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JM: This meeting will be open to observers, unless parties opt otherwise. Do parties 
agree to keeping this open? 
 
This meeting is open to observers. We begin with addressing the point of order by 
China. China, please reiterate your point of order for the  benefit of the other parties. 
 
China: Firstly, China as a G77 member attaches very high importance to the reports 
and would like to contribute to bunker fuel emission reductions. That is why we 
studied the report carefully. 
 
Secondly, we observed a pattern in previous sessions. There is a huge divergence of 
views on the report of this meeting to the Plenary. To avoid future misunderstanding 
between the international organisations and parties of UNFCCC, we need to set 
modalities for this item in the future sessions.  
 
Our point of order is to stop consideration of the agenda  item at this session and 
reconsider the mandate of this session. We consider the SBSTA responsibility to 
address bunker fuel emissions, and the progress of the meeting. We propose this as 
a way to make progress. We request the co-facils to consider these suggestions and 
make the appropriate ruling. 
 
JM: Thank you China. We now invite parties to express views on points raised by 
China. To reconsider the mandate of COP to the respective international 
organisations… China, you raised a point of order, on a substantial matter. However, 
the point of order is for procedure matters. I need your clarifications 
 
China: You are right, but my subsequent requests was for CF and parties and IOs to 
adopt a new procedure. 
 
JM: Thank you parties. As this is a consultative process, we are at your disposal. 
Since there are no flags, we propose to close the meeting and pass the results of the 
meeting to the SBSTA plenary. 
 
Japan: On the proposal to close this meeting, Japan would like to seek clarification. 
 
JM: Japan, we are proposing to close this meeting. Please keep your intervention 
short. 



Japan: Does this mean we no longer meet to review the reports? 
 
JM: That is correct. 
 
Australia: We were unable to hear the question from Japan, we only heard the answer. 
 
Japan: The co-facils proposed to close the meeting. The question was that my 
understanding is that we no longer review the reports by the international 
organisations, if that is correct. 
 
JM: Just to clarify. We will report to SBSTA on what happened here, andthat we did 
not reach a conclusion. 
 
India: In line with the clarification by Japan. Are we applying Rule 16? What will be in 
the report to SBSTA? 
 
JM: We can onlyr report on what transpired since we did not reach any conclusions. 
 
Brazil: Rule 16 applies when there is no consensus. We seek a clarification on when 
there is no meeting because of a consensus to close the meeting. Are we applying 
Rule 16 or not? 
 
JM: Since there is no opposition to China’s point of order and there is no other option 
other than to close the meeting. We cannot invoke Rule 16 as that is for SBSTA 
plenary to decide. 
 
Brazil: Is China proposing to close this meeting, or the agenda item? 
 
China: My understanding of the rules of procedure is that a point of order must be 
on procedural, not substantial. Since the co-facis have ruled that the point of order is 
out of order, it is for the co-facils to decide how to proceed. I will raise this at the 
SBSTA plenary. If we have a chance to discuss this again, Rule 16 is not the issue. 
That is my understanding.  
 
JM: Would parties like to react to China’s proposal to close the meeting? 
 
Japan: I am still confused. If you close the meeting now, what are we supposed to 
do. Can you explain to me? 
 
JM: China, you mentioned that you propose on continue on procedural conclusions? 
 
China: We are in your hands. Your rulings will decide what happens next. However, 
there are other consequences. If only one party oppose you ruling, we will have to 
reopen the meeting. It is not in my power.  
 
JM: Can we propose to continue to procedural conclusions? 
 
Palestine: Clarification: What are procedural conclusions? 



 
JM: Propose Secretariat to clarify on China’s PO and process to follow. Parties agree?  
 
(No objections by parties.) 
 
Secretariat: PO is normally used for procedural issues and only in plenaries. But all 
parties have the right to point out procedural issues. The chair can decide to hear 
views from  other parties, or make a ruling. This is restricted to the process of the 
meeting. The mandate of SBSTA is not debated here. The point of order is therefore 
very narrow. Now, the question is whether we continue the meeting, or end here. The 
co-facils propose to continue to find conclusions. The next step is to report to SBSTA  
plenary. 
 
JM: Thank you Secretariat. China. 
 
China: My understanding on the Secretariat’s advice that the co-facil’s ruling is not 
to close the meeting, but to continue meeting. Is that correct? 
 
JM: We are still seeking parties view on the point of order. 
 
Japan: At this point we want to seek substantial discussions here.  
 
JM: You disagree with the point of order? 
 
Japan: We want to go back to substantial discussions. 
 
JM: We willfirst hear party views on the point of order. Do all parties wish to continue 
discussions? 
 
China: If you choose to close the meeting, and other parties oppose the ruling, the 
ruling would be voted on immediately, and stands, but only if not overruled by a 
majority.  
 
JM: We are still seeking views on the point of order. If there are none, however, we 
close the meeting. 
 
Japan: So our understanding is that point of order. is not accepted yet. But we cannot 
express our substantial view. Can the chair clarify? 
 
JM: We are currently addressing China’s point of order. If there are no views, we have 
no option but to close the meeting. This is the end of the meeting, and there is no 
consensus. We will report this to SBSTA plenary. 
 
Japan: If my understanding is correct, then unless is there is consensus then we 
close the meeting. We understand China made a procedural proposal. But Japan 
does not want to accept China’s proposal. We want to return to substantial proposals. 
 
JM: I am proposing we seek views on China’s proposal.  



 
Canada: So our understanding is the China has made a proposals, and Japan 
opposed. Is that right? 
 
JM: Clarification – Japan I cannot allow you to have substantive discussions since 
there is no consensus here. And therefore I propose to close meeting. We are ruling 
to end the meeting because there is no consensus. Japan? 
 
Japan: Are you closing the meeting in according to China’s point of order, or by 
consensus? 
 
JM: We will report to SBSTA plenary that there is no consensus. Rule 16 will be 
decided by SBSTA plenary. 
 
China: This is not the way to deal with point of order. There is no need to seek 
consensus on closing the meeting. That is the chair’s ruling. But parties can appeal 
the ruling. But you sought views, that is not the proper manner.  
 
We have wasted a lot of time. We find that some countries want to continue, and not 
wanting to close without a conclusion. That makes me reconsider my proposal.  
 
Since the point of order can be withdrawn by the proposer. I don’t want to continue 
the circus of year-after-year of not accepting the reports from the international 
organizations. 
 
I will consider withdrawing the point of order, but we must discuss the necessity of 
the info from international organizations. If this request is accepted, I will withdraw 
my PO and we can continue discussions on the info from international organizations.  
 
China is not here to block discussions. We want to seek useful info to help SBSTA 
with the task of reducing emissions from bunkers. I ask that all parties think carefully 
on what info we need from the international organizations. I 
 
In this forum, we have many needs and supply(?). Why are  we not  able to discuss 
our needs? Our purpose in holding this discussion  is to  address  bunker emissions.  
It only depends on reports from IMO and ICAO and we only take into account their 
work. We can however, explore other opportunities.. 
 
United States: Clarification – has there been a point of order? It seems clear that 
these are substantive issues.  China is entitled to substantive views, but this is a 
substantive objection, and should not be made through a point of order. 
 
JM: We rule the meeting is closed. Thank you.  
 
United States: we can’t accept the cancellation of the agenda item because of a 
point of order. 
 
JM: we are not cancelling, we will report the lack of consensus to SBSTA plenary. 



 
India: We want to understand – are we seeking a conclusion tomorrow, or deferment 
to COP26? This agenda item remains on the list. Are we meeting tomorrow? 
 
JM: We will discuss with the SBSTA chair and get back to you. 
 
India: Discussion with parties on the way forward will be appreciated. 
 
JM: We will discuss with SBSTA chair on the way forward 
 
Brazil: Will we get an answer today? The COP is closed tomorrow. 
 
JM: No guarantee. But it will not be tomorrow. This meeting is closed. 
 
 
(meeting ended 1812 h) 


