
SBSTA informal consultations on matters relating to Article 6 of the 
Paris Agreement (SBSTA agenda item 12) 
 
4 Dec 2019, 1500h | Meeting Room 25  
Co-Facils: Hugh Sealy (Barbados) (“HS”) and Peer Stiansen (Norway) (“PS”) 
 
Prepared by: Eric Bea (National University of Singapore) 
 
 
HS: Welcome to the 2nd informal session on SBSTA agenda 12a-c. For the benefit of 
observers, this session is open. If there are no objections, this session remains open. 
I see none. 
 
I apologise to the Kuwaiti and Iraqi parties for curtailing their discussion due to time 
constraints yesterday. 
 
After meeting with the heads of delegations, I would like to explain what I will do on 
the next two days. We need to focus on the Friday night text. We know you need to 
get your thoughts and coordinate effectively tonight and tomorrow morning, so no 
bilaterals after this informals, hopefully by 5pm today. 
 
From tomorrow, we start full bilats for all parties to attend together to work on the 
specific details. We expect them to be expert discussions. For lack of a better term, 
we will call them bilaterals for all interested parties with the co-facils. 
 
We will work with you to achieve better options. We hope the next round of bilats and 
the inputs todays will give us clear directions for the next iterative draft. Each bilats 
will be reported to informals for transparency. Groups and parties may request further 
bilats with the co-facils thru the Secretariat as well. We know we will be very busy. I 
now pause for any comments on the process. 
 
Saudi Arabia: For the interested parties bilats, and bilats with groups, with co-facil, 
who will chair?  
 
CF HS: For the interested parties bilats with co-facil, and bilats with groups, we (HS 
and PS) will chair. These will be announced on the agenda.  
 
Tuvalu: It’s confusing to call a bilat when all parties are involved. Can we call them 
something else? A bilat means two parties meeting. These inf-infs on different themes, 
can they be listed. And for bilats with the co-facils, will they be after the inf-infs? 
 
CF HS: Inf-infs have a special meaning, and we will have to come out with a better 
name. We will rely on you for one. We are getting parties to come together on the 
expert-expert level to address specific themes and issues. On the real bilats, not our 
intention to schedule them, and groups and parties can request for them. These will 
be interspersed with the “multilateral” process and will release schedule soon. 
 



South Africa: I would like to check the status of the discussions. With all these inf-
infs and bilats, it is important to reflect these discussions on the next iterative text.  
 
HS: These will have significant status as they will contribute to the text. 
 
India: Are these bilats replacement for the informals? 
 
HS: There will still be an informal scheduled for 3-5pm tomorrow, and every day. This 
is important for transparency, we will update all parties on the other discussions at 
the informals.  
 
India: Would it be appropriate to have the bilats discussions in the morning? 
 
HS: We can consider, but we don’t want to clash with other events. We use the 
informals to report the input the process for full transparency. 
 
Egypt: The Arab Group thanks you for the information. What I have heard, is that 
these bilaterals are in fact, multilaterals. What are the implications on the draft text. 
You have mentioned that you will bring back proposals from the other meetings to 
the informals. Will the other meetings prejudice the informals? 
 
HS: We give our undertaking it will not. The decisions must still be made at the 
informals. 
 
Egypt: Am I right to understand that we will do get-togethers in the morning, and then 
report back in the informals in the afternoon? I just want to clarify that they are open 
to all parties? 
 
HS: Yes. 
 
China: This is confusing. There must be some reason for this arrangement. 
 
HS: The format is basically the same as inf-infs, in other places in the UN, they call 
them friends of the whatever, but I prefer “get-together”. We will be looking for 
specific input for the next iteration. The important thing is we have to look forward. 
The three texts which the Secretariat have worked so hard on have a 72 hour expiry 
date, after which they will be replaced with a new iterative text. We want feedback. 
 
South Africa: What is the timing of these get-togethers and how often? Today we 
had no time to coordinate as the Africa Group. If we are all to have all these meeting, 
when do we have time for the other modalities, such as HODs? 
 
HS: We have not had feedback on the HODs meeting. Bear with us until 5pm and we 
will have some kind of schedule out. Turning to the three texts. As you can see, we 
did some rearrangement and restructuring. We do not want detailed comments 
unless we have lost a material position important to you. We only want the prime 
objectors so we can reflect the major positions. There were previously also missing 
parts of the operationalisation which we have now embellished. We will begin with 



6.8, then 6.4, and 6.2. (Lists the headers of the sections in each annex to the draft 
text) 
 
PS: Thank you for the work. We have some questions on the representation of options, 
such as the brackets, which may not be consistent. Some options have been merged. 
However, we will want to focus on being consistent with the concepts between 6.2, 
6.4, and 6.8. It seems to me we can go further to check for consistency, and would 
make things easier next week. 
 
Egypt: We need to get more clarity on your use of brackets, streamlining of positions 
and options.  
 
PS: We try to be consistent, but given the volume of the text, we have not been able 
to do so completely. We need to focus on the next iterative text, to make a even 
better iteration. 
 
HS: Our philosophy, we try to be fair to all, not discriminate against anyone, if we 
missed out, we apologise. 
 
Saudi Arabia: We have not had the time to co-ordinate. Just a caveat that our 
commetns are not full today, and we will have to come back later to give our full 
position. 
 
PS: We have up to Friday to complete. With less than half an hour for each of 6.2, 
6.4, and 6.8, we will need to have less detailed comments. We will receive more 
detailed comments in the get-togethers in the next two days. We begin with 6.8. 
 
Egypt: I will start with Governance (section III). The options are more clearly reflected 
now, and we are happy. Enhancement of linkages and synergies. There must be a 
clear purpose for institutional arrangements. The logical way to approach this 
question is to identify instrument, see if there is a need or purpose to establish 
something, rather than to establish something something without a clear purpose.  
 
On the work programme activities (section V), the language could benefit from a more 
positive outlook. Replace “activities” with “opportunities”.  
 
On modalities (section IV): we think that the options in para 13 can be merged. 
 
In para 4-6 we think one round of submissions of papers is sufficient. 
 
In para 8 – we want to see brackets reinstated. Also for para 11g. 
 
Saudi Arabia: We do see a need for a body, but we need something substantial, not 
just more papers. Implementation of mitigation and adapation is important. Moving 
on to the next step, we want to see how we can implement 6.8 to achieve better 
outcomes for parties. 
 



Tuvalu: On behalf of LDC, we perceive progress in this text. On Governance, as we 
indicated, still a problem with para 8. Seems to be a replacement for the NMA forum 
in para 6-7. We have a clear idea of what this is and we need an institution to be 
established for the work programme.  
 
Senegal: On behalf of the African group, we want to stress that this is a dynamic 
process, regardless of the name or content, whether it be adaptation and mitigation, 
and if we can agree on para 4-6, we can do away with all the different bodies. 
 
United States: We see this as an improved streamlined version and facilitates landing 
zones. The new Work programme activities captures the previous one well, But the 
list of options is too much. We agree with the EU in making SBSTA as the governor 
of 6.8 for now, but can change later. We also agree that the papers and workshops 
are unnecessary.  
 
Japan: We are still in the process of digesting the paper. General comments – we 
see more work to be done in Work programme activities. We still need to see what 
kinds of work are under non-market approaches. For Governance, we support Option 
A. Recognising that non-market approaches are important to Art 6, we can accept 
some institutional arrangement. Need clarity on timelines. 
 
Mexico: We believe that para 8 of decision text (Ecosystem-based adaptation) be 
put in work programme. We want to highlight local peoples and include them in work 
programme as well. 
 
Thailand: Consistent with previous intervention, we want a joint SBI-SBSTA platform 
in Options A and B. 
 
New Zealand: Given the importance of holistic non-market approaches, we look 
forward to working with other parties. We find the inclusion of non-state actors useful 
as well. 
 
Egypt: We need something substantive and operationalised in 6.8. See para 3(c), 
what is the rationale behind including “developed country Parties or other”? We also 
find some important text dropped in Work programme activities, and these are 
important incentives for developing states. And for Governances, both options B and 
C are important, but our main option is Option C. 
 
Saudi Arabia: We reiterate Eqypt’s position – barriers / incentives for non-market 
approaches, as well as tools for measuring contributions to poverty and education, 
and finance and tech to needs, and response measures. We see this article as central 
to Art 6. 
 
Russia: We are not a position to approve Option C in Governance, and we prefer 
Option A. And in para 14(b)(i), the brackets around “[Tools for addressing possible 
negative social and economic impacts of activities under Article 6;]” was inserted. 
 



European Union: On the Work Programme Activities, we would to be constructive 
on para 14(b)(ii), and to delete “mitigation and adaption in “Leverage and generate 
mitigation and adaptation co-benefits that assist the implementation of NDCs.” 
 
HS: Feedback on 6.4 text? 
 
European Union: We have heard different views, and in that context, we will want to 
prioritise some parts of the work programme in a logical development to ensure a 
smooth transition from CDM. And to prioritise the methodological aspects. 
 
A couple of elements to emphasize. 6.4 should remain enabling. In the section of 
participation, it doesn’t say what criteria should apply. On activity design, it doesn’t 
say what methodology to apply. Registration, in para 57, there is no mention of the 
types of activities and methodologies. There are some consequential amendment to 
the principles and we need to make sure the methodologies are applied. And on the 
transition from the CDM, we will need a parallel decision from CMP to address the 
various issues. 
 
Thailand: Section IV – participation responsibilities – we see that para 30 that some 
of the concepts may be better addressed collectively. We are more concerned that 
the text has changed from “applying” to “report on efforts” in para 30 as well. 
 
And also on approval and authorization (section VC) – these are different, and should 
not be merged. 
 
Canada: Decision text para 5b – that’s not how we understood this, there was 
supposed to be new methodologies, not be reviewing old methodologies. We oppose 
bracketing of para 7c on human rights. And on para 8d, we hope it can resolved here. 
 
HS: Several hundred methodologies were developed for CDM, at a cost of millions 
of dollars each. Are you proposing we throw them all out? 
 
Canada: No, we need to learn from past mistakes, that is all. 
 
Senegal: On para 7 of decision text, in the previous version, we are concerned with 
the removal of the integral nature of the rules, modalities, and procedurals. On para 
14, we think DNA and feasibility studies should be separate paragraphs. On share of 
proceeds, the monetary terms concept needs to be developed together with the 
percentages.  
 
Switzerland: Sustainable development – how do we manage the interaction of the 
activities and the host party responsibility towards sustainable development, the host 
party is asked to confirm that the activity contributes to sustainable development. But 
at the project design stage, only human rights are mentioned as an obligatory criteria, 
not sustainable development. We can better work sustainable development into the 
text. 
 



Tuvalu: Dumping ground principle – where is the definition of OMGE? We should do 
it here, not farm it out to the work programme. 
 
CF HS: The existing definition was biased towards a certain method of achieving 
OMGE, so it had to be taken out. 
 
Belize: On behalf of AOSIS. On OMGE, the definition is not operationalised, and we 
have three options, all of which are voluntary. We would have expected a mandatory 
option, which we have been calling for since Katowice. And if there is no OMGE 
definition, there is no Option A (Para 76). Similar issues in para 63-65.  And we want 
to confirm the cancellation percentage. 2, 5, 10, 20, 30, x%?  
 
CDM Transition – as we expressed earlier, we need a clean break from Kyoto CDM. 
 
Same in Art 6.2. 
 
China: We believe that SDGs are a purely domestic process.  
 
Also, some things we don’t think can be implemented in practice.  
 
And some participation requirements are unnecessary. All the information asked for 
can be obtained from Secretariat. 
 
Further, we don’t understand why in para 79, corresponding adjustments do not need 
to be applied from the second transfer onwards. This is a logical issue. 
 
CF HS: I suggest China take up with the proposers. 
 
China: The problem is we don’t know who proposed this. 
 
CF HS: We will let you know who proposed them. Quite frankly, it was difficult to find 
language to operationalise OMGE.  
 
(Left at 1645h, meeting continued) 
 
 


