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1. The chair proposed that the practice of leaving the meeting open to observers be kept. 

There were no objections. The chair laid out the agenda: first, to complete the first 

reading of the updated draft of the technology framework, and then to hear consultations, 

then to work through to complete the text to clarify as much as possible. The meeting 

worked through the text of the Updated draft of the technology framework under Article 

10, paragraph 4, of the Paris Agreement.1  

 

D. Collaboration and stakeholder engagement. 

 

2. The chair moved to proceed on the basis to open the floor to hear parties’ views on 

Section D. of the updated draft: collaboration and stakeholder engagement.  

 

3. Norway noted there was tremendous progress from the last meeting. They wanted to 

address all the key headings in the draft. They proposed amending the draft to remove the 

recommendation in paragraph 38 that the TEC and CTCN jointly undertake enhanced 

collaboration with international organisations and the private sector, suggesting this 

should be in the decision rather than the framework itself. They noted concern with the 

language in paragraph 32, which provided collaboration and engagement of stakeholders 

will enhance global interlinkages between players in the development and transfer of 

technology, and would help bridge the knowledge gap between developed and developing 

countries. Norway felt this language was imprecise. Norway also wanted the word ‘shall’ 

in paragraph 33 – “the Technology Mechanism shall work in an open and inclusive, 

including gender-inclusive, manner…” changed to ‘will’, as the word ‘shall’ was 

considered to be too imperative. In the context of the discussion of collaboration with 

other organizations, institutions and initiatives in paragraph 33, Norway noted that the 

language of ‘enhancement’ was too ambiguous and should be changed. In paragraph 24, 

discussing ‘actions’ under the ‘key theme’ of addressing the challenges and needs of 

countries including developing countries, it was proposed the word ‘Activities’ be 

preferred over ‘Actions’.  

 

4. China noted with regards the reference to ‘the knowledge gap’ in paragraph 32 that the 

language be changed to a ‘financial gap’. China also wanted there to be specific reference 

in paragraph 32 to collaboration with stakeholders from developing country parties. On 

paragraph 25, China wanted the word ‘actions’ kept as it was and not changed to 

                                                 
1 A copy of the draft can be found at < https://unfccc.int/event/sbsta-48-2#eq-5> under item 5 as of 4/9/2018, 

but another updated draft will be sent out at 9am on 5/9/2018 and posted on the UNFCCC website at 12pm 

5/9/2018. 



‘activities’, because this was considered stronger. China noted that another action should 

be added to the Action of Engagement with key stakeholders: ‘enhanced support should 

be mobilised by engaging parties…’ 

 

5. The European Union also noted that a lot of progress had been made on the last session. 

They noted that in general the collaboration section was very good. On paragraph 32, they 

also wanted the language changed to ‘stakeholders’ instead of ‘players’ and 

‘collaboration’ instead of ‘interlinkages’. They wanted to amend the phrase ‘knowledge 

gaps’ so it was a plural. On paragraph 33 they agreed with Norway. In paragraph 34, they 

wanted to add the phrase, after stakeholders, ‘particularly involving the private sector’. 

Moving to paragraph 35(a), which proposed ‘enhanced engagement with local 

community and authorities, national planner and civil society organizations as an action, 

the EU noted the word ‘enhanced’ should be deleted. The EU proposed rewording 

paragraph 35(b) to make a reference or add ‘academia’ to the list, and at the end they 

wanted to include ‘including by participating in the network including the Technology 

Mechanism.’ In (c), they were ok with the suggestion by Norway. With regards China’s 

proposal in paragraph 32 to make specific reference to stakeholders of developing country 

parties, they think that collaboration with stakeholders was very important for all 

countries, and it was important to keep the language general and universal. With 

paragraphs 36 and 38 they agreed with Norway’s proposal that it should be clear who – 

the TEC, the CTCN, or both of them jointly, should be carrying out the actions in the 

proposal.  

 

6. Australia noted it did not want too many activities in the framework to burden the 

network going forward. They wanted more work done on fleshing out the purpose of the 

network. They agreed with parties as to the knowledge gap, thinking it was unnecessary. 

They agreed with the EU proposal on ‘stakeholders’. Going to activities, they believed 

that the text could be simplified and amalgamated. They thought it very important to 

acknowledge the role of MDEs. They wanted, in paragraph 35(c), the phrase 

‘implementation of the technology mechanism’ deleted. They agreed with the EU’s 

response to China’s proposal to emphasise the role of stakeholders from developing 

countries.  

 

7. India noted that it agreed with Norwegian amendments that worked, but they wanted the 

word ‘shall’ in paragraph 33 kept. They wanted the ‘enhancement’ language retained to 

allow for progression and development.  

 

8. The United States noted that the text of the framework should be more structured and 

concise. In paragraph 32 they would propose deleting the words ‘players’ and delete the 

words ‘help bridge the knowledge gap between developed and developing countries’. 

They also wanted ‘shall’ in paragraph 33 changed to ‘will’. Also in paragraph 33, they 

wanted the phrase ‘The collaboration and engagement of stakeholders should take place 

in all stages of the technology cycle’ replaced with ‘...different stages of the technology 

cycle’. With paragraph 35 they agreed with Norway with regards the ‘enhancement 

language, but wanted specific reference to the private sector. They agreed with Australia 



on paragraph 35. With paragraph 37(a), to make the document more ‘concise and logical’ 

they wanted to delete everything after ‘initiatives’.  

 

9. Malawi spoke noting the concern of Least Developed Countries with the proposals being 

made.2  

 

10. Kenya noted that TEC and CTCN were meant to jointly implement the actions. They 

noted support for China’s suggestion for paragraph 34 to specifically highlight 

stakeholders in developing countries. In paragraph 25, they supported the language of 

‘actions’ rather than ‘activities.’ They supported the use of the language of ‘enhancement’ 

due to the meaning behind it but were open to other language that had the same meaning.  

 

11. Korea made comments on paragraph 32, they wanted to replace the language to a more 

general reference to interaction. They believed that the second sentence should be 

changed to ‘stakeholders in the technology mechanism will provide important inputs to 

each other.’ 

 

12. Japan noted that many parts of the framework should be in the decision and not the 

framework itself. It supported large parts of the USs proposal. They wanted to change the 

word ‘support’ to ‘encourage’. They commented on China’s proposal on 35(d) believing 

that it should be consolidated into 35(b). China responded elaborating their proposal, 

saying the lack of capacity in developing countries should be highlighted. With regards 

paragraph 32, while acknowledging the knowledge gap, they stated there were other kinds 

of gap. Norway commented that there are funding gaps in all countries when it comes to 

technology development and transfer. They said there was a huge development gap and 

funding gap in Norway because everyone would like to do more than they are currently 

doing. The proposals in countries internally were not being met. expressed scepticism at 

how the Technology Mechanism was meant to quantify this gap and intervention.  

 

13. Canada noted that the words ‘global’ and ‘interlinkages’ were ambiguous in paragraph 

32. They agreed with EU on paragraph 35. They thought that the words ‘NDEs’ should 

remain as they were, with no specific reference to developed countries.  

 

II. Principles 

 

14. The chair then ended this discussion and moved to a discussion of the  

‘Purposes’ (I) and ‘Principles’ (III) section of the draft technology framework. 

 

15. Norway noted they desired to delete paragraphs 1 through to 4 and replace it with 

preambular text. They wanted a preamble acknowledging what the principles were, 

because it would make it more like a decision text. This meant that paragraph 1 would 

read ‘recalling Article 10.1 of the Paris Agreement.’  

 

                                                 
2 Please note that the note-taker had to briefly leave the room during Malawi’s contribution, and apologizes for 

not fully elaborating the contribution.  



16. The European Union noted they wished to amend the words ‘transformational approach’ 

in paragraph 3(b) to simply ‘support transformational changes’. They agreed in principle 

with the Norway’s proposal but wanted to stick to the structure that had been agreed on 

several decisions ago. Norway responded by saying he believed the statement of Purposes 

and Principles was paraphrasing (reinterpreting) the Paris Agreement.  

 

17. Australia noted they wished to amend paragraph 3 to make a small clarifying change to 

the text – making it explicit the work would apply to the framework itself. With regards 

paragraph 3(a) they wanted the word ‘vision’ changed to ‘aims’ and wanted to replace the 

word ‘existing’ with ‘potential’ given the framework was an aspirational document.  

 

18. The Seychelles noted 3(b) wanted to specifically reference SIDS.  

 

19. Mexico noted they wanted to come to an understanding of the interpretation of the 

framework, and that the purposes and principles section was important for these purposes. 

They noted that the proposal could not be adequately served by preambular text alone.  

 

20. Korea noted that the language could be streamlined to achieve Norway’s aims.  

 

21. Costa Rica noted that what was needed was a strong tool, and the framework should be a 

strong document which is a good point of reference for any job, and it should be explicit.  

  


