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Global Stocktake – Joint Contact Group – SB 59 – SBI 8/SBSTA 5 
Main issue: Whether to submit the December 5th draft building blocks to CMA5 Presidency for further consideration or whether there needs to be an attempt to put forth a revised text based on yesterday’s negotiations
Outcome: The parties agreed to send forward a conclusion with their 2nd “building blocks” document, released on December 5th, 2023, as well as a compilation of the views expressed throughout negotiations on the 5th after the release of the 2nd draft, noting that the views expressed do not represent an agreed text. The parties expect the release of a 3rd draft iteration in the following days as a compromise.
Co-Chairs
· After careful consideration, as co-chairs we did not feel we could accommodate the number of views expressed while keeping the balance
· After consultation with the SB chairs, we decided not to put forward another iteration and propose that the building blocks be forwarded for consideration by CMA 5
· We have put forth draft conclusions on the GST 
· Make clear that the updated building blocks by the co-chairs is not an agreed text and is a work in progress and that we will convey the views expressed in yesterday’s negotiations to the CMA 5 presidency for further consideration
Pakistan
· We want some procedural clarity – we had an extensive exercise yesterday and there was a certain draft put forward with interesting inputs, however it appears that there is going to be an earlier iteration put forward along with views from yesterday
· We would have preferred seeing inputs reflected in a revised version
· Would the parties be able to continue some discussion to flesh out more of a solution?
Russia
· We would like to express concern on the process – recall that yesterday there was concern on cherry-picking approach (some parties just picking blocks that appear to be interesting to what they want)
· We think the co-chairs are also just cherry-picking blocks they like without disclosing which ones they are submitting
· Concerned about transparency and inclusiveness of the process – the way we are accepting the documents for the next week is highly concerning
Iran
· We also want to express concern and support concerns raised by Russia and Pakistan
· We submitted our own text and addendums and it’s astonishing that after such long discussions, no suggestions will be taken into account
Co-chairs
· Yes, we heard a lot expressed yesterday. The challenge is how do we reflect all of these views in a new iteration where all of these parties will be comfortable putting it forward. Our sense is that the Dec. 5th iteration has a certain level of comfort from all parties for submission. Everyone was there and everyone heard what was said, but there is difficulty expressing this. We invited all interventions to submit in writing and Secretariat has received all interventions for views expressed yesterday. If you wish, we can put forth a compilation of all discussions and views yesterday to submit to the CMA Presidency
· Parties are always encouraged to continue informal consultations. We made clear that what we are putting forth is a work in progress. During the time between now and the next session when the Presidency takes over, parties should continue to discuss and narrow views.
Pakistan
· The text had certain issues and we have reservations on how the text was procured
· At your own initiative the same text is being forwarded with views as an addendum when views should have been incorporated in a new revised draft
· The text is not balanced
· This is unprecedented. What is the use of having these views expressed if they are not implemented? The intent was supposed to be to revise the text. This should be given time to reflect. 
· We suggest some informal informals before this is sent
Russia
· We confirm that after our oral presentation, were approached by Secretariat and asked to provide written comments, and we did provide that
· On the one hand, transparency was provided through that. On the other hand, we have been negotiating with an open face and listening to your (the co-chair’s) recommendations. We feel confused as to how you have introduced the outcomes from yesterday’s discussions
· It sounds like “we have discussed and we have changed the text but we will not show it to you.” We are confused about how the outcomes from yesterday are going to be set forth to CMA. You should share the text that has been changed with us, and then we discuss the way forward
Co-Chairs
· Suggest pausing the meeting to confer with SB chairs
Meeting adjourned for a few minutes
Co-Chairs
· We have a time constraint. We have a number of speakers still on the list but we are making some introductory remarks to know where we are
· We appreciate parties coming together themselves to find a way through
· Our sense from the past few days is that parties are comfortable using the updated building blocks as a jumping off point but parties also want to make clear that they consider some views missing and that there is a lot of work lying ahead
· The updated building blocks is not an agreed text
· The problem as co-chairs is that we suggested parties should provide surgical, concise views and many parties did not. So, how do we reflect this in a balanced and equal way? All parties have submitted their writing that we asked for. We have a constrain of time, so the best way to do this is to assure to all parties that the text and views will not be left behind
· Some parties are working on tweaking the draft conclusion to assure that the views expressed since the last updated building blocks will not be lost. I invite Canada to introduce the proposed amendments.
Canada
· We think we have found a way forward. It’s important as we move forward to know what is happening and have full confidence in what will happen in the next steps
· Agreed on three amendments:
· One to paragraph 2:
· Add “together with Parties views and submissions not yet fully reflected”
· The intent is to include anything said or put down in writing into the discussion moving forward
· Two to paragraph 3:
· Add “Noting that the parties views and submissions were not yet fully reflected and that a third iteration was expected”
· Add “And invited the CMA Presidency to take into account the views and submissions in a third iteration of the updated building blocks”
· Intends to give the room comfort that we will continue to move forward on the basis of the building blocks but also that all other views expressed last night will be taken into account
Philippines
· I am not speaking on behalf of G77. I want to point out that what colleagues have put together is an imminently practical way to move forward. I think we would agree to move forward on this basis. 
· I want to highlight that when you refer to “Parties views and submissions” are these those that were raised yesterday or since the beginning of the COP? I suggest that the focus could be those that were raised yesterday
Canada
· The views and submissions are referring to those yesterday, but it also seems fair that this would refer to those captured through the whole negotiation time
Switzerland
· There are many elements of the text we feel are not very fleshed out. We are very keen to know we can rely on a third iteration of the text being provided, and we feel that we get that from the text put on the screen (proposed by Canada et al.)
· We trust that you brought this process as far as you can, and this text brings us comfort that we will see a further work being done on the text
Saudi Arabia
· When would we expect the next iteration? Is the expectation that we come back after tomorrow or that we would see a new iteration tomorrow or the day after?
Co-Chairs
·  Would defer that to the COP Presidency
China
· Is it the “CMA to take into account” or “CMA Presidency to take into account?”
· Is the way forward entirely under the authority of the CMA Presidency, or will the Presidency reappoint you co-chair and give us another day to continue negotiations?
Co-Chairs
· We did some checks with the legal team and want to clarify that the first reference to the CMA Presidency is actually just the CMA – this will be updated
China
· We are giving different status to the updated building blocks and the views expressed by parties – our expectation is that when talking about the third iteration, we should be giving equal legal status to the views expressed and the building blocks draft
Co-Chairs
· Could you explain the concern again?
China
· Our concern is that for the next iteration, this 2nd iteration of the building blocks should have equal legal status to the views expressed by parties, so all should be presented to CMA instead of one to CMA and one to CMA President
Co-Chairs
· If we change the CMA President in the last line to CMA would this address your concern?
China
· Yes
Pakistan
· In the spirit of compromise, our delegation agrees with the proposed amendment. For the next stage, we would like to engage for a more balanced text
Iran
· My delegation joins to support the language proposed but we have some practical concerns
· We would like the list of countries who have submitted written expressions to the Secretariat
· Sometimes when we submit in PDF, the Secretariat doesn’t accept it. We want to ensure PDF format will be accepted and considered
India
· We think that this is a viable way forward. We recognize that other colleagues would have had slightly different wording, but we think in the spirit of compromise that we agree with the overall idea of the submission. We would accept this and look forward to going ahead and request parties to join us
Trinidad and Tobago
· I am still considering this proposal. We were flexible on the previous version of the text and suspect this version may also be workable but we will come back
Malawi
· It is unfortunate that we are stuck at this point in time when the expectation out there is so high. People believe in us, and we are letting them down. We need to do better and I think we can do better.
· We are moving forward with something unusual that we are calling “building blocks.” We are not doing better. We are failing the people out there. So I expect in the next steps, we will do better.
· I strongly urge other parties to be constructive and support our co-facilitators
Ghana
· We don’t have much time, so we are prepared to go along with it
· I want clarification on which views will be considered moving forward
· I heard a suggestion that it’s not just the surgical insertions made last night that should be incorporated but everything we have discussed so far
· I want to suggest that we limit this to views expressed last night
Abu
· Request to see footnotes of the text on the screen
· Suggest referring to the Dec. 5th draft in the footnotes
Russia
· We were looking for constructive and productive outcomes from the first part of negotiations and at the end
· Having said that, we think that the text proposed is a way forward to hand it out for the CMA and let the CMA consider on how the negotiation outcomes will be taken moving forward
Turkey
· We think that the text is acceptable
· Can we still send views and is there a specific deadline to send view?
Co-Chairs
· Our suggestion is that when the next phase of negotiations start, you can provide your views then
Colombia
· We align ourselves with the intervention by Philippines and G77
· We know we want to make progress, and on our side we are ready to keep contributing
· We should keep in mind this process is about actions and about stocktake, and we cannot forget that people are watching us for what we decide
· We need to move forward with action and stocktake in mind
· We need assurance that we are going to have time to keep moving forward in a productive manner
European Union
· We think these draft conclusions will be helpful and echo that we need to continue our work soon to reach an ambitious outcome
Draft Conclusions Accepted to Submit to the CMA
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