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1. Mr Lloyd, the co-facilitator, gave consultations on how to streamline the informal 

note prepared by the co-facilitators as the basis of a possible decision text. They have 

adopted these recommendations and circulated it in the new text we made available 

tonight. I would like to ask you to give your comments on the modalities – sections 

A-D of the informal note.1 

 

2. Korea would like to thank the chairs. Korea wanted to emphasise the alignment 

between the technology framework and the periodic review. For this reason, they 

believed paragraph 3 should take into account the principles (5 overarching) of the 

framework – output, impact, etc. They wanted ‘performance’ changed to outcome.  

 

3. Norway noted concerns with paragraphs 2-3 not being agreed. They thought the 

discussion on modalities matured quite well. They wanted to delete 6(b) (believing it 

was unnecessary for the  and 8(c). With D, 8(d) Norway noted that concern at non-

UNFCCC parties having the same status as parties. This could create confusion in 

consultations. They wanted to delete 8(f). They felt the transparency framework was 

developed by parties and would not review the Technology Mechanism, so it was not 

directly relevant. They wanted to delete […] [sic] because it was a description of 

outcome, not process, and there were already parts of the note dealing with process.  

 

4. Indonesia greeted parties. They wanted to add into (b) references to the Technology 

Mechanism. (e) they wanted linkages with the global stocktake. It was desired to keep 

references to transparency.  

 

5. The EU supported deleting ‘inter alia’ in 6(c). Desiring cost efficiency and a 1 year 

time frame, they did not want an independent expert group and so wanted 6(d) 

deleted. On paragraph 7(a) they wanted ‘and meetings’ deleted. With 8 chapeau, they 

wanted a different word rather than ‘may’ used – replace with ‘should’. They 

supported deleting the end of 8(c) because the national communications were a matter 

for parties – ‘we are talking about the Technology Mechanism’. Not linked to broader 

agreement. With (e), there needed to be more clarity to avoid overlap between 

                                                 
1 A link to this document can be found, as of 5/9/2018, here 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/SBI%20i14a_Information%20note%20by%20the%20co-

facilitators_4%20Sept%202018.pdf 



periodic reviews of the Mechanism and independent reviews of the CTCN. With (g), 

they were unsure of the role of the IPCC – not scientific but needed to assess tech 

needs and transfer. They wanted to delete para 9 and have no pre-implementation 

assessment. Delete 10(c) – Norway’s proposal. With 12(c), doubts were expressed 

about input to the global stocktake. 

 

6. China commended the co-facilitators’ efforts. Regarding modalities, China thought 

the document ... Considering 6, China raised questions about the role of the CMA, not 

wanting to exclude the COPs role. Regarding comments made by colleagues on the 

independent expert group in 6d, China felt the independent expert group was 

assessment. Otherwise the assessment was only conducted once every five years. In 7, 

China wanted to delete the second sentence of the chapeau. It was not good to 

prejudge the nature of the assessment – the assessment may also be equally 

quantitative. They wished more clarification in a and b in 7 – more details and wanted 

the word activities changed into assessment to provide greater clarity on the 

assessment. Regarding 8, China wanted to preserve what was there, and also wanted 

the outcome of the GST to serve as input. The assessment was conducted every five 

years, so it needed to take into account a broad source of information. The IPCC may 

not be directly relevant, but may provide relevant information technical on the level of 

technology assessment. Para 9 good – it is not just every five years, there is no 

assessment until 2021. Regarding the outcome, China thinks that it is good to 

maintain its current format, but will return to this matter.  

 

7. Ethiopia Greet and thank – 5 noted they remove the second and third sentences. C: 

type of assessment – wanted second part of 7 deleted, so no prejudging of 

methodology of review. 8 agreed with China that they wanted comprehensive sources 

of information. On timing of PA, they wanted it undertaken every 5 years, and they 

also supported the proposal to align the CTCN review to the periodic assessment and 

the GST.  

 

8. Grenada – with respect to 5, under the Malawi proposal, they wanted it as it is, it was 

important to avoid complexity and duplication, but were open to amendment to make 

it more positive. With 6, they wanted the expert group retained in the interim to a 

review of the periodic assessment, saying it should be assessed in operation. Turnging 

to 8, they wanted IPCC retained. Supported 9 being deleted, no need for pre-

implementation assessment.  

 

9. Sudan – agreed with China on 6 and CMA given only five years, so need big body. 

Agreed on 7 and second para. On transparency in 8f, this needed to be further 

clarified. 

 

10. India – supported 5 being retained as it was. Agreed with keeping inter alia, and 

preserving the independent expert group, due to an independent outside being very 

important. Coming to 7 – the second sentence should be removed. Change ‘activity’ 

to ‘assessment’. The meetings issue – should retain the option of ‘meetings’ because 

malleable/practical. Supported keeping IPCC and comprehensive sources of 



information in 8, and also supported China on GST and Indonesia on users as well. So 

wanted all of 8 retained. On 10, India was of view that assessment could be five years 

to align with the GST, but was aware that this was a long time and there were time 

pressures. Agreed with Norway on removing Figure 1. On 12, wanted word ‘may’ 

changed to something stronger.  

 

11. Kenya – To emphasise on 5, agreed with need for precision. Not going into specifics, 

but as agreed on sources of information being retained it was good to be exhaustive. 

They did not want to leave out what could be necessary sources of information. Did 

not want to leave out the technology framework, because they were looking at the 

effectiveness of the technology mechanism. Coming to 7, language could be 

improved, but something needed to be added – assess the support and action that has 

been undertaken. Because otherwise, how can we quantify what we are trying to do 

here. Can’t quantify level of support otherwise. We should not forget that in 

conducting this review, we have a global goal. We must quantify and inform what we 

are doing and the precise needs. So therefore, IPCC should be retained. Aligning to 

CTCN review is important. With timing of five years, it may be good to include 

language such as ‘3-5 months’ before the GST, as this allows for flexibility. They are 

other items: we agree we can work together on the ‘Outcomes’ section. 

 

12. Japan – for 6(d)(?) (I think critical of independent expert group but not sure), 8(c) – 

support Norway; 9, work to delete this sentence. It is not good to have next 

implementation assessment with CTCN review or before that. Not sure about linkages 

with the tech framework and transparency.  

 

13. Philippines As much as the Technology Mech dovetails with capacity building etc, 

the review should be involved with – need to allow to meet the goals of the Paris 

Agreement. Since the first assessment is in 2021, pre-implementation is important as a 

matter of guidance. 

 

14. Korea – modalities – 8(e) – docs and outcomes from CTCN important as long as 

independent reviews of an assessor. Korea is puzzled about purpose of ‘pre-

implementation assessment’ in 9. Wanted box in Figure 1 changed to 2019 and 

technology framework. 12 needs to capture how the assessment results should be 

utilized. Should therefore be changed from ‘outcomes’ to results.  

 

15. Nigeria - Agree with Malawi on 5 second part – confusions in the first second 

contextualise the rest of the para. With type of assessment, on agenda item 7, agree 

with suggestion of removing second part. On D, agree GST should be one of the 

sources.  

 

16. Russia – delete the second part of the first sentence – para 8 – all sources are 

important, including IPCC. Timing every five agree.  

 

17. Australia – greeted colleagues. We echo comments from colleagues about the 

independent expert group, doubt, but keen to hear more about work it would actually 



do. Want to 6c hear elaboration. On sources of information, we echo comments on 9d 

we need clarification on information provided by stakeholders and considered by 

parties – what format is it considered in and how it is considered. On timing, on 9 and 

10 the GST is a relevant process and we want to talk with colleages on what ‘align’ 

means. Is it an input into GST? How do we use outputs from GST? It is important for 

us not to cut across mandate from GST room – that body is talking about inputs, 

outputs and timing. Outcomes – section needs some work. 12c same comments on 

GST inputs.  

 

18. United States: Several parties commented on independent expert group. This would 

require significant investment of time and resources and we don’t think it’s a 

worthwhile option to include. On 11.EA we support every 5 years. We support 

Japan’s proposal that 10(c) should be deleted.  

 

 

 


