
 

APA - Agenda item 6. Global Stocktake (GST), Monday 7 May. 11.00, Chamber hall 

11.00 
Notes by Sylvia Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen 

  
Co-facilitator (CF): New informal note by co-facilitators had been shared on 6 May, CF asking for 

comments.  

Ecuador (for G77). Concerned about making sure it includes all options, and wondering what happens 

when the co-chair leaves later today.  

Africa group (?). On the annex we see these as views expressed by parties, our exercise has been 

about capturing those so using the annex is a way to ensure all is presented. What we may do is to read 

out some language that could provide the assurance acquired. The annex is views not a tool. It is an 

integral part of the note. It is a non-exhaustive list.  

What we will do in the sixth hour we are in your hands, we could use it to address to discuss some topic 

where there needs to be more interaction such as timing and duration. To increase more understanding.  

Grenada – for AOSIS. We are generally comfortable. On p.2 on governance on the options, we talk 

about technical work streams we need to add a new bullet, it should be a joint contact group supported 

by a technical dialogue in which the input from each area will be discussed by parties...where all 

thematic areas will be considered. Technical dialogue will have its own co facilitators and prepare output 

from this phase under the guidance from the joint contact group.  

On activity b, on the structure also an option for a technical dialogue.  

This is the concept we are after, parties can interact with the various sources of the input and can then 

be considered in the political phase.  

EU: With respect to the second iteration, we feel it represents well what we communicate to you, two 

exceptions. Suggest to include them as corrections to this note. The first is on p.9 with presentation and 

consideration of inputs. Under that building block you have two sub bullets under b, the correction is to 

include finance flows before means of implementation and support and then continue to say ‘in relation 

to progress for the respective long term goals’. “Taking stock of parties efforts and commitments” 

“Raising awareness and opportunities for enhanced climate cooperation” 

The second concerns the inputs. We would like an additional bullet under the guiding part on p.9 saying 

“input specified per work streams and in relation to long term goals, climate action and international 

cooperation, constituted bodies, or international organizations, or UNFCCC...” With these corrections and 

the clarification for the annex we are fine to have this document as the result of this session and basis 

for next session.  

Regarding the remaining time, we see merit in discussing timelines. We see your document on timeline 

as a tool and should not be part of this document but it would help us to clarify the understanding of the 

difference concepts.  

Norway: we find this good reflection and can be the outcome. We share some concerns raised by G77 

and China with regard to the annexes and comforting to hear this is integrated part of the text. This is 

crucial for how the GST will work so that we have very strong clarity on what the global stocktake will 

assess. We support for the next session we want a targeted discussion on time and duration. If there is a 

new iteration I am not clear what the EU proposed. Did they want us to start merging options – that is 

not the intention of this session.  



EU: we did not intend for new version only corrections. For remaining session we would like a conceptual 

discussion which could be based on a presentation on timing but that would be an encouragement to in a 

later phase merge certain ideas.  

New Zealand: on p.9 under non exhaustive list on sources of inputs the role and effect of NDCs ,I 

intended this as both a forward and backward looking element, that is where I requested language on 

aggregation of transparency reports as backward looking element and as forward looking effect of NDCs 

Ghana: support the views of G77 and Africa group. Support corrections of the EU. 

CF: We will consider all suggestions and see how to move forward. 

China: We think the annex for the guidance questions will help us these comprehensive issues about the 

stocktake. If we can add in the guidance text add a reference to the annex. On the next hour, we could 

spend time discuss our roadmap to COP24. That is very important for us, we have still do not have clear 

picture of that. Then about timeline I am told by others are also discussing timelines. Transparency, 

NDC, adaptation, finance, we need coordination with other items.  

South Africa: We are fine with it with the suggestions made. For the last suggestion we support 

discussing the diagram on timing and duration.  

Brazil: regarding the note we speak for Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay, we support comments by G77. It 

is broad enough for structure but not yet in substance. We should have a draft negotiation text, we need 

an intersessional time. How to move forward depends on outcome of today and the next one. So 

discussing roadmap, and Bangkok as a road to Katowice.  

India for LMDCs: Concerned, about how to assess countries performance in light of equity etc. the GST 

should work in tandem with agenda item 5 on transparency, when that framework is clear we should 

have that as a source of input to GST or the agenda item 8 on finance. The note should capture the 

overarching issue of equity, the word framework in relation to equity should be avoided.  

Switzerland: we are happy to move forward on this iteration. Regarding intervention by AOSIS we fully 

support that. We value the questions in the annex as long as we say it is a non-exhaustive list. Why not 

change the heading for that annex.  

US: two suggestions for clarification in the last bullet on p.3, to recognize the distinction between 

general questions and specific questions, to show they are of a different nature and give more flexibility. 

The second point is to add the word the word ‘proposed’ to the specific questions. That proposed word 

would be added in the table in the annex.  

Saudi Arabia for Arab group. Align with LMDCs. On p.2 on modalities of overarching elements we 

want to add one option for guiding “and other relevant articles of PA and of specific COP21 decisions....” 

Add after forums “and other institutional arrangements serving the PA”. On what to do with this note let 

us wait for the agenda items first.  

Colombia for AILAC. We find it comprehensive so we are ok with note. About the annex we do not 

want to add further questions, it would distract us. We are fine to discuss timing in the next session.  

Japan: We see it would be good to reorganise a bit. On the equity block the first three block, the text 

could be put together and the text start after outcome. We want the note to capture more clearly the 

idea of technical dialogues under activity b. And role of co-facilitators under activity an in order to 

prepare for activity b. On p.7 we want the option two co-facilitators that overseas the whole technical 

phase. Can the options to have no specific text on some issues still be an option?  

 



Co-facilitator: We take this suggestions as corrections including changing the title of the annex. On p.7 

we add a footnote to state the annex is an integral part of the note. On next steps the APA co-chairs 

have to give input.  

16.00 continuation. Chamber Hall. 
CF: showing the text with the edits, sent to APA co-chairs for clearance, not yet received.  

Now we can discuss the timeline – slide on the screen.  

Ecuador for G77: We have one that is better we believed. We started with the end point 2023. What 

would be the end product/s and worked backwards. SO should handle what at specific SB sessions. We 

want to allow for robustness of assessing the science, with exchange between parties and experts and 

sufficient space to be converted into some political output.  

New Zealand: I have five questions. First is should it be for negotiating sessions or for the GST. 

Second, what does the first asterix link to? What is the reference to flexibility for SDCs followed by a 

question mark? Why does it say only developing countries for national communications? Why is there no 

reference to BURs?  

EU: I will not comment on this time line because we think this has no particular status, it is useful to 

clarify conceptual thinking. As EU we presented a submission in October last year and that is still valid as 

it sets out the thinking we have on the GST. When developing that submissions we made the reflection 

on how at COP24 the decision can combine an institutional setting, an organization for the stocktake that 

is robust for backward and forward looking. But we also acknowledge that it was not useful to go for very 

high level detail in the decision. For some issues it is better to have an update closer to the update in 

2023. Some ideas on timeline from that submission.  

The basis is in para 99 in COP21 decision so we need to complement it for the three work streams 

particularly who is responsible for producing inputs. We will not be able to finalise a list at COP24 but it 

would be more useful closer to 2023 and we foresee a moment in SB in 2021 to complete that list. All 

bodies that are identified for those inputs then have do their work during 2022. Bringing inputs together 

from those and non-party stakeholders end of 22 by secretariat. In 2023 with activity b we mean three 

technical dialogues for each work stream. We think those should be the form of a workshop where the 

responsible bodies get the opportunity to present their input and that would be then the basis for 

interaction with parties and non party stakeholders. Guidance for that would be about how to translate 

that into relevance for long term goals, so guiding questions is one option, or where the COP 

presidencies or SB chairs consult with parties to develop those questions. Conclusions by co-facilitators 

by each work stream that then feeds into the political phase. For that phase I will not go into detail, we 

expect a declaration or decision but we also can see possibility for events in 2024 we think important to 

maintain momentum, launch domestic preparation, and next important moment is in 25 with presenting 

the NDCs.  

Columbia for AILAC. On this flow. We were not sure if we are talking about the process in general or 

the GST. Second, for us the first arrow is incomplete as the GST goes beyond 2023 as the implication of 

the outcome goes to the next presentation of the NDCs. We understand for practical reasons we look at 

the first GST but useful to not only think about GST. Designing a useful process in time is important.  

South Africa : also non negotiating time is important. On the questions to distinguish some aspects that 

are durable and some that can be adjusted. For duration this may also be the case. In 2053 we may be 

able to do it in one year. Wise to appoint a joint contact group. This timeline is focused on negotiated 

outputs but we are doing a stocktake an assessment that have non negotiated outputs that are not 

visible here yet. For example we should put in when IPCC reports come out. The kind of outputs we 

prepare may be something like a technical report on implementation of the PA that identifies gaps, not 

individual and policy prescriptive but the co-facilitators and no need to negotiate. When we take 



decisions on what parties should do then we do want to negotiate the key messages. Will there be a 

political declaration prepared by the presidency, if we end up in Poland every five years.... 

India for LMDC: We urge to consider these points. Need adequate time for synthesising info. Has to 

manageable process, not lead to information overload. Parties should stick to basic mandate of the GST, 

give adequate time for bodies to consider outcome. Also avoid burden the parties. Keep them as concise 

and focused as process. Since they are expected to inform national NDCs indicate outcome to be 

disseminated both at technical and political process. Too long process will lead to outdated info and 

challenge to maintain political momentum.  

Norway: We need to agree on overall architecture before agreeing on the timeline but it is possible that 

the first will be a little different. IPCC reports are very important inputs to use best available scientific 

basis. For us it is also important to address reports as they become available. For the first stocktake the 

reports will be available over the years 21 and 22. Useful to have some kind of dialogue form on this 

part.  

Australia: quick comments, the top arrow with blue circles prompts thinking of timing. Getting the right 

information when we need it. Should be rigorous consideration of inputs, we need time and space to 

consider those. Priority to party inputs and those serving the Paris agreement but also recognize others 

such as the IPCC reports. Regarding activity b, we need to synthesise collective progress. Helpful to 

consider all global stocktakes but of course the first one may have something slightly different.  

Korea for the IEG: we have shared ideas on the timeline in our most recent submission. The timeline is 

based on the GST not negotiations itself. It should last at least one year. So preparatory phase should 

start before CMA before 2023. The political phase starts in the CMA in the year of the GST. We need to 

know the timeline at end of 2020 to have a plan how to use IPCC reports.  

Saudi Arabia for Arab group: we appreciate the effort with this tool but the GST shall be undertaken in 

a comprehensive and facilitative manner that it shall undertake its first GST in 2023 so it should be 

limited to that.  

Simple, pragmatic and cross effective approach and not give undue burden on parties, should be short 

and concise.  

Japan: We seem to have a lot of common ideas with others. Following the approach of the G77, we see 

the political phase in CMA 2023 or year 5. Technical phase for at least a year, so activity b so start in 

year 4. We see activity a starting earlier but continuing until end of activity b in year 5. We can give year 

1-5 and list IPCC as a source.  

China: we see a b and c can overlap, we should keep that in mind. There will be trade-off between 

complexity and efficiency. Better to make it manageable simple and durable process. In this phase the 

NDC in 2020 may not be new but updated. We also need to accommodate the roadmap to COP24. 

Brazil: Three questions. Blue arrow, the first bullets is the text in red referring to the reports under the 

BTRs? Why is there reference to BURs and ICA and not to BRs and IAR? And why no ref to article 9.7. It 

should not prejudge the timeline for future stocktakes.  

Timor-Este: by 2020 or 2019 we may know which indicators we need for the stocktake. Article 8 has 

not been carefully articulated in the PA.  

 


