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Notes 

Co-facilitators opening 
- No objections to observers being here 
- Outline the plans 

- 3 sessions to finalize CTF plans- will report back to SBI plenary 
- Today: like to invite you to share your feedback on the text included in the joint 

reflections note published 16 Oct 
- Want to hear the improvements suggested 

- Time constraints 
- There will not be  

From the Reflection note after Bangkok: 
- 1.3 (addendum part 2): common time frames for nationally determined contributions referred to 

in Article 4 
- Options 

- 5 year 
- 10 year 
- 5 and 10 year 
- Nationally determined  

- For those that do have after 5 (2, 3, 4): would also be able to do earlier if they want 
- Parties when communicating [under 5 year] - can communicate 2 successive nationally 

determined contributions at the same time 
- Paragraph 5 - from first paragraph of 5 year time frame 

- Should include all components of ndcs, OR only mit, adaptation, implementation 
- Paragraph 6- placehold for all other proposals 
- Headings: accommodating the reading of the text; would go away eventually 
- Paragraph 7- speaks to the applicability of when it is to be applied 

- To be communicated by 2025 
- 31 as the stopping point  

- Paragraph 8 
- Could apply ctfs earlier (relates to 5 year) on a voluntary basis 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/APA_SBSTA_SBI.2018.Informal.2.Add_.1_part%202.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/APA_SBSTA_SBI.2018.Informal.2.Add_.1_part%202.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/APA_SBSTA_SBI.2018.Informal.2.Add_.1_part%202.pdf


- Paragraph 9 - proposal  
- Paragraph 10 - placeholder for new 

Opens up for comments 
 
Saudi Arabia 

- Ending in Bangkok, he was confused and still confused actually by looking at paper 
- Correct me if wrong, but the points from bangkok he did not think would actually come as a 

textual paper 
- He is not trying to say were probably not going to make paper this time, BUT in JRN, even the 

co-chairs said that the Bangkok Outcome didn’t fully cover everything 
- In the text proposal, seeming to imply that a decision was going to be reached. Maybe not right 

China on because of LMDCs 
- We see some proposals are lost here 
- Some ambiguity - to echo with arab group- don’t think that the note actually summarizes bangkok 

session well 
- Time slots are very limited this time 
- But october note very helpful to move forward 
- But concerned by the note 
- Option on page 6 - of the 4 options - not very clear 

- Doesn’t capture all of the views from diff countries 
- Not supportive of simply 5 or option 10 

- Most aligned with option 3 )5 or 10) but DOESN’T LIKE SHALL not intention 
- Scenario 1- 2025-30, Scenario 2031-2035 

- Confused by including both of these competing scenarios 
- Why even do this? 

- Trying to capture view in paragraph 9 and 3 but - want more clarification to better express views 
- But the proposal was actually different 
- Key message:  

- Want arrangement to the next period; future work we could decide in the future.  
- What we’ve already done in 2025- some countries already submitted 2020-2025, 

china and others 2020-2030 
- In 2020, all of the parties will have to present ndc target with 2030 target 

- 2nd round -  
- Starting 2025, they want in the second round, there to be the 5 or 10 year action 

for going to 2035 or 2040 
- When it comes to 2030, everyone will have a target for 2040.  
- Then, when it is 2035, there will be another discussion about this 
- CHINA saying; let's do what already happened in 2015, say 5 and 10 year are both 

allowed. For when parties have to submit in 2020 their ndcs, give them option. Then, 
2035, re-consider things 

- Paragraph 7- 3 and 4 options  
- Do not want to see other issues not related to ctfs to bring it to here 
- Don't want to mention in the common time frame discussion the linkages. Not the place.  

^^ Co-chair says: thank you for explaining so clearly. Encourages everyone else to speak very clearly like 
this. 
 
Marshall islands on behalf of AOSIS: 

- Sympathy for what China said 



- Need to make this simple, build on what we already have based on “rhythm from Paris” 
- We are open to 5, 10, or combination thereof 
- Right now, the options are confusing. Too early to support one particular one.  
- Firmly of view: some combination including 5. 5 or 10 or 5 and 10. DO NOT want nationally 

determined timeframes (16 and a quarter years) 
- Multiples of 5- 5, 10 or whatever 

- Paragraph 1: 
- Can support all but option 4 

- Paragraph 4: 
- Do we need to be that broad or can we just recall 4.10 of PA? 

- Paragraph 3: 
- Don’t understand the need for that paragraph 
- Thinks this just adds stuff we don’t know 

- Paragraph 7 
- Like the beginning part 
- Up to the date, but think there could be easier way to do this.  

- Support notion that any party can introduce ndc sooner 
- China: point well-said. Very careful about not trying to re-write or not accurately capture the 

rhythm of PA 
- Paragraph 9 

- Doesn’t like it 
- Why is it here 
- Why is it needed  

- Option to taking this discussion forward next year 
- But do want to make sure we move towards common timeframes  

 
Colombia on behalf of AILAC 

- Ctfs are critical to ndcs and operation of the PA 
- Thinks the text is good starting point 
- Preference is to definitely have a  

 
Zimbabwe for AGN 

- Preference will be 5 year common time frame 
- Ideal for allowing for environmental integrity to end logging 
- But also understand implication of 10 year time frame 
- Agree that nd time frame should not be option 
- Gst: 

- Don’t want to oppose the linkages thing 
- But don’t think this is right to put in particular agenda item. 

 
South Africa 

- Associates with zimbabwe 
- Also think 5 years 
- Or 5 or 10 
- Agree - good options. Pretty clear but could be clearer and even shorter 
- Wants to add to paragraph 4 
- Add to paragraph 4 adding from 7 

- “Parties shall contribute two successive...starting in 2025 and…” 



- Think we need to be more precise about the dates of the ndcs 
- Want to add: 1 Jan 2025, 1 Jan 2031 
- Could have 5+5  

- To accomodate parties who want 10 years 
- To have the halfway thing 

- Paragraph 3: 
- Communication every 5 years… wants to add “and update” 
- If 10 year ndcs: want to make sure that they are actually updated every 5 years 

- Agree to get gst out of here 
 
Brazil:  

- Agree with LMDC and AOSIS  
- Purpose is to synchronize ndcs 
- Our approach to the text 
- Pref for 5 year timeframe 
- Don’t need paragraph 3 as it stands - captured in provisions already there  
- Wants to take out in P4 “in a position to do so” 

- We’re not here trying to dictate what countries are doing! 
- Just synchronizing when parties introduce stuff 

- Paragraph 7: 
- Agree with AOSIS about the wording could be more easy to understand 

- Also open to reflect how to bring this work forward- have agreement on the timing issue 
Bangladesh 

- Behalf of LDCs  
- Like option 1, but also agree that  
- Stress the importance of particular wording of timing and when countries have to submit stuff 
- We want to resolve this issue of ambiguity associated with timing 
- Brings up 1.5 degree IPCC report 
- Synchronization of application is fundamental for PA 

 
India 

- Supporting China from LMDCs 
- Agreeing with what most people said - deletion of paragraph 3 
- Why put this paragraph here 
- Important to be accommodative of countries  
- Paragraph 7 

- Agree that we need to delete the specific date in last word and just make it “second and 
subsequent NDCs” or something 

- Paragraph 9 
- Also needs streamlining. Difficult to understand what it actually means 

 
EU 

- We should try to present clear text with a few options for 2nd week of cop 
- Paragraph 2 

- Only applies to some options, (2,3,4) and this should be implicated in some ways 
- Paragraph 9- same as paragraph 1 

- Maybe delete in this regard 
- Should not create new ideas and stuff 



- Paragraph 5 doesn’t fit or need here 
Marshall Islands 

- Reaction to some things 
- Brazil about the understanding tension around CTFs but this isn’t actually enforcing anything 

with these  
- Volunteering Brazil to try to think of text here 

- CTFs should not make any decision about actual structure/content of NDCs - not for here 
- Agrees with India about the paragraph 7: “second and subsequent” 

- But does raise that the 5+5 data 
- In PA: already says it should be communicated 5 years ahead maybe should be very clear  
- The dates - kinda negotiations arising here with the idea of having specific days with 

dates and months  
- ^ need to think thought that 

- Doesn’t want to get into scope here 
- In our view, don’t see need to specify the content and scope here.  
- MI only think needs mitigation 

Canada 
- Paragraph 1: doesn’t think option 4 should be there. We already have a de facto decision to not 

have anything, so lets delete option 4 
- As we understand in option 1, this should talk about the length of the timeframes specifically 

- Maybe: like what SA said referring to length of timeframes. Should consider being 
specific here 

- Paragraph 4 
- This is repetitive maybe. 
- Paragraph 1 should try to capture the length issue, doesn’t need to be its own paragraph 

- Agree paragraph 5 is unnecessary for this conversation.  
Russia 

- Thinks the CTFs should be set as 10 year period 
- Because nations are making long-term economic strategies and it takes a long time to 

envision and see these outcomes 
- Time-frame for 5 years is not sufficient to complete the whole system  

- 10 is sufficient time 
- Along, possible to undertake uptake in 5 year to see outcomes and preliminary results 
- For time being, it's not clear what the intention of paragraph 2 is 
- Also think don't need 5, streamline paragraph 7 as well and  
- Not sure about paragraph 9  

Japan 
- Thinks we should decide this year 
- Agree that paragraph 5 should be out 
- Supports paragraph 7 
- Better to have explicit date like SA said 

- We have diff timeframes now, so really want to synchronize 
- Paragraph 8 

- Same issue of synchronizing  
- Maybe we shouldn’t have this - for sync 

- Par 9 
- Also we should delete this 
- Not in line with paragraph 4.9 of paris agreement  



Australia 
- Wants to synchronize in nationally determined situations 
- Option 4 in paragraph 1 definitely not prefered 
- Paragraph 2- good to have a waypoint for 10 yr ndcs 
- Paragraph 7 

- Ok with having a year as a start date 
- Don't want a specific day and month 

- So our data collection systems - like to have theirs start mid-year as an option 
Indonesia 

- Option 4 in first paragraph wants it out 
- Prefers 5 year cycle for ndcs 
- Par 3 

- Suggest deleting this 
- Option 5- prefer to have a date there 
- Par 9 delete 

China on behalf of LMDCs 
- On paragraph 9 - many parties on concerned  

- Agree that the placement of the things are dumb 
- want more specifics and less confusing language 
- But still want this paragraph 

- Add in par 9 
- Those that… should communicate by 
- Intentino: countries can submit 5 or 10 for next round.  

- Par 7 
- Share that language could be changed so parties apply ctf.. To be implemented from 2031 

onward 
- Concise language is better 

South Africa  
- We do need to resolve this issue 
- Trying to resolve issue of two to deal with 
- Want the 5 and 5+5 option 
- Think we’re driving here 
- One main difference from China-- should be implemented 2025 not 2031  

 
Marshall Islands 

- Option to various options right now 
- Want to see text articulating this 
- Ideas to bridge idea on 2025 vs 2031 

Brazil 
- Acknowledging good points from South Africa 
- Particularly about the end point 
- Paragraph 9 - our idea also to have 2025 there (communicate by 2025) 

Saudi Arabia on behalf of Arab group 
- Still having 5 and 10 year confusion 
- Feel like we haven’t decided that well 
- Reflect on paragraph 3 

- Gst thing: should not be dealt with here  
- Number 5- want to keep the paragraph to clarify what components of ndcs ctf will apply to  



Brazil asks for repeat of LMDC proposal from China: 
- 1: decides that each party should communicate by 2025 a ndc to start in 2030 to go to 2035 or 

2040 
- 2: something 
- 3: also further decides those parties that contain a timeframe up to 2040 shall communicate by 

2030 or update their ndcs 
- Also paragraph: updates/communicate by 2030 every 5 years. Will communicate every 5 years. 

Then, in 2035, will decide time frames again for next ones. (proposal for further consideration) 
 
Bangladesh on behalf of LDCs 

- Moving to option 3. Feel that we should work around option 3 to accommodate the views 
expressed by lmdcs and others  

- Likes south african thing to accommodate notion of 5+5 within context of 2 common time frames 
(5 and 10 years) 

- Proposes to condense paragraph to a few options: 5 years and 5+5  
- Seems to be converged to option 3 of paragraph 

Marshall islands 
- Open to what China says about having 5 and 10 one 
- But: would prefer to converge  

- Could convergence happen before timeframe if we agree? [I think in China’s proposal to 
reconsider/ renegotiate ctfs in 2035 for the next round of NDCs] - instead of having one 
date to figure this out, do it when we're ready “by ___” 

China 
- Open for how to reflect options 
- Want to reflect in clear manner 
- Idea is to just request the SBI in the future arrangement to figure out CTFs for next round of 

proposals (in future 15 years, we will decide then) 
- Converge option 3 here.  
- Landing zone maybe  

EU 
- Basically agreeing 

Marshall Islands 
- We want to keep open an idea that by 2025 we could reach convergence on how to do next round 
- We don’t want to lock-in 5/10 year now 
- But reach convergence now 

South Africa 
- Want to make decision at Katowice 
- Heart of it: 5 or 10 
- Whether decision stands forever is not needed to be decided  

Japan 
- Agree with EU and Marshall islands 
- Make sure only 5 or 10 years 

Brazil 
- Both South Africa and China  
- Like the how the LMDCs framed it 
- Seems like LMDC frame it doesn’t clarify that it’s 5 or 10 years. Just saying the end date  
- Idea would be to try to stick to language where we’re not picking and choosing between 5 year 

and 10 year but reflecting this concept of having synchronized ndc frameworks 



- He was saying the logistics of starting a certain date may not matter exactly.  
 
Co-facilitator  

- Really compliments everyone 
- Very promising 
- Extends her encouragement and appreciation to parties  

 
Bangladesh  

- Raises a point  
- The parties should have the choice of putting their ndc in a legal framework  

- Maybe we should have text about this? Speak to this? 
 
Co-facilitator 

- It seems like everyone wants option 4 out 
- Clear in room that there are ways of capturing clear timeframes as options in there (more clear 

with dates/ more specific timeframes) 
- The next working text will look every different  

 
Saudi Arabia 

- Wants to encourage colleagues and groups that 
- Huddle with LMDC group to come up with some language  

 

 

Take Away: 

In this informal, parties spoke concisely and gave specific reactions to the draft text. According to Saudi 
Arabia’s delegate, there was no understanding that the co-facilitators would even prepare a draft text 
before COP. Although he didn’t seem happy, I thought it was testament to how efficiently the 
co-facilitators functioned in the session.  
 
Early on, the countries seemed to agree that option 4 for the 1st paragraph in the draft text was out. This 
option would allow countries to nationally determine the time frames for their NDCs, which, some 
countries pointed out, would basically do nothing at all. They agreed that synchronicity was a key 
objective of SBI 5. The importance of “synchronicity” of NDCs was expressed by Brazil, Japan, 
Bangladesh, and Australia, and other parties agreed.  
 
For paragraph 1, here’s which parties preferred or were ok with the following options: 

1. 5 years: Marshall Islands, Zimbabwe, Brazil, South Africa, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Japan 
2. 10 years: Marshall Islands, Russia, Japan,  
3. 5 or 10 years: China, Marshall Islands, South Africa, Bangladesh, Australia, EU, Japan 
4. Nationally Determined: None 

 


