
SBI Agenda Item 5 informal consultation on common time frames for nationally determined 
contributions referred to in Article 4, paragraph 10 of the Paris Agreement 

Thursday, 6 September 2018, 12noon – 1pm, UN ESCAP Hall, SB48-2/APA1-6 

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

The meeting began at 12.15pm. 

Co-Facilitators opened the floor, asking Parties to be very concrete and direct on the bullet points on the 
screen: 

Timing of applicability 

• NDCs starting from 1 January 2031 and onwards 
• Can be applied earlier by any Party on a voluntary basis 

Option for common timeframes 

• 5 year 
• 5 year firm target + 5 year indicative target 
• 5 year firm target + 5 year indicative target (every five years Parties confirm their indicative 

target, taking into account the outcomes from the GST and at the same time Parties 
communicate a new indicative target) 

• 10 year 
• 10+ update after 5 years 
• 5 year and 10 year 
• 5 and 10 year with common weight-points every 5 years 
• Nationally determined 

[Placeholder for other proposals] 

-- 

Colombia noted that other agenda items are waiting for this negotiation outcomes.  

China (LMDC) prefer to add “, flexibility to be provided to developing country Parties” for each bullet 
point. 

Co-Facilitator suggest to have it generally input, and asked if China preferred to have it with all bullet 
points. 

China suggested to add sentences in brackets for each bullet points. 

Zimbabwe (Africa Group) reiterate that they hope to expect an outcome from this agenda item, echoing 
Colombia. Common timeframe of 5 years. 

South Africa associate with Africa Group. Agree with concepts but add 2025 would be the time of 
communication with NDCs and common time frames, can send precise language after this informal 
consultation. 5 years. But missing sub-option:  
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• One or two NDCs communicated, each with common time frames of 5 years each. 
• 2031-35, firm and indicative. 2036-2040… option to be reflected. 

European Union reacted the China’s intervention. Add Chapeau – which some countries asked for 
flexibility for easier readability. Asked for clarification on indicative and firm target – curious to know 
how these two targets will relate in a legal way e.g. to ICTU guidance, to indicative target? Would 
principle of progression look like in regard to the two targets? 

Bangladesh (LDCs) want to see concrete outcome out of this process. Observe proliferation of options 
on the screen. Should narrow down options for common time frames implementation period. See some 
overlapping, argue to narrow options.  

Canada spoke to inconsistencies of Paris Agreement. Formulation from Article 13 needs to be reflected 
and in its application to this agenda item. If this remains on screen, may not help for acceptance. Need 
clarification from China on behalf of LMDC on how they see this to be consistent, and they don’t have 
the mandate to modify that. 

Brazil wondered if it might be useful to cluster (discussion had yesterday). Two big options with some 
sub-options from them: 

• 5 year 
• 10 year 

At sub-heading, suggestion by LMDC on flexibility reflected in sub-heading level. Brazil needs single and 
common time frame and do not see application of differentiation or flexibility in this. Understand 
working on a text. On EU indicative status and target and how we deal with that, as one of Parties that 
have put forth target and indicative for next 5 years, we see what we have communicated is 5 year NDC 
and info and would see that for the 5 year NDC. When we get to the point of confirming our indicative 
target for next period, we would have info behind that confirmation of that indicative target. In horizon, 
but not through the processes part of the review/transparency process.  

Not concept of end-point but 5 years between end points of different NDCs.  

Japan supported views by Canada and Brazil in terms of the proposal. Reiterate need for single time 
frame and don’t want to see brackets after each bullet point. Don’t think “nationally determined” is an 
option for “common” time frames. Interested in China (LMDC) answer.  

Marshall Islands (AOSIS) said the group here came close to draft for presenting to ministers but we are 
going in the opposite direction. On flexibility, aware that many provisions require it. But understanding 
rhythm of the NDCs. Para 23 and 24 of Decision 1/CP.21 – mandate if very clear there. Imagine having 
flexibility of para 23 and 24, would create extreme chaos to the rhythm. Currently no flexibility there 
anyway – choice is 5 or 10 years. Undermines every single aspect of the PA, including things very 
important to us as a group. Need to be very clear that flexibility has its right place, and in this case it 
would cause chaos. Need to simplify from the binary option we have (5 and 10 years). 

United States aligned with Japan, Canada, and Marshall Islands (AOSIS). Substantive discussion to be had 
on options, following Brazil’s suggestion of narrowing down options. Current brackets don’t allow us to 
do that. 



China answered questions raised by several Parties. Our mandate is according to the Convention and 
Paris Agreement. Remind Parties that we are not creating new options here. Flexibility applies to 
common time frames. Interpretation of para 23 and 24, before 2030. Towards 2030 onwards we are 
discussing now. In future work, hope that flexibility can be provided for developing country Parties. 

Marshall Islands clarified that no one is asking that what is proposed is binding pre-2030.  Cited paras 23 
and 24 - “… and to do so every 5 or 10 years”. Desirable if all Parties could move to a view point on the 
future. Paras don’t give option to go wider than 5 or 10 years. What is meant by flexibility – to continue 
to allow Parties to choose the 5 or 10 option or to depart entirely from multiples of 5 and open the door 
completely – has profound implications on the operationalization of the Paris Agreement. Can we move 
away from the binary approach of 5 or 10 years? Within AOSIS membership, some have 5, and will 
continue forever and some have 10 and what will continue forever.  

China cited Paris Agreement’s Article 4.10 … “common time frames”. 

Bangladesh called for practicality in NDCs submission, that implementation will follow what we have put 
forward. My group speaks on implementation period for common time frames e.g. 1 Jan 2031 – either 
for 5 or 10 years. It is for Parties to implement, based on their NDCs. If we interpret common time 
frames as multiple period (after 2030), can we consider it common?  

“Common” multiple time frames? Multiple implementation periods? 

South Africa said it is good to have this discussion in this room. Choice is a form of flexibility – not a word 
you find in Art. 4 but in Art. 13, not negotiating the transparency framework but common time frames. 
Not sure understand the Brazilian word “periods of implementation”? Not what we are doing here. 
Simple solution is to keep with the paragraph and mandate. Repeated Bangkok objective in the joint 
reflections note by co-chairs.  

Prefer to put on paper and capture progress on timing and applicability. Simplicity to explain to 
ministers. Prefer to submit precise textual suggestions. 

Mongolia sought clarification on point between entering INDC and NDC. 5 years + 5 year indicative 
target could be more convenient for developing country Parties. If timeframe would be common for all 
countries, would be better for all of us.  

China provided clarification on their proposal. Noted flexibility mentioned under Art. 13, but does not 
mean it is provided only for transparency. Art. 13 also mentions Art. 4. Could have one sentence below 
or above options (suggestion by EU). 

Marshall Islands thanked South Africa for their intervention. Endorsed what he said. Need to turn this 
into something capable to make a decision. Consequence for other parts of the regime. If muddy the 
options – GST, ability to have effective markets etc. will be implicated. Wisdom of the need to zero in on 
the choice, frame to make a decision on this.  

Co-Facilitator thanked the Parties for their input. Heard the inputs, and need to make this come 
together in a more concise and understandable manner.  

Suggested the way forward: Next informal consultation on this agenda item later today at 3-4pm in 
Conference Room 2.  



• Will make sure clear 5 and 10 year options (South Africa) 
• Will make sure that flexibility is moved to a chapeau or after the options 

The informal consultation ended at 1.02pm. 


