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1. Ms Octaviano, Co-Facilitator: I invite parties to comment on the Scope and 

Effectiveness section of the informal note by the co-facilitators.1 

 

2. Norway discussed paragraph 4 of the informal note, which laid out the scope of the 

periodic assessment in discussing ‘the adequacy of support provided to the 

Technology Mechanism in supporting the implementation of the Paris Agreement.’ 

On paragraph 4(b)(ii), replace ‘all’ with ‘different’. On 4(d), the ‘scale of support’, we 

want to delete (d) until we figure out what it means.  

 

3. EU: On 4(c), we are talking about adequacy of the support provided to the technology 

mechanism. At the moment 4(c)(iii) this is unclear. Also, (d) needs more explanation. 

We do understand that the periodic assessment will have quantitative components.  

 

 

4. China: After (d), scale of support, China would like to add (e): ‘the gap of the 

support’. We are doing the assessment on the adequacy of support, so we will need to 

know the gap to see if it is adequate or not. Given the question by my colleagues 

concerning the scape of support, fixing (d), first we could talk about the provider of 

the support and the overall amount of the support.  

 

5. Malawi: On the scale of support, we would like to agree with what China has said. 

Just to give an example, we were looking at the CTCN review. The CTCN does not 

have sufficient financial resources to be able to executive their mandate. Under ‘scale 

of support’, we want to quantify it to understand exactly how the mechanism is facing 

challenges. Under 4(c)(iii), it is important that nationally designated entities be kept in 

here, they are the focal points of the Mechanism.  

 

 

6. Grenada: On scale of support, the authoritative issue was about adequacy – the type of 

support, who it was for, and who it was to. The idea of scale of support was just a 

compromise. We should take the full question of adequacy of support into 

consideration.  

 

7. Norway: On the scale of support, these factors are publicly available information. On 

the gap in support in (e), we shouldn’t prejudge the outcome of the periodic review. 

                                                 
1 This can be found under https://unfccc.int/event/sbi-48-2#eq-10 item 14(a). 



The discussion of the scale of support for the transparency framework should be 

discussed in another part of the agreement – the transparency framework. 

 

 

8. Australia  agreed with the EU 4(c)(iii) and with Malawi on 4(c)(iii). Grenada’s 

formulation requires some quantification of scale which would inevitably be arbitrary.  

 

9. India: India aligns with the position of China (on behalf of G77) and Malawi. Also 

agrees on scale of support. India proposed adding a sub-paragraph assessing the needs 

of developing countries. 

 

 

10. Kenya: This is just an outline; the details should be further worked out.  

 

11. The European Union responded to India – support of developing country parties is 

very important, but a general reference like that doesn’t make sense here. On the scale 

of support – the scale of support provided to the TM (not to developing countries) is 

the key issue. A lot of information and data is available on the CTCN, but what is the 

scale of support for the TEC?  

 

 

12. Norway: We are talking about the framework under the PA, not the mechanism under 

the Convention. Also Annex I parties are already disproportionately providing finance 

and other items to the Technology Mechanism. From a practical perspective, it is 

easier to stick with a non-descriptive text. There is a link between 4(3)(iii) and 6(c), 

what would PwC understand by ‘scale of support’? This is why the CMA should do 

the assessment.  

 

13. Australia had gone back to the latest CTCN report and noted ROK was a top 10 

donor. How will this proposal affect the CTCN’s budget?  

 

 

14. The United States supported Australia and Norway’s comments in response to India’s 

proposal. It is inconsistent with Paris and framework’s principles to go North-South, 

South-South, and triangular flows.  

 

15. China noted concern about prejudging the outcome with regards China’s proposal, but 

language could be changed to avoid this – in supporting the implementation of the 

Paris Agreement. With regards India’s comments of additionality and support 

provided, we think that it is better for the TM to better prepare action plans, to better 

fulfil their new mandate.  

 

16. Japan supported the EU, US and Australia on paragraph 4. 

 

 

 



17. Zimbabwe noted it was important to mention the NDEs in 4(c)(iii) 

 

18. Canada noted on 4(c)(iii) and NDEs was problematic. Given the various approaches 

that countries adopt and support within their respective nations … there is no defined 

responsibility for these roles. (c)(ii) – CTCN network members. Problematic because 

motivation of members for joining network and contributions different.  

 

 

19. Sudan: We need to leave (d) to come back to it after to allow for more elaboration.  

 

20. Grenada: I wanted to clarify and we do not agree that we should include (d) so we can 

come back to it. We need to address adequacy of support. Input into this document 

speaks specifically on reports from the CTCN. There is room for us to discuss this 

further.  

 

 

21. India: I thank the colleages from Norway, EU Australia on their reflections. Going 

back, my desire to have a level of support stressed beyond the possibility of scope of 

the technology mechanism. I didn’t want to undermine contribution of developed 

countries. Wanted to emphasise North-South collaboration because the previous text 

did not have this.  


