration will be released before Monday. Hope that the text does not increase from 26 pages to 100 
pages. 

Australia wanted to ask what nature of the comments Co-Facilitators were seeking i.e. “substantive” – 
missing, shouldn’t be there or both?  

Co-Facilitator clarified that both issues can be included in both oral and email submissions. EU’s 
suggestion to capture options welcome. 

Costa Rica asked for clarification on the organization of submissions. Would you expect suggestions to 
move certain sections to others in order to be more coherent? 

China (LMDC) supported Co-Facilitators’ mode of work to proceed. On specific timeline to new iteration, 
we will see what will happen after this exercise. On comment to avoid increasing the length of the text, 
full confidence that all Parties will insert options that are only “life or death” in nature. All of us have this 
understanding in mind and will only provide key insertions in written proposal format.  

Brazil thanked Co-Facilitator for clarification and more concrete proposal in term of timeline. Brazil can 
work with this. Will make proposals on missing elements, whether submissions captured accurately and 
more importantly for us on how to streamline. Parties are free to write as many comments as they like, 
and perhaps in terms of options but not to micromanage. Hope text will not explode. Will work in the 
spirit to make the text more concise and manageable. Trust you will be able to find common ground for 
us and engage with other Parties to engage in common ground. Hope to see new version on Monday 
that truly capture substantive issues to focus on reporting and review requirements as is stated in the 
Paris Agreement and move in the right direction of the MPGs. List of elements organized in a way that 
gives all of us confidence to continue discussion in a positive spirit.  

Maldives ask for clarification on way forward: missing elements, placement, and suggestions for further 
streamlining but no deletion.  

Co-Facilitator said yes.  

Singapore asked that there was one more hour TEC and FMCP, could you let us know when that is 
expected to happen?  

Co-Facilitator said that they will give confirmation tomorrow, will not happen tomorrow morning.  

Next informal consultation will take place (originally) from 12-1pm but clashes with finance, encouraged 
Parties to check on CCTV for updates. 

China asked it were possible to give Parties the word document of this Preliminary material.  

Canada asked who do we send input to.  

Co-Facilitators said to send to Secretariat (jigme@unfccc.int, or tisu@unfccc.int) and that word 
document of the file will be uploaded at the same place as the PDF file. 

The informal consultation ended at 6pm.  
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