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Summary  

• Informal informals have revealed big differences in the views of the framework 

between the blocs on what is the purpose of the framework. There is a fight behind 

the scenes on 19bis. 

• Coming out of the informal informals are continuing efforts to remove language 

talking about ‘transformational’ targets or goals, and linkages to both the global 

stocktake and the transparency framework.  

• The chair has proposed drafting a covering decision, based on the discussion in the 

second meeting on the structure of the framework.  

 

• There have been proposals on adding references to building endogenous capacity in 

the ‘enabling environments’ paragraph. UG resisting.  

 

• Costa Rica proposed an addition to ‘enabling environment’ that an activity in that area 

of work could include guidance for developing countries in developing market 

conditions and regulatory and fiscal measures to ensure development of climate 

resistant technologies. India and others wanted to add a reference to non-market 

approaches.  

Co-fac: continuing second reading  

Informal Informal outcome 

Norway: 

• We had very ‘clarifying’ discussions to improve understanding. We don’t all hae the 

same understanding of the text, and each other’s views on the Mechanism.  

• On 17bis and ter, we didn’t agree on text. We are drafting new version of them. 

• There are strongly contradicting views on 19bis, we need more time to discuss them.  

Let’s go to 17bis and ter.  

Costa Rica:  

Our proposed amendment: What used to be 17ter is now in para 17bis 

‘Actions/activities under this key themes should facilitate the successful implementation in a 

manner commensurate with the objectives of the PA by providing guidance towards to 

establishing targets … and provide information on progress towards these targets.’  

References to ‘transformation metrics’ and linkages to the global stocktake and transparency 

framework are gone.  

Norway:  



Could we ‘curly bracket’ it so we can discuss the exact details and wording.  

Australia:  

This needs further discussion: my first view of the chapeau text, but when we are talking 

about the language of ‘activities’, this links to the overall goal of the framework  

Sudan:  

We need to insert the language of mitigation and adaptation action into the brackets there. 

Australia: 

Proposed deleting 28(e) – ‘enabling policy and regulatory environment…’ is not guidance for 

the TM. 

Endogenous capacity 

India:  

In the last Bonn session, we had one place where there was a reference to endogenous 

technologies. We see two places where we can insert this reference, it is not currently here. 

Can we add, in para 17, ‘including endogenous technologies?’ The other place is in 28(f), 

need to state ‘promotion of endogenous technologies to help mitigation and adaptation 

actions.  

Norway: If we do include this, but I think ‘indigenous’ works better. But I think this is still 

chapeau language, I don’t understand the alternative placement of the text.   

Co-facilitator: This is in 1/CP.21 paragraph 66(b).  

United States: In 28(e) we should insert the words ‘promote co-operative action’ before 

‘technology development and transfer.’ Delete ‘climate-resilient and low-emission 

development.  

European Union: In 3(b), there already are references to ‘enhancement of indigenous 

capacities and endogenous technologies. Why repeat it?  

Co-fac: Please continue this in a bilateral. Moving to 30 

Market conditions in technology transfer, fiscal and regulatory policy capacity-building 

and non-market approaches 

Costa Rica: I was wondering, is it a good thing to have kind of guidance in the mechanism, 

can we have some consideration of market conditions. Could we put this in as 30(f). Without 

good commercial conditions this will not work. It would read ‘development of guidance on 

how to improve the economic prospects and climate resilience of  …  including regulatory 

and fiscal measures.’  

India: India supported this. We need to have a quicker roll-out of the transfer. But we also 

want to deliberate a non-market aspect of it.  

China: Supports. Also wants to enquire as to 28(e) – are we deleting this? My understanding 

is that we are bracketing this, says chair.  



Norway: Point of order: there was a suggestion to delete (e), nobody has rejected it – why 

bracket? If you look at 28(c), isn’t this new passage redundant?  

Australia: What about 13(a)(i)? This is the same, there is overlap.  

China: 28(c) is fine, could we bracket it?  

United States: What does 28(f) add? What is the reason for the addition of it?  

Costa Rica: What we are proposing is different from 28(c). We could consolidate the text. 

The rationale is that there should be guidance – you need to know how to work with market 

conditions and regulatory and fiscal measures in order to understand how to improve your 

measures. The mechanism can provide a guidance for that. How can it do this? It does not 

promote reg and fiscal measures. Developing countries can have guidance on these 

conditions in order to make their climate resistant technologies commercially viable.  

Singapore: We also support India’s suggestion to discuss market and non-market measures 

so developing countries can make their technologies commercially viable.  

Capacity Building 

Co-facilitator: Moving to paragraph 30.  

European Union: We are following previous discussion to have ‘different stages’ of the 

technology cycle.  

Norway: I would like to delete the word ‘comprehensive’ from information.  

Co-facilitator: 30(d) – reference to ‘co-ordination’ and ‘collaboration.’  

EU: On (d), I have to come back to the overall approach. We have to discuss in Bonn, but the 

reference to the Paris Committee on Capacity-building needs to be worked out. We want to 

delete (d) because we believe (b) covers everything.  

Australia: I agree with my EU colleague. This is not to say that the PCCB doesn’t have 

value, it just still needs to be worked out.  

India: We see value in 30(d). Could there be a possibility of different bodies coming from 

the Agreement. Having the possibility of coordinating with all relevant bodies would be 

useful. We agree with the modification of (d).  

Chair: we look forward to how this could be modified.  

Norway: There is a similar issue in different places in the text. This is a paragraph where we 

could take it out of the framework, and put a reference to capacity-building in the decision 

text. There we could talk about loss and damage and so on.  

Philippines: In assessing (b) and (d), the two paragraphs have different purposes. Letter (d) 

is on the nature of engagement with the PCCB, to create synergies and avoid overlap with 

their work. If there is a consensus, could we merge the two paragraphs. Otherwise, could we 

do things so we avoid the duplication of work between the two bodies.  

European Union: Our problem is the specific mention of the PCCB. 



Australia: With regards paragraph 30(e), could we add a specific reference to the ‘roles of 

NDEs’ in developing countries specifically. They have a different role in developed 

countries.  

Canada: We can’t ignore that we are transferring the technology and it is being transferred 

somewhere. Developed country NDEs have a crucial role to play in the transfer of 

technology.  

China: The current phrasing in NDEs doesn’t exclude the developed countries. It should be 

retained as it is.  

US: This language is already in the CTCN review. This is the more appropriate place. Let’s 

bracket this.  

Co-facilitation: I will prepare a draft cover decision reflecting your discussion on the 

structure issue.  

Costa Rica: Will we have the opportunity to present draft text this afternoon?  

China: We were not in agreement about the deletion of ‘address the barriers’ from paragraph 

17.  


