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NDCs  Nationally Determined Commitments 
NWP  Nairobi Work Program 
PA  Paris Agreement 
PCCB   Paris Committee on Capacity Building 
SCF  Standing Committee on Finance 
TEC  Technology Executive Committee 
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
WG   PCCB Working Group 
WIM ExCom Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and Damage Executive Committee 
SDGs  Sustainable Development Goals 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The fourth meeting of the Paris Committee on Capacity Building (PCCB 4) was held virtually 
over four days, from 22 to 25 June 2020.  Approximately 20 participants and 50 observers 
participated through Microsoft Meetings.  Observer participation tended to decrease over the 
four days.  Each day’s meeting lasted approximately three hours.  All documents relating to the 
meeting are available at: 
 
https://unfccc.int/pccb/pccb-meetings-and-documents#eq-5 

In addition, materials related to the PCCB meetings and work of the PCCB are available at: 

https://unfccc.int/pccb/pccb-meetings-and-documents#eq-5


 
 
https://unfccc.int/pccb 

Transmission quality was generally good.  A few people had local problems with electricity or 
Wi-Fi, and some people were hard to understand. 
 
Observers were allowed to watch the entire meeting.  At the conclusion of discussion of each 
topic, observers were invited to make an intervention.  No distinction was made between 
observers who had registered and those who simply joined the webcast.  Comments and 
questions could also be submitted through Survey Monkey until the day following the conclusion 
of the meeting. 
 
 
Day 1: 22 June 2020 
Gregg Walker 
 
The meeting began with a review of the organizational plan (agenda) for the four days the 

PCCB’s work and the protocols of conducting the PCCB meeting on-line.  Following that, the co-

chairs were elected.  Ms. Marzena Chodor of Poland was re-elected to serve as co-chair.  

Joining her as co-chair was Ms. Yongxiang Zhang of China.  New PCCB members were also 

recognized and welcomed.  Current PCCB membership is noted on the UNFCCC/PCCB 

website: https://unfccc.int/process/bodies/constituted-bodies/paris-committee-on-capacity-

building-pccb/members 

PCCB members first discussed the implications of the COP 26 postponement.  They discussed 

the impact of the postponement on the PCCB Mandate that came out of COP 25 in Madrid.  

Comments varied from concerns about modifying the PCCB Workplan to the importance of such 

factors as monitoring and evaluation, communication, and the relationship of the Workplan to 

the PCCB Work Groups. 

PCCB members talked about the importance of adhering to the Mandate and the importance of 

reporting the PCCB’s progress on the Mandate and the Workplan. The Workplan is available at: 

https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/bodies/constituted-bodies/paris-committee-on-capacity-

building-pccb/workplan-paris-committee-on-capacity-building 

Later in the meeting PCCB members and observers listened to a report from the Durban Forum 

co-facilitators (one of whom was PCCB member Ms. Roberta Ianna).  The co-facilitators 

presented the outcomes of the Durban Forum regarding capacity building.  The 05 June 2020 

Forum took place on-line, with the theme: “Capacity building to support the implementation of 

[the] Enhanced Transparency Framework under the Paris Agreement – ensuring coherence and 

coordination of actions and support.”  PCCB members discussed the Forum (and report) and 

addressed how the Forum outcomes could be related to the work of the PCCB, particularly in 

terms of coherence and coordination. 

 
Day 2: 23 June 2020 
Marilyn Averill 

https://unfccc.int/pccb
https://unfccc.int/process/bodies/constituted-bodies/paris-committee-on-capacity-building-pccb/members
https://unfccc.int/process/bodies/constituted-bodies/paris-committee-on-capacity-building-pccb/members
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/bodies/constituted-bodies/paris-committee-on-capacity-building-pccb/workplan-paris-committee-on-capacity-building
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/bodies/constituted-bodies/paris-committee-on-capacity-building-pccb/workplan-paris-committee-on-capacity-building


 
Agenda Item 5: “Technical support and guidance on building climate-related capacity”   
 
Day 2 began with an overview of PCCB activities undertaken over the last year.  The secretariat 
then presented a concept note regarding the development of a proposed PCCB toolkit for 
assessing capacity building needs and gaps.  Members were asked to consider the concept 
note and agree on next steps. 
 
An external consultant reviewed literature and conducted interviews to produce the report.  
Three areas were identified for consideration. 
 

• Scope 
o Identify relevant tools along 
o Provide guidance for use 
o Collect existing resources 

• Approach 
o Offer step-by-step guidance 
o Build on needs and gaps identified in national planning and assessments 
o Adopt a sector-based approach with tools specific to sectors 

• Format 
o Report or document 
o Interactive or module-based—web-based interface 
o Case studies available on portal 

 
The report emphasized the need to respond to different national circumstances, the importance 
of a country-driven process, and the possibility of involving the new PCCB Network members in 
the work.  The report also included a variety of specific suggestions for how to develop a toolkit. 
 
PCCB members generally expressed appreciation for the report.  Some members were 
concerned that PCCB efforts need to add value to what is happening elsewhere while avoiding 
duplication, and must provide for managing and updating the toolkit.  Several existing toolkits 
were mentioned, including those developed by the NDC Partnership and the Adaptation 
Committee. 
 
Agenda Item 6: “Coherence and Coordination on capacity building under the 
convention.”   
 
This topic focused on the relationship between the PCCB and other constituted bodies on 
issues relating to capacity building.  The committee reviewed a concept note describing a 
possible informal coordination mechanism (ICM) that could coordinate capacity building 
activities under the UNFCCC and PA.  An earlier PCCB paper had “identified the need for an 
enhanced space for coordination and collaboration outside the annual meetings of the PCCB, 
and for defining common areas of interest which would help increase synergies and reduce 
duplication of efforts.” 
 
Following the introduction, representatives of the constituted bodies, operating entities, and 
those responsible for relevant processes were invited to participate in a roundtable discussion.  
Twelve groups had been identified as targets for the ICM.  Additional stakeholders, such as 
parties, non-governmental organizations, the private sector, civil, society, and academia, will 
interact more with the new PCCB Network (see below and the PCCB website) than with the 
proposed ICM.  



 
The ICM would be managed by Working Group 1 of the PCCB with support from the secretariat.  
Activities would include an overview of workplans, joint design and planning or projects and 
events, and three annual meetings, two in-person (at the COP and PCCB meetings), and one 
virtual. 
 
The Roundtable included presentations for the LCIPP, SCF, AF, TEC, AC, GEF, WIM, GCF, 
CGE, CTCN-AB, LEG, and ACE.  Speakers supported the general goals of coordination and 
collaboration and stressed that capacity building is “part of everything.”  They also described 
efforts already underway in their organizations, and said that the added value of the ICM 
needed to be made clear.  While they recognized the need for enhanced sharing, the WIM 
representative said, “Most bodies already have procedures in place for coordinating with other 
groups.”  She also noted that most bodies have fully packed workplans with little time for 
additional obligations.  The CTCN-AB representative was concerned that the note contains no 
description of knowledge management. 
 
The PCCB members discussed the proposed ICM at length.  Views differed.  Most agreed that it 
would be useful to harmonize work, but some pointed out that the ICM would duplicate efforts 
already underway.  There was concern about creating an additional layer of bureaucracy.  
Some thought the third virtual meeting could be eliminated.  Others thought shifting from a 
“mechanism” to an “arrangement” could address concerns.  The secretariat noted that the ICM 
is an effort to provide a more structured approach to interact with other bodies. 
 
The lead for WG1 described a need for some sort of reference to be able to call other bodies 
and collect information from them—something to govern the relationships.  Others agreed that a 
formal structure is needed.  WG1 will continue to revise the concept note intersessionally, 
capturing comments that were made, including those submitted by observers.  The PCCB will 
seek agreement intersessionally. 
 
 
Day 3: 24 June 2020 
Lynn Wilson 
 
Day 3 began with a summary of the Day 2 outcomes. For Agenda Items 5, Technical support 

and guidance on building climate-related capacity, the toolkit discussion is to continue during 

the intersessionals.  Consideration of Agenda item 6, Coherence and coordination of capacity-

building under the Convention, was reported by Co-Chair Marzana Chodor to plan to continue  

under Working Group 1, with mention of the financial mechanism and ACE as well as the ICM 

round table discussion as main topics.  

Agenda Item 4: “Development of a workplan for 2021-2024” 

A discussion about the development of the workplan resumed with the presiding Co-Chair, Ms. 

Marzena Chodor, encouraging the members to reach a conclusion regarding the development 

of the workplan during the session if possible.  

The session began with a reading of comments from AILAC re-stating the importance of 

aligning workplan with Paris Agreement and long term goals which should be embedded in each 

activity and enable developing countries to achieve Article 2, and a suggestion for specificity on 



indicators and targets needed so  it is looked at with a results oriented perspective with concrete 

and quantifiable outcomes of the joint work of the PCCB with other constituted bodies. It was 

pointed out that the Secretariat had already looked at indicators and targets used by other 

bodies; the only one with clear methods was the TEC. In the case of the Capacity-building Hub, 

the collaboration outcomes are already concrete and quantifiable. For the ICM, concrete and 

quantifiable outcomes would need to be defined if and when the mechanism is set up. These 

additional details could be included in the workplan once it becomes available at a future date. 

In PCCB Member discussion, it was agreed by the Members to add mentioning of the Paris 

Agreement since the work plan now serves both the Paris Agreement and the Convention. It 

was further agreed that there was no mandate to discuss indicators and that expected 

outcomes were clearly outlined.  A dissenting voice from one member reiterated disapproval of 

the ICM concept note in its current form, adding that, according to research she's done, other 

bodies (e.g. AC and ExCom) which have a coherence and coordination mandate as a function 

are able to achieve that function without the ICM. It was suggested that the required annual 

submission of a technical report to the COP and the CMA can help the PCCB develop stronger 

evaluative guidance to foster the PCCB's work in the future. Further work on the agenda item 

was postponed until Day 4.  

Agenda Item 7 “Awareness-raising, outreach, and knowledge- and information-sharing 

(Parts 1-3)” 

o Agenda Item 7a “Review of the implementation of the strategic plan for 

stakeholder engagement, communications and resource mobilization.”  

In Part I, Co-Chair Ms. Yongxiang Zhang introduced actions for consideration under Agenda 

Item 7a through a review on the status and progress of work under the strategic plan for 

stakeholder engagement, communications and resource mobilization of the PCCB as contained 

in document PCCB/2020/6 . An outline of activities undertaken relating to awareness-raising, 

outreach and knowledge- and information-sharing since PCCB3 was referenced as available on 

the PCCB meeting page under Agenda item 7. 

The strategic planning document (PCCB/2020/6) was generally well-received by all members 

who contributed to the discussion and welcomed utilizing partners’ networks to boost the reach 

of communications and diversity communications products.  Some members wished for 

clarifications or amendments including adding notes to clarify the respective roles of the PCCB 

Network and that of stakeholder mapping engagement. These were noted by Members as 

distinct activities that help to define what the PCCB needs to incorporate within the workplan, as 

opposed to activities that the PCCB itself cannot implement but that wider collaborative partners 

can accomplish.  It was noted that it is important that people outside of the Convention do not 

really know what the PCCB is, and that this knowledge is needed for actors to be able to 

translate PCCB work to national and local action to represent what they want and need to do at 

the community level, and in NDCs or ACE activities.  

Related to mapping stakeholders, this was noted as the first step needed to identify and assess 

the value and potential impact of these stakeholders as the heart of PCCB priority area C to 



create results-based assessment frameworks on effectiveness of the proposed strategies and 

actions. Consideration of the input from the PCCB Network and the Capacity Building Hub to 

recovery from  COVID-19 and the green recovery of the economy needs to be considered in 

alignment of the strategic plan with the workplan under development to ensure that it addresses 

all stakeholders and is sensitive to social norms and practices. An observer from the Nairobi 

Work Program offered to engage their large network to assist the PCCB, especially to close 

existing adaptation knowledge gaps.  

Conclusion: PCCB members agreed  to deliver all work on the agenda with suggestions from 

this session, and to deliver the work with the next steps for strategic plan with particular 

attention to what is needed for the required COP and CMA review reports. 

o Agenda Item 7b “PCCB Network and opening of Paris Committee on Capacity-

building working groups.” 

Part II was introduced with a recap of priority issues related to the launch and implementation of 

the PCCB Network, the timeline of the PCCB Network pilot phase as depicted in the annex of 

PCCB/2020/7.  Members were invited to examine how the PCCB could amend the timeline of 

the pilot phase of the Network intersessionally due to uncertainties arising from the 

postponement of the SBs and the COP26. Discussion on the issues related to the launch and 

implementation of the Network and to the roles and criteria for experts to participate as needed 

in the working groups.  

The PCCB Network is guided by the PCCB Network Taskforce which consists of PCCB 

Members who serve as leads of the four working groups and who are regularly involved in 

directing the Network in consultation with PCCB members. Members agree to extend this 

working modality past its initial 1 year for the coming year and proposed additional activities for 

the PCCB Network as considered against the criteria laid out under Section 1.C paragraph 7. 

It was agreed that it was advisable to extend the pilot phase for another year since the PCCB  

would not be able to cooperate on any events that they would normally implement with the 

network members apart from virtual meetings and therefore there would be no grounds for 

assessing the full impact of this cooperation.  Criteria and priorities for assessment of proposals 

by Network member for additional activities were introduced briefly, but most discussion was on 

reporting and timeline extension of the pilot phase. After a discussion of the value of monthly vs. 

quarterly reporting, it was clarified that monthly reports were prepared by the secretariat which 

is valuable for tracking organizations joining the Network and sharing reports with the task force 

so quarterly reports were preferred by the PCCB itself.  For consultation with Parties, at the 

conclusion of the Network's pilot program, the Parties would be involved and provide their inputs 

with regards to whether or how the Network would be extended. It was decided that the 

discussions would continue intersessionally, and the conclusion on extending the pilot phase 

would be reached when there is more clarity regarding the workplan and what happens in this 

period of working only remotely.  

The agenda item on experts to the PCCB working groups (PCCB/2020/8) was introduced by 

providing an overview of the proposed criteria for the participation of experts in the working 



groups of the PCCB for the next workplan period 2021-2024, with a note that further criteria may 

need to be developed intersessionally.   

Most of the discussion centered around the role and name of such "experts. Suggests of  

alternative names, such as technical assistant/scientific assistant and later 'external resource 

person’ were considered but opposed by other Members who cited concerns over such names 

(particularly the first two) boxing in the experts into a certain domain or mode of work. Looking 

for precedent from what other bodies call experts, it was noted that the TEC calls such 

contributors stakeholder representatives, and other bodies such as the ExCom have other 

labels. The final approved decision was that all the experts will be referred to as "external 

experts." It was also agreed upon not to cluster experts as thematic experts, as that might limit 

the use of individuals to serve across working groups.   

Discussion about who can become of an expert/member of the PCCB working groups resulted 

in a decision to first ask Member to nominate PCCB Network members but leaving the option 

open for the PCCB to invite experts from outside if the expertise needed does not reside within 

the Network, and those external experts are approved by the PCCB. It was clarified that 

organizations rather than constituencies are Network members and are considered expert 

nomination.  

Some members praised the current system for having worked well so far, adding that by calling 

on external experts collaborating with the working groups, results have been positive including 

significant useful input for the workplan itself. It was added that more explicit clarification is 

needed with regards to the expected benefit of having such external experts participating in the 

working groups, because of the need for specific expertise that will help the PCCB move 

forward on the implementation of various activities. It was agreed to continue the timeline 

discussion intersessionally and to consider the other areas agreed to in this meeting.  

o Agenda Item 7c 3rd Capacity-building Hub  

Concerning the Capacity- Building Hub at COP as the flagship of the PCCB and because the  

COP recommended the continued organization of the CB Hub along with its annual sessions, 

the members agreed to shift much of the work of the COP26 Hub to 2021 due to the 

postponement of the COP and other activities. One suggestion was to concentrate on loss and 

damage thematic days as a coordinating activity of the Hub. This work is to be led by Working 

Group III.  

It was strongly endorsed that the PCCB should keep active in the interim and bring new 

stakeholders into the work of the COP26 Hub,  with particular consideration of the UN Decade 

on Ecosystem Restoration 2020- 2030, and framing activities to reflect the ETF.   A final idea 

shared and met with enthusiasm was to take advantage of virtual events and leverage the 

Network to keep momentum before COP26.  The session concluded with agreement to continue 

work on the Hub and on the concept note intersessionally. 

 
Day 4: 25 June 2020 
Gregg Walker 



 
Ms. Marzena Chodor, PCCB co-chair, opened Day 4 with a summary of Day 3.  She then 

directed PCCB members to continue to consider the 2021-2024 Workplan (see: 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/PCCB_2020_3_2021-

2024%20Draft%20Workplan.pdf.   

Specifically, Ms. Chodor asked PCCB members to discuss Item 8 on the Agenda – asking what 

should be the Focus Area for 2021. 

Crispin D’Auvergne (St. Lucia) proposed Option A: “Building capacity to facilitate the coherent 

implementation of nationally determined contributions (NDCs) and the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs).”  Dr. Mahawan Karuniasa (Indonesia) agreed.  Ms. Hannah Lyons (USA) 

preferred Option C: “Increasing climate ambition through capacity-building among youth and 

educators.”  She noted that the PCCB could work on Option C with ACE (Action for Climate 

Empowerment) staff and Focal Points and cited the current focus on the Doha Work Program.   

With the exception of Ms. Lyons (who ultimately concurred with her colleagues), PCCB 

members supported Option A.  Ms. Jennifer Hanna of the Dominican Republic asserted that 

Option A was particularly important in order to link a country’s NDC (Nationally Determined 

Contribution) with its National Development Plan (for the Sustainable Development Goals or 

SDGs).   

PCCB members revised the language of Option A to read: “Building capacity to facilitate the 

coherent implementation of NDCs in the context of National Development Plans [for the SDGs].” 

In Other Matters, the PCCB selected Ms. Jennifer Hanna as the PCCB’s Gender Focal Point.  

Members also committed to producing the PCCB’s Annual Progress Report by 07 October 

2020. 

The co-chairs closed the meeting.  Members anticipated one or two additional meetings prior to 

COP 26, scheduled for November 2021 in Glasgow.  No specific dates were set. 

 

 

APPENDIX 

RINGO member and PCCB meeting observer Gregg Walker provided comments after the 

PCCB meeting ended.  Here are his contributions: 

TO:   Members of the Paris Committee on Capacity Building (PCCB) and the UNFCCC PCCB 
Support Team 

 
FROM:  Gregg Walker, Professor of Communication and Environmental Sciences, Oregon 

State University 

• Representing Mediators Beyond Borders International (MBBI) and the International 
Environmental Communication Association (IECA) 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/PCCB_2020_3_2021-2024%20Draft%20Workplan.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/PCCB_2020_3_2021-2024%20Draft%20Workplan.pdf


• Nominated by the RINGO Constituency  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity for observer comments on these agenda areas. 
 
5. Workplan 
The Workplan is comprehensive and well organized.  It may want to specify areas of work 
where contributions from Non-Party Stakeholders will be particularly important.  Doing so would 
go beyond referencing the PCCB Network.  For example, in 2022, Activity A2, the Workplan 
calls for submissions and for work on best practices.  The PCCB may want to specify critical 
submission areas where capacity building needs are significant (e.g., climate finance and 
transparency, gender empowerment).  Non-Party Stakeholders can contribute research, tools, 
knowledge, and experience in scientific and technical dimension capacity building areas as well 
as human dimension capacity building areas.   
 
6. Technical support and guidance on building climate-related capacity (Toolkit) 
The Concept Note is very informative.  I appreciated the comparison of the ten toolkits.  The 
observations regarding the Toolkits are well grounded.  A mechanism for searching through 
Toolkits is important (item 16.vi).  Section V.20 serves as a set of recommendations; all the 
items here deserve attention.  Items 20.i and 20.vii seem particularly important to the functioning 
of a comprehensive capacity building Toolkit.  These items are consistent with VI.22, the scope 
of the Toolkit. 
 
The Toolkit needs to be a “living” resource, organic, evolving, and dynamic. 
  
7. Coherence and coordination of capacity-building under the Convention (ICM) 
After reading the ICM background note and listening to the discussion, I have concluded that 
the ICM is a project worth pursuing.  The UNFCCC effort has become increasingly complex 
during the past few years and staying informed about what various UNFCCC-related bodies 
have been doing is challenging. Liaisons, while important, are not sufficient.  There needs to be 
a “clearinghouse” of some kind to bridge and integrate where appropriate the work of various 
organizations and committees.  The PCCB seems best suited for this task, although the PCCB 
has to determine its own capacity for this and other priorities.  
 
8. Awareness-raising, outreach, and knowledge- and information-sharing (PCCB Network, 
Capacity-building Hub) 
The two NGOs I represent in UNFCCC meetings, MBBI and IECA, are well-suited to support the 
PCCB’s work in these areas.  I would add to this item capacity building work related to the 
human dimensions, including gender empowerment, the management and resolution of climate 
change conflicts, stakeholder engagement, collaborative governance, and community 
participation.  Furthermore, the PCCB should include social scientists as technical experts when 
it addresses the items. 
 
The PCCB has already done impressive work in this area, including creating the PCCB 
Network, organizing and hosting the Capacity Building Hub, and maintaining an active social 
media presence (e.g., Facebook).   
 
I applaud the PCCB for its commitment to considering submissions as well as addressing how 
external stakeholders might be involved in the work of the PCCB.  
 
9. Focus area of the Paris Committee on Capacity-building for 2021 



PCCB members preferred Option A: “Building capacity to facilitate the coherent implementation 
of nationally determined contributions (NDCs) and the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs).”  This is appropriate and important, given the work that Nations are devoting to the 
SDGs.  Climate change relates to the SDGs in more ways than just SDG 13, and the SDGs 
relate to current issues such as the Pandemic and structural racism.  There are significant 
capacity issues in these areas, particularly gaps and needs. 
 
10. Other comments and questions 
In my Survey Monkey comments I recommended that the PCCB consider a “mini-hub” at the 
Bonn intersession meetings (the SBs).  Capacity building is too important an area to limit Hub 
activities to the COPs. 
 
And…I want to thank the PCCB members and the UNFCCC administrative team for their 
excellent work.  I am also thankful for including observers and welcoming observer 
contributions. 
 
I have been privileged to observe all four meetings of the PCCB and I am impressed with the 
significant activity and progress made each year.  Thank you. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Gregg 
 
(Gregg Walker, Oregon State University, USA – gwalker@oregonstate.edu) 

mailto:gwalker@oregonstate.edu

