
APA Agenda Item 7: Informal consultations on modalities and procedures for the 

effective operation of the committee to facilitate implementation and promote 

compliance referred to in Art. 15, p. 2, of the PA 

Date: Nov. 9, 2017 -- 17:00 - 18:00 

Notes by Rhianna Rees, Master’s Student at Uppsala University 

 

Link to the Preliminary Material discussed at the meeting: 

http://unfccc.int/files/na/application/pdf/apa_7_preliminary_material_for_informal_note.pdf 

 

Co-facilitator: Floor open for any initial notes on the overlapping elements of Article 15 and 

Article 13 as discussed at the last meeting. 

 

Norway: what is the systemic role of the committee, the committee should signify how much 

data and information should be provided by parties. There are systemic barriers in 

implementation, the committee is in no position to address parties at present, the CMA 

should decide how to deal with the issue. With regards to transparency framework linkages 

distinction 1. Procedural aspect, binding obligation to provide information, the core aspect of 

the Paris Agreement. 2. The parties should be granted a grace period before the committee 

is active. Have countries followed the guidelines? The committee has a role to play. How 

much is done by TER? What is the committee’s role in repeat violations of compliance? 

Should be working with place owners. 

 

Canada: the legal obligations in article 13 are subject to 15 in some way. Article 15 adds 

value to meeting obligations that no other mechanism is currently providing. Review the 

same processes in article 13, could it provide value? It’s possible, based on the process and 

outcome that it facilitates capacity building. When reviewing the party’s implementation there 

should be an open and transparent manner for providing information. If it doesn’t, then it 

sacrifices the sanctity of article 13. There should be a streamlined and scoped committee for 

legal obligations that currently aren’t covered. As for the systemic role, the committee is pro-

active, facilitating the technical aspects of the Paris Agreement. There are issues with 

conflicting technologies and resource implications. Possible linkages to support 

arrangements, non-duplicative nature of committee, shouldn’t focus on financial aspects of 

the Paris Agreement.  

 

China: Recognises the efforts of the co-facilitators and is grateful for the work put in (Until 

4am!). Commencement of the committee on systemic issues, should be recognised by the 

CMA or by the committee based on information provided by the secretary or objective 

sources.  

 

Egypt: still too early to make final determination on 13-15 relationship, however there is a 

linkage with transparency framework, some parties may envisage a role for article 13 and its 

linkage to support mechanisms, should provide adequate and continuous support to 

participate in its work. The bodies might consider sharing their info and details. Expanded 

role for the committee should there be a role in the systemic nature. 

 

Uganda: 1. Scope of committee should not have duplicate effort, to ensure the Paris 

Agreement is complied with. There are issues of implementation and compliance and 

recurring issues that might become problematic. The committee can and should consider 

http://unfccc.int/files/na/application/pdf/apa_7_preliminary_material_for_informal_note.pdf


different issues that may arise. Other institutional arrangements should be considered. 

Committee should be seen as a ‘fast-track’ to problems that may arise, guidance and 

assistance for parties.  

 

Co-facilitators: should focus on specific and potential areas of guidance. The 3rd section of 

the preliminary document uses headings that are not permanent, just organisational for now. 

 

China: Good start, but what are the missing parts of the informal note? Concerns that not all 

the proposals by the parties are on the table. Substance: principles on overarching 

considerations will have reference and point on national capabilities and circumstances. 

Scope – various options available now, the G77 possible comprehensive scope is a bit too 

narrow? The process needs elaboration, the committee needs to know what to do at every 

stage, how many stages should there be? The preliminiary analysis or considetations, 

followed by a face-to-face dialogue with the committee and then final measures and should 

the committee provide follow-up procedures? Measures and factors the committee should 

take and should they be legally binding? Capacity for building support. 

 

Japan: agree with China, preparation of paper is appreciated. For discussions in the future, 

what is missing in the document? Are issues individual or systemic, the forecast for the 

future is that systemic issues won’t happen daily so the focus should be on individual issues.   

 

Argentina (On behalf of Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay): inputs of submission, not 

properly documented differentiation. Need to consider when to go through each of the 

elements. The structure and composition should be discussed further.  

 

EU: referral to the committee and outputs and measures, there are preliminary interlinkages, 

several others are not mentioned.  

 

Mali: does not understand section 3.1 and 3.2 and what is meant in them in the preliminary 

document. What are the modalities and guidelines beyond COP24? So far there has been 

no further commitment from the committee.  

 

Turkey: divide into 2 aspects, procedural and compliance under the Paris Agreement. What 

happens with regular absence by committee members? What are the impacts? 

 

Canada: in section A the title ‘underlying principles’ does not have the support of all parties. 

It should be ‘established criteria’ over ‘principles’. E.g. section E – ‘NCC to be taken into 

account...’ has a differentiation in other ways, what are we talking about? National 

capabilities and circumstances, it should read ‘[whether] NCC [is] to be taken into account...’. 

the mechanism is applicable to all parties.  

 

Gambia: linkages are a really important part. A list of all the different bodies has so far been 

omitted. Article 6 for example, the way it’s implemented doesn’t change the scope. 

Submissions and interventions are adequately considered.  

 

New Zealand: good progress overall and committee convergence. Procedural elements are 

coming along and the headers are taking shape. However, the committee does not have 

expert opinion, the committee should have the reflections of experts. Also, other parties 



should have flexibility and the committee should take into account the differing national 

capabilities and circumstances.  


