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Notes/Summary: 

• Co-Facilitator (CoF): Puts draft text on screens, invites commentary or acceptance on a 

paragraph by paragraph basis.  

• EU: Can we specify that the financial pledges were made by “Note that the financial 

pledges made at the UN General (???)  [Couldn’t quite hear – they want to note some 

other contribution that was made for LDCs at another meeting earlier this year.] 

• Canada: Just a further note to that, maybe we could add the money added at the G-7 

summit by Canada at the meeting $7.5 million USD to the LDCF. 

• CoF: Colleagues, I’ve just been told by the Secretariat that two other pledges were made 

at that meeting, is it acceptable to also note them into this paragraph? 

• China: Related to para 9, it is not clear what resources are related to the $161 million.  

We wonder if the secretariat could provide more information. Second, I think this 

number should be bracketed, because it needs further clarification. Third, related to 

Canada, I think it also needs further relevant documents to ensure the number is as it is. 

• CoF: Can you clarify for us what you mean as a relevant document? 

• China: Where is the money come from, and will that be calculated by some official 

document?  We want to know where this source of this number came from. 

• CoF: I understand there is a representative from the GEF in the room, can they clarify 

what official documents we have on this issue for the delegate? 

• GEF: I’m following up on this and we’re looking to see what official documents we 

have. I should note, we got communication from Belgium for 15 million Euros in an 

email, so we don’t have specific documents, but it is a confirmed pledge. 

• CoF: So we’ll look for that from them. 

• LDCs: we suggest a short edit to para 10, (couldn’t understand his recommended edit). 

• CoF: Thank you LDCs, para 10 is amended. Para 11 please. Para 12. 
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• LDCs: In 11, we suggest a minor adjustment we feel that we are making request to the 

LEG, so we feel in the second line after activities, we can remove (… constituted bodies) 

we think it is an obvious reference.   

• US: I do not agree with my colleague from the LDCs, because I think it is useful for the 

LEG to consider what is being done by other constituted bodies to improve their process, 

so I think it’s useful text. 

• CoF: Ok, let’s hold on this, and we’ll come back to it later. Moving on, para 12, please? 

Paragraph 13? 

• China: Just a response in para 11, ‘taken as a … constituted body’, the first comment is 

what is a common process, that has never been defined by a UN process. ‘By making 

documents as it is’ to illustrate what is the common practices, so we do have a common 

understanding of this real works, so we should use brackets until the documents are 

provided. Thank you. 

• CoF: So, you would like to bracket from ‘taking as a basis’ until the end of the 

paragraph? 

• China: I think until the end of ‘meeting documents’. 

• EU: On Para 12: We were thinking deleting ‘by the end of 2020’, because as was 

mentioned in the session yesterday, we don’t think there’s a need for an end date that is 

so close. We would also like to change ‘produce’ to ‘make progress in the formulation 

and implementation of the NAPs’, for the sake of consistency such that NAPs are 

processes. 

• CoF: Paragraph 13? 

• EU: We don’t really see the purpose of this text, considering as was mentioned earlier, 

the FCCC is not supposed to fund them at the moment, there’s no mandate for that, so 

we don’t see why this is here. We’d like this deleted 

• CoF: paragraph 14? Paragraph 15?   

• USA: On 14 and 15, we would bracket both of these, we cannot accept these paragraphs 

as they are right now because these topics are still under negotiation in other meetings 

• CoF: Can I suggest we return to paragraph 11 please, and can we resolve this one? 

• Australia: We fully support increased transparency through the LEG, and we note that 

there are many countries besides the LDCs that have interest in the work of the LEG. As 

a compromise, can we use ‘drawing on the work of’ instead of ‘on the basis of’, because 

there is other work that the LEG might be interested in. Further, we’d really like the 

LEG to make the meeting documents in advance. We’d like to keep that text. 

• LDCs: Just to explain our difficulties with that part, we have not clearly outlined what 

the LEG is to do, but writing this prejudges what we want them to do. For example, in 

meetings held in LDCs, we think taking that out will help us. We don’t want to 

complicate the recommendations to the LEG 



 

• Australia: We ask colleagues from LDCs to note that it does also say that we ask them 

‘to consider’ so this is not really a strongly worded paragraph, so we hope that it can be 

accepted. 

• USA: I was going to make a similar intervention, focused on the best practices language, 

but coming back to the beginning its really just for them to consider and report on their 

considerations. 

• LDCs: we didn’t hear the proposal that recommended ‘drawing upon’, maybe we could 

revisit that recommendation? 

• CoF: ‘drawing on the good practices’ was the recommendation 

• LDCs: This is very close to our understanding. 

• CoF: let’s scroll down while everyone digests para 11. So, para 12… the proposal is to 

not put a timeline on it, and to say make progress instead of produce. 

• China: We think in the third line, change the word support to facilitate.  

• Saudi Arabia: we support China’s proposal, thank you. 

• LDCs: On number 12, this colleague actually disrupts the way it was proposed, because 

we are looking at 2020 for preparation, but it is too soon to do implementation, so maybe 

we could add a sub-paragraph to clarify? 

• EU: Actually, we now understand our colleagues concerns better, so maybe ‘initiate the 

process of formulating their NAPs’?  We just had a problem with ‘producing their 

NAPs’.   

• CoF: Is there any opposition to using ‘facilitate’ instead of ‘support’?  

• Gambia: We prefer ‘support’ to ‘facilitate’, thank you 

• LDCs: Just to clarify, it is our understanding that LDCs will be preparing their NAPs by 

2020, and it’s to expedite support, and after 2020 we will be implementing. So, this is to 

help us create the NAPS, not implementation itself. 

• CoF: So, I’m hearing the LDCs are quite keen to keep support, and to cut implement – is 

there any flexibility on the implement word?  Are parties willing to delete paragraph 13? 

I see no objections to deleting paragraph 13.  Thank you very much.  So now old 

paragraph 14, new paragraph 13.  There is a proposal to delete both of these paragraphs. 

• LDCs: We do have language yesterday on the NAPs, which has complexity (trails off 

and can’t make out).   

• US: I think we’re looking for your guidance here, CoF, because the same inability to 

come to an agreement on the NAPs agenda item, is the same issue here, so we won’t be 

able to resolve this easily.  

• CoF: At the outset, I think we emphasized that this text would be reflective of the LEG 

report, and not the gaps and needs issues. So, if this matter is being dealt with in the 

NAPs room, then that is where I suggest it would be dealt with.  That being the case, I 

would recommend we delete this here, and address it under the NAPs agenda. 

• LDCs: we can’t agree to delete these paragraphs (???) very hard to hear the delegate) 



 

• CoF: Might I suggest that you have a quick huddle now, and what I would like to get out 

of you is if you can do paragraph 11, and the last two paragraphs in a little huddle, and 

really wordsmith and come back to me in an agreement in 6 minutes, if you would 

please. 

• Australia: I want to note I drafted this on my phone, so I’ll read it as such: para 11, the 

SBI requested the LEG to consider how to increase transparency of meeting and 

workflow, drawing on the practices of other expert and constituted bodies. For example, 

making meeting documents available … and then the rest of para continues as written.  

So really what we’ve done is kept this idea of ‘drawing on’ and added ‘other expert 

bodies’ and not only look to constituted bodies.  We are actually just asking the LEG to 

consider. 

• CoF: okay, colleagues, so para 11 as amended 

• China: On this regard, Australia gave a good rendition, but I think there is also no need 

to raise the example. I mean the documents the LEG wants to use should be up to them. 

So, in our view, there is no need to define the manner they will be used, and a little bit 

prejudge their work. They should define the best approach to the future. So, we would 

delete from ‘for example to …. Make documents available’ 

• US: I think if we remove that, we’re not being very clear in what we’re asking the LEG 

to do. And I think it would be useful to the LEG to see what the other expert groups are 

doing.  I hope my colleague from China will see how it could be useful to the LEG.  

These are the elements that are currently lacking from the LEG, and it’s useful to 

highlight that. 

• China: I want to say that we know the work for the different constituted bodies, but the 

mandate is to raise the issues, but not say what outcomes will be.  If we tell them what to 

do, they don’t have the frame to find what works best for them.  

• Gambia: I think we can just add common practice, and other constitute bodies.  It means 

we are agreed what we are trying to highlight them, so for me I think we just add other 

constituted other bodies, and not what common practices or what that means. There is no 

need to repeat it down. 

• LDCs: I’m trying to address concern of my colleague from China. Maybe after expert 

bodies, just say as appropriate, and delete the example? 

• US: Thank you for the proposal from the LDCs, we can support it.  

• CoF: Okay, can we then, remove… so para 11 as amended (on screen) 

• US: I think you deleted too much – because now it just goes into ‘in advance of’ and that 

doesn’t make sense.  I guess we misunderstood the proposal, because we thought the ‘if 

appropriate’ would still include the examples… 

• China: we still want to delete meeting notes and examples please.   

• CoF: Well… this was supposed to be the easy meeting (laughs).  Clearly, we have more 

work to do outside of session today. It’s disappointing we were not able to reach a final 

text. Please find the time to work on this further today, delegates.  I strongly suggest you 



 

to get into huddles in the corridors and see if we can reach some kind of agreement.  I 

think that we’re really close, so I don’t propose to set up a full another meeting. I suggest 

you work on this outside of the rooms, and come back to us with some agreed text.  

 Follow-up:  

• No further meetings planned before the closing plenary, but the CoF has requested 

delegates to continue work and submit suggested draft text. 

Take Away: 

• The US, Australia and EU very much wanted to include language with specific examples 

they would like to see in LEG’s work process, especially that of putting at materials prior 

to meeting for delegate review. The developing country blocks where hesitant to give 

such specific recommendations to the LEG in the decision text. 

 
 

 

 


