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APA Informal Meeting on Agenda Item 3

Goals of Informal Meeting on Agenda Item 3:
· Features of nationally determined contributions, as specified in paragraph 26 
· Information to facilitate clarity, transparency and understanding of nationally determined contributions, as specified in paragraph 28 
· Accounting for Parties' nationally determined contributions, as specified in paragraph 31 

Recap

· Yesterday, heard many proposals, but room couldn’t agree on anything 
· Co-facilitators shared a draft idea on how to proceed with parties based on their submissions 
· Also asked for consolidated submissions 
· Half of time consumed—in trouble
· Received proposals from Brazil and Marshall Islands 
· Proposal was to use appendices of long paper as basis for informal document with the usual caveats from the non-paper narrative 
· Understand that not all countries would likely agree on this 
· Show of hands for objections 
· A few hands – so can’t take this proposal as the only one (but on the table) 
· Since no other proposals have been submitted, do countries want to submit more? Or co-gfacilitators can draft some clear proposals from previous submissions 	
· Not inventing/reinterpreting anything 
· Clear clusters of elements on the table for further consideration 

Zimbabwe (Africa Group) 
· Not objecting to the proposal, but want to improve on it 
· May want co-facilitators to look at structure and how we can reflect substantive ideas by parties 
· Should be from appendices, entire non-paper, co-facilitators note, submissions by parties, round table 
· Structure: How different ideas by parties can be viewed and how flexibility/differentiation can be reflected 
· Have critical headings and subheadings with definitions, purpose, flexibility, capacity-building, and any other critical information
· Move into specific, substantial issues with procedures 
· Information and accounting aspects 
· Information: Look at time frames, scope, planning processes, how parties plan to report, report on support needed, and paragraph 4.4 

Ethiopia 
· Agree with Zimbabwe 
· Give assignment back to co-facilitators – non-paper is a good piece and we’re not making progress on our own 

Marshall Islands (AOSIS)
· Agree with Zimbabwe 
· Co-facilitators can take the work forward whether that’s through parties working together or just co-facilitators (would prefer to just have co-facilitators work) 
· They have the material they need already (non-paper, submissions, round table discussions) 	
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Papua New Guinea 
· Agree with AOSIS/Zimbabwe 
· Informal note is very informative 
· May not be any real divergence within elements in the non-paper 

Co-Facilitators 
· Is everyone good with the co-facilitators making the informal note? 

China
· Hand over conditional mandate to co-facilitators to produce preliminary material for first iteration of informal note 
· This is just a tool and parties can reject it at any time
· Conceptual discussion + party submissions = draft negotiating text 
· How to develop this tool? 
· Technical appendix is fundamental to producing tool, but the rest of the non-paper should still be used 
· Similarly to what African Group mentioned, but also scope, differentiation, etc. 
· Could use more reasonable wording 
· Agree with Brazil from yesterday: Narrative wording could help develop substantive part 
· Emerging understanding from the Stocktake meeting earlier today 
· Need substance and structure (headings/subheadings) 	
· China trusts co-facilitators to capture these in constructing the non-paper
· Promise by co-chairs in stocktaking meeting that they’ll protect integrity of proposals 
· Way forward: Elevate co-chairs work to some kind of draft negotiating text language 
· This agenda group deserves an A+ because we’re further along than any other group (based on Stocktake meeting) and we will always trust the co-facilitators 

Brazil
· Scary that we’re further along than other groups 
· Question: How do we bring this forward? 
· Co-facilitators have read submissions and can bring forward text that will capture the range of views 
· Not currently worried about stages of document 

United States 
· Giving co-facilitators mandate to work on informal note would work with US 
· Should have a lot of “what,” not “who” 
· Like what transparency co-facilitators are doing 
· Break different sections into different elements

Switzerland 
· Don’t use form 9.7  as long as you don’t use form 9.7 we will be happy 

Marshall Islands 
· As a group we’ve already given you our trust 
· 2 options: we can sit in a room all through the night and try to reach consensus or you can do that 
· Co-facilitators should do that 
· Note that we might not like what you do…but we’re willing to accept that risk as long as you express parties’ views

Egypt 
· Agree with other parties 
· Give co-facilitators our full trust to produce informal note 
· Based on elements of text and appendix 
· Re: Zimbabwe
· We have some common elements on procedural parts, but we need to see that differentiation is clearly reflected by having 2 sets of guidance in both information and accounting 
· One for developed and one for developing 
· Red line for us
· Flexibility is important and can be assured through differentiation
· Supported by PA

Co-Facilitators 
· Aware of divergence of views re: substantive issues
· Will take care that everyone’s views are reflected 
· Will try to make everyone happy, but more than likely won’t happen 

Saudi Arabia (Arab Group) 	
· Support tool that’s been mentioned in transparency group
· But that’s not just “what,” also “who, how many…” 

United States 
· If we’re talking about same tool as transparency group, there weren’t 2 sets of guidance
· It’s also not something we could work on – happy to work on language, but starting off with bifurcated guidance isn’t something we’d support
· Would be happy to work with something that reflects everyone’s views (like transparency group) 

China (LMDC)
· Cannot proceed like transparency group  
· Have to address who, how, how many, but can’t prejudge those 
· But we will trust the co-facilitators from this day until the last day
Colombia (AILAC)
· Support Zimbabwe 
· Informal note based on all information (non paper, discussions, round table) 
· Remember, this is only the 1st iteration – odds are everything won’t be in it 
· It’s still not COP24 so we still have a year to continue working 

Co-Facilitators 
· Not negotiating guidance, looking for a way to capture range of views in an informal note

India
· Support co-facilitators 
· Comforted that the tool will capture entire range of party views 
· There are red lines that are fundamental to parties 
· Keep these in mind 

Mexico
· Support Zimbabwe and co-facilitators making note 
· Also, it’s past 6pm so we should let co-facilitators work 

New Zealand 
· Similar to India and Mexico
· Co-facilitators are aware of red lines, please maintain balance of those red lines 
· Let co-facilitators do work 
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