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CF: Thanks Parties for fruitful discussion at first meeting. Requests: documents uploaded on website. Plan for informal session, track changes document of informal note. Huge amount of work and limited time, we should work efficiently. Will be difficult for us to achieve our objective. Identified issues for each section for Parties consideration. Presented this list for first meeting. Understand from first meeting that some parties may want to add additional issues. Can raise additional issues but focus on the issue on the list. Starting on section G (technical expert review) followed by H, C, and B. 30 min per issue. Will be difficult. May need to push discussion of these issues t later session if needed. Send written suggestions for issues by 4pm today.

Are there approaches missing, approaches that need further clarity, are there approaches that have been misunderstood? [Showing approaches for section G on screen]

For G (technical expert review) there are three areas for discussion: scope, format, and frequency. [They put a complicated slide on the screen with different approaches outlined for scope, format, frequency. 

Singapore: obo G77. Thanks for edits to note. 

Brazil: obo Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay. Thanks, will follow suggestions and will not limit ourselves to section G. Will need time to digest these approaches. To start with Scope. Need to think about scope together with information to be reviewed. Prefer to limit the scope to what is agreed in past agreements (approach 1 – as in PA 13.11 and 13.12). Also see value in approach 4 (same as 1 but appropriateness of NDCs, appropriateness of flexibility, political judgement). For format, need more clarification on approaches 4 (simplified) and 5 (peer review in regional groups). On frequency and timing the key issue here is the flexibility. If we have a clear idea of what flexibility we will give to developing country Parties, this will solve a lot of problems. We are working on a proposal for frequency that we will bring forward. Also need to think about the structure and elements of the technical review, but need a more detailed outline that is agreed upon by parties, not outlined by the secretariat. Can be done next year, so we can make a decision within the MPGs. Have more details and will send. 

CF: We cannot give explanation on 4 and 5 in format because these are just suggestions from parties. They will have to elaborate. 

EU: On scope, there should be an approach that reflects the scope as indicated in Art 13 para 12. Consideration of support provided, etc. Would be good to have a second approach that merges all the proposal that go beyond the scope that is indicated in Art 13. Good to move those elements that indicate what the review should do into a second approach. All those parts that start with “identification.” Recommend using text close to the PA and not rephrased text to merge elements to a wording that is as close as possible to what is already in Art 13. Approach 4, maybe have a different title. “To define what is outside the scope of the review.” Ensure that the legal nature of the PA are accurately reflected in MPGs and the point 11 (not on slide?) is maybe not in line with that. For frequency, can maybe reduce approaches there. One clear option is that some parties link the frequency of the review with the submission frequency. Not so clear what the other options in the text refer to (every second year, every fourth year) and would prefer to define frequency of review in relation to submissions rather than by years. Also see some approaches for frequency as sub-items of other approaches. Can simplify. 

Ecuador: obo LMDCs on this issue for now. Support statement of Singapore. Before going to the stuff on the screen, LMDCs are interested in emphasizing the flexibility for developing countries as key. We see it as an operationalization of CBDR. Operationalization of flexibility and differentiation helps address the “how” question. We think we should take a WISE approach for how we approach framework for modalities. It’s an acronym. Workable for all. Implementation oriented. Simple. Effective. Simple transparency framework for countries under the PA. Then more onto a more complex transparency systems which developed countries have already been applying so developing countries can follow their example. Both simple and complex should be easy to implement. In terms of the overall approach we see jumping off as Art 13.3 and .4 so that differentiation gets incorporated. Some way of marking out or identifying in the informal note, which items are in current arrangements for transparency under Convention. I wish that we had gotten this document before. Specific items in light revision of the note. In G.1.13, that point should be put into scope. G.3.11 is a good place for it, perhaps. On scope, G.3.4, we see the essential differentiated approach between developed and developing countries. We see this point as being mandatory and applicable only to developed countries, not applicable to developing. For developing, the scope would only be with respect to G.3.9. Should spit that point into two, because the part of the point on supporting parties should not be under scope. On format, G.5.1.3, page 42?, when we talk about b under this point, we see this as applying to only developing countries. Whereas c applied only to developed countries on a mandatory basis. G.5.1 in format, suggest that a new option for developed countries to be added as well, in terms of their format would be based on the existing guidelines under the Convention. 

Saudi Arabia: obo Arab Group. Supports G77 statement and LMDCs. Thanks for new informal note. Some places their elements are not as we communicated them. Will share in writing. Missing a few approaches in this guiding slide. Need an approach that clearly captures the existing guidelines and how we’re going to build on them. Actually capturing them in the informal note would be useful. For specifics, the points we had have already been shared. Approach 4, bullet 2 in flexibility, we saw that approach as [something about outside of the scope]. Also supports the EU suggestion that we use the existing language. Important to us that the technical review pay attention to developing countries’ respective national capacities and circumstances. 

New Zealand: Starting out by saying that we shouldn’t be rewriting the PA in developing the MPGs for article 13. Agree that we should use language as close as possible as that in the PA. In looking at approach 4 under scope, can we reframe it in positive language. In approach 2, the first bullet is very similar to the last bullet under bullet 1. Could combine those two approaches. Happy to add the TACCCC to approach 1 as well. Way to reduce the number of options. On format, we don’t see these approaches as being mutually exclusive. We could design a system that combines them with choices available based on frequency and national circumstances, etc. Comfortable with reflecting all of those choices under format. There are a lot of choices under frequency. Work on reducing the number of options. That’s all.

CF: There was a question raised by Brazil of what a simplified review means. Still need to answer that. 

China: Thanks for new note. Support intervention made by G77 and LMDC. First under scope, hard to read all the approaches, but I guess approach 1 and 4 both look helpful. We would be comfortable to stay with language in the PA with(?) more elaborations and interpretations. Especially approach 4 needs more elaboration. One approach missing here is to build on the existing guidelines. ICA? guidelines(?) There is still scope in the current review guidelines. In identification of areas of improvements. I think this language in the PA is clear enough but the sub bullet points I see some area to make improvement plans. Do not improvement plans to be mandatory linked to technical review process. I agree with colleagues on format that this is not an exclusive list and that these approaches are not in conflict with each other. Don’t want to see a backsliding approach from the current exercise. On frequency it is difficult to perceive all of the approaches because some are not at the same logical level. Encourage more elaboration on these approaches. IN 4 the criteria under the first bullet point, that might be mistakenly put into one bullet point. May be 2 separate ones. Still think flexibility should be given to developing country parties. Would like to have a more streamlined approach on how we can frame the frequency issues later. 

Egypt: We have to read Art 13.11 and .12 in conjunction with 13.3. Demands that we build on the transparency arrangements under the convention and that is not currently reflected in the approaches. Suggesting 2 new approaches for scope. (Did not hear these). Frequency, approach 4, bullet 3, should be worded as it was in informal note. 
 
US: Almost an hour in and still on our first topic. Agree with a number of others who have said we need to be consistent with language. Scope, we see this a clearly defined in PA and approach 1 reflects that. TACCC principles, from approach 2, can be part of approach 1. Approach 3 is outside of the scope as defined in PA. Approach 4 is important n clarifying the limitations, but there may be some points missing there, such as a limitation of considering the adequacy of support provided. Concerned about suggestions that we go back to existing arrangements. We do not see differentiation as reflected here since it is not part of 13.11 and .12. For format, we also don’t see these as not mutually exclusive. Prefer approach 3 with countries having the option of choosing approach 4. On frequency, we see this as clearly defined in 13.11. Would note that as countries continue doing national inventory reports we would see those as being reviewed. See approach 6 as being clear about LDC and SIDS discretion with timing. As china and others noted, there is a lot more that needs to be discussed. 

Costa Rica: obo AILAC. Thanks for note. Still difficult to understand the approaches so would be useful to learn more of what every approach means. Also support points re: language of PA. Appreciate being able to give inputs. We consider flexibility is related to capacities. Common and enhanced transparency system. Eventually all parties will be able to implement it. For format, more of a cocktail of the different approaches listed. Current formats of review and analysis should be basis. For example, all biennial reviews should be conducted by a centralized group. For frequency, maybe combination of approach 1, 5, and 7 but still we need to understand the elements behind the approaches better. 

Australia: [I missed most of this in order to go find a charger] Suggestion of commons tables and formats. 

Maldives: Thanks for note. Flexibility – common MPGs should be made for all parties with flexibility given to developing countries in light of their capacity. Should be designed in a way that improves transparency over time. For scope, would prefer approach 1. Is useful for SIDS in light of capacity building to have in country reviews. For frequency, it should be every 2 years or coinciding with the reports. For GHG reporting for developing countries, they should take place annually. 

Bhutan: Thanks. Supports G77. In terms of approaches on scope, [missed]. On format, the multiple approaches could be used to operationalize for countries. In frequency, something about 6. we look forward for more substantive discussions. 

Switzerland: obo EIG. The notion in 13.3 that the transparency … Review should be a positive thing and not something that we are afraid of. Agree that formats are not mutually exclusive. We proposed the simplified review in our submission and would be happy to share more. Believe we need another approach under frequency, believe that every second convention report should have a different sort of review. 

Canada: MPGs for the enhanced transparency framework. Reflecting only what the current system is, is not consistent with our mandate. Agreement with Maldives that we should have a common basis for reporting and then variations based on national capacities. Would support 1, 2, and 4 on scope. 3 is not really our mandate. On format, 1, 2, and 3. Would like to hear more about what countries mean by all of these things. 

Japan: [really difficult to hear him] 

South Africa: Thanks. Would like to emphasize the importance of the role of flexibility in the enhanced transparency framework. Would be clear on point 2 in approach 4. Flexibility would be built into framework and then review team would make recommendations based on what the country has selected for their reporting. Format, developing countries should have the option for selecting in country reviews. For frequency, the reports should be reviewed on reception. Will submit more comments in writing. 

Chile: Support G77 intervention. Highlight two elements. One, see guidelines as part of one common set of rules of guidance for all parties, but of course we want flexibility. Common elements is important. Common set of guidelines will be an enhancement of what exists now. For scope, 1 and 2 and then a cocktail on formats. With a proper identification of countries’ capacities and needs we can…

Maldives: Wanted to emphasize the point that, for frequency, obviously LDCs and SIDS would participate at their own discretion. Also something else…

Saudi Arabia: Come back to ask a question. This are approaches that are supposed to guide our discussion. But are they options or approaches. Not of the view that anything should be removed at this stage. With that said, the two approaches shared by colleague are extremely valuable. Also here to build an enhanced transparency framework. Very clear in 13.4. ICA and ICR? - would be appropriate to continue bringing them into the discussion. 

CF: At this stage we are using the term “approaches” and are not mutually exclusive. At a later stage they will become options. Will not remove any provisions at this stage. 

Turkey: Combination of approach 2 and 3 for format. The first TERs to be in country and the next to be centralized. On frequency, all need to be reviewed. 

: True that the focus of work here is supposed to supersede the arrangements in the Convention, but the para says that we will “build upon,” which should mean that we have robust reporting arrangement for developed countries and a more simple arrangement for developing countries due to capacity. The wisdom of the Paris Agreement is that it allows developing countries to enhance their reporting when they feel they are able to do so. 

Brazil: Could Norway be before me?

Norway: Scope is reflected in Paris Agreement and we should stick to the language there. Support approach 1, do not support approach 3. Approach 4 can be positive language. For format, we support mix. Frequency annually? 

Brazil: India can go in front.

India: supports G77 and LMDCs. Many things I wanted to say have already been said. [Missed some of what he said.] Supports what South Africa said about the review based on reception. 

Brazil: Quick comment. Idea that we receive a recommendation, identify possible path, and then that will trigger an improvement. See in developing countries that we receive recommendation year after year but can’t implement anything. Have to get rid of the expectation that recommendations will lead to change when we develop the MPGs. Sympathetic to the idea that this will help us move forward, but also need to keep these things in mind. Also question: how are we going to proceed, since we have only covered one topic in over an hour and a half. 

CF: Will continue this list at the next informal consultation. Will continue tomorrow with sections. Aware of time constraints and will try to figure out a path. 

Brazil: Thanks.

Ecuador: For tomorrow we will not touch support? Would be good to get to support and adaptation discussion this week.  

Brazil: I’m flexible on how you organize and where you allocate things but we understood that the goal here is that we give all topics equal treatment. Need to allow people to see on all issues as much as necessary as has been done here. Need to be able to bring the right people to the room. Need to allow equal treatment of sessions. Cannot accept the idea of cutting things off due to time. 

US: I think these points are key. Do need to treat everything equally. Can we get more time? 

CF Yes, this is also our view. 

EU: Support if you ask for more time. Would be helpful if, at the end of each session, we say clearly what will happen in the next session. Also can be put on the website. 

CF: Thanks for sessions. Let’s now move onto FMCP (Facilitative, Multilateral Consideration of Process)

Brazil: Consider it also necessary to have a debate on H.2 and H.3. want to limit the scope of what is being considered to what is in the Paris Agreement. All elements that are outside of PA should be excluded. Does not preclude parties from offering other relevant information. In terms of format, steps, and participation. Just want to focus on stance. That will fix other problems. Suggestions for how to arrange 3, 4, and 5. Will propose how to combine. Frequency and time need to depend on how we address this step. 
New Zealand: Need to look at the language in 13.11. We’re talking about participation and that clearly states that each party should participate. Why do we have any approaches other than approach 1. 

China: Can we make screen larger. China doesn’t think the comment is contradictory to building on existing guidelines. Supports what’s stated in the PA. Need to keep options on the table at this stage and then see what others mean and make decisions on that. On FMCP, for format, approach 1 works well and open to other approach like online conference. Agree with New Zealand that all parties will undergo, but also like approach 3 which is groups of parties. Could be flexible for developing country parties. For actors, approach 1 is acceptable. Approach 2 is fine but need to elaborate on how other parties will participate in this process. On timing issues. [Projects full outline of approaches on timing]. For relationship on, don’t have great concerns. Want to have the most updated information from all parties. 

CF: One more card and then we’re going to discuss how to move forward. 

US: On format, we think there is potential to combine the two approaches. Steps that you have listed are appropriate. Participation, clear that all parties should participate. Note again that LDCs and SIDS have discretion for reporting so that of course should be brought into FMCPs. On timing, there are a lot of different points on the slide, but we think it’s important to have a dialogue of Parties of FMCPs after each Biennial transparency report. Would note that, even if a party hasn’t submitted reports, it might be valuable for them to participate in the dialogue so we can hear their experiences. 

CF: Will post the slides online. Hope is to post slides the evening before the session so parties have the chance to review them. Written comments by 4pm today. On TER section, we will issue a revised co-facilitators informal note for the three issues that were taken up and will release that this evening. 

Brazil: Clarity. So you will revise the informal note as soon as we finish a topic. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]CF: Yes, we will post a revised note whenever we finish a discussion. On schedule. At this point we cannot say definitively what the topic will be tomorrow, but the information will be provided this evening. Need to check in with APA co-chairs. Also need to report to APA co-chairs on progress and see what they can do on the question of additional sessions. 

EU: Original schedule was review FMCP and IR and Tracking progress and support. You intend to keep it in that order?

CF: Need to address this still and check in with the Secretariat. Issue is whether we take up support tomorrow or keep going with H, C, B. 

Egypt: Can you post the slides before the session for the issues that will be discussed next time. 

Saudi Arabia: In slides, can you also reference what exists in the subscript. I mean adding the developed/developing. 

CF: Concern that posting the full sentence will make it hard to view on the screen. 

Saudi Arabia: Can you just do a small notation. Will help everyone digest what’s on the slide faster. 

CF: That’s fine we can do that. 

EU: Last time the notation keys were unhelpful. 

US: Similar concern. The slides are already difficult to read. 

Brazil: Afraid that now we’re going to be guided by what you put on the screen. I’m flexible about what’s on the screen but let’s not debate about wat’s put on the screen. That’s note important. Urge everyone to be flexible. 

[Making final decisions about what would be on the screen re: the “who”]
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