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RE: PCCB4 Virtual Meeting, June 22-25, 2020; Partnership meeting, June 26, 2020 

Notes prepared by Max van Deursen, Susanne Konrad and Aarti Gupta 

TRANSGOV Project on Climate Transparency, Wageningen University, the Netherlands 

 

Contact emails: max.vandeursen@wur.nl; susanne.konrad@wur.nl; aarti.gupta@wur.nl 

Website: https://www.wur.nl/en/project/Transformative-Potential-of-Transparency-in-

Climate-Governance-TRANSGOV-.htm 

 
These notes are compiled by the TRANSGOV team of Wageningen University, who were registered as 

RINGO Participants for the PCCB 4 Virtual event.  

 

Three main items are covered. First, discussions about a workplan, which was a primary focus of the 

meeting; second, reporting back to the PCCB4 from the earlier Durban Platform on Climate 

Transparency and the PCCB Partnership meeting on Friday June 26, 2020.  

 

 

PCCB: Sessions on the workplan 

Overall Summary  

Multiple developing countries (of which Zambia and Dominican Republic most vocal) 

argued for indicators to monitor and evaluate outcomes effectiveness and impact of the 

workplan. They further state that this monitoring is needed to properly report back to the 

COP. Several other countries (including the United States, Italy and China) are hesitant to 

include indicators and rather stick with ‘expected outcomes’, they fear unnecessary 

bureaucracy and stipulate that the PCCB is mandated nor funded to use indicators. 

Burundi and the Dominican Republic stressed the importance of capacity building ‘on the 

ground’. Burundi also stressed the role of capacity building in reducing unemployment, 

leveraging technology and stimulating south-south communication. An observer from 

CCTN(?) also stressed the role of capacity to unlock finance and technology transfer as to 

implement mitigation and adaptation actions. Zambia seconds the need for capacity building 

in unlocking finance and technology transfer. One observer mentioned that capacity building 

should be demand driven, none of the members responded to this.  

The US is against the way in which the workplan formulated how the PCCB would report to 

the COP. The US proposes that these recommendations are made via annual technical 

progress reports and that these recommendations are generic, and do not propose specific 

actions to be carried out by specific actors.   
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Interpretation 

It seems like developing countries want to be more ambitious in the workplan as underlined 

by their desire to include indicators to measure progress. Furthermore, it was only developing 

countries and NGOs that touched upon what ends capacity building should aim to reach, 

namely capacity building to unlock access to finance, technology as to ultimately implement 

adaptation and mitigation action.  The unwillingness of the US to make specific 

recommendations to the COP seems to underline their hesitation to raise ambition of the 

PCCB workplan. 

From the vantage point of capacity building for transparency, it is interesting to note that 

developing countries do not mention transparency as one of the most important ends of 

capacity building. Rather, they focus on more substantive elements such as access to finance, 

technology, adaptation, and mitigation.  

Background  

At COP25 the PCCB mandate was extended by five years. A new workplan has to be 

developed for 2021 - 2024. COP decided three priority areas: 1) Enhancing coherence and 

coordination of capacity building under the convention, 2) identifying capacity gaps and 

needs, both current and emerging, and recommending ways to address them, 3) promoting 

awareness raising, knowledge and information sharing and stakeholder engagement with 

bodies and relevant actors under and outside the convention. This workplan will be further 

developed during this PCCB meeting, it may be completed or passed on to be finished during 

intersessional.  

Note: the draft workplan does not contain a single mention of transparency or CBIT 

Note: the draft workplan can be found here: 

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

2024%20Draft%20Workplan.pdf 

Note: decision 9 that mandated the new workplan can be found here: 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2019_13_a02E.pdf 

 

Session Monday June 22, 14:30 – 16:00 Agenda item: Development of a workplan for 

2021–2024 

 

Summary 

Multiple developing countries (of which Zambia and Dominican Republic most vocal) 

argued for indicators to monitor and evaluate outcomes effectiveness and impact of the 

workplan. They further state that this monitoring is needed to report back to the COP. Several 

other countries (including the United States, Italy and China) are hesitant to include 

indicators and rather stick with ‘expected outcomes’, they fear unnecessary bureaucracy and 

stipulate that the PCCB is mandated nor funded to use indicators. 

Burundi and the Dominican Republic stressed the importance of capacity building ‘on the 

ground’. Burundi also stressed the role of capacity building in reducing unemployment, 
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leveraging technology and stimulating south-south communication. An observer from 

CCTN(?) also stressed the role of capacity to unlock finance and technology transfer as to 

implement mitigation and adaptation actions. Zambia seconds the need for capacity building 

in unlocking finance and technology transfer. One observer mentioned that capacity building 

should be demand driven, none of the members responded to this.  

Interpretation 

It seems like developing countries want to be more ambitious in the workplan as underlined 

by their desire to include indicators to measure progress. Furthermore, it were only 

developing countries and NGOs that touched upon to what end capacity building should be, 

namely capacity building to unlock access to finance, technology as to ultimately implement 

adaptation and mitigation action.  

Notes on discussion 

[Dominican Republic & Zambia] Need to add indicators (of deliverables) to monitor and 

evaluate the workplan (in order to report back to COP on outcomes, effectiveness and impact. 

[Italy] PCCB will also have to present input (in the form of synthesis reports) to the Global 

Stocktake  

-Members agree that it makes most sense to finish the workplan intersessionally  

[Burundi] PCCB has the role to connect to all institutions and initiatives working on capacity 

building. Should guard that our values are considered in all of them. Particularly 

transformative actions on the ground. Also talked about role of capacity building in reduce 

unemployment, leverage technology, stimulating virtual south-south communication.  

[Dominican republic] How do we get capacity building on the ground?  

[US, Italy and China] argue that making indicators is difficult, need more time to make them 

if we need them at all. A lot of capacity building is happening outside of the PCCB. The on 

the ground expertise is what we have in PCCB network.  

Interventions from observers: 

[?] this year is the review of the NDCs. Countries will assess needs and gaps. New workplan 

should be adopted as soon as possible. Waiting for the October session is risky, not sure if 

that will continue. Seconds the members that argue for a strong assessment matrix system, 

making progress measurable.  

[ILAC] Need for an additional level of specificity in the light of later assessment, so 

indicators or something the like. First year PCCB as serving the Paris Agreement, the PCCB 

does not seem ready, few references to PA (mostly to convention). Working areas seem 

isolated.  

[CCTN?] capacity building should be demand driven. Capacity to unlock finance, capacity to 

unlock technology transfer, adaptation and mitigation… that should be made explicit in the 

workplan. The bigger picture should be made clear, not only refer to mandates but also to the 

bigger picture that is the objectives of the PA and convention.  
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Discussion among members: 

[Zambia] Review of NDCs needs capacity. Seconds CCTN, need to affect transformative 

effects of capacity building. Capacity access to finance, to environmental friendly 

technologies.  

[Poland] the delay in adoption (due to corona) can also be a window of opportunity for 

reflection 

Slides 
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Session Wednesday June 24, 14:00 – 15:00 Agenda item: Development of a workplan 

for 2021–2024 

 

Summary  

The discussion about indicators resurfaced today, again this debate is broadly bifurcated 

along the lines of developed vs developing countries.  

New point is that more references should be made to the Paris Agreement next to the 

Convention. All agree on this point.  

Another new point is that the US questions how the workplan phrased that the PCCB will 

give recommendations to the COP. The US proposes that these recommendations are made 

via annual technical progress reports and that these recommendations are generic, and do not 

propose specific actions to be carried out by specific actors.   

Interpretation  

The discussion on indicators seems to mirror the level of ambition different countries see for 

the PCCB where developing countries aim higher. The unwillingness of the US to make 

specific recommendations to the COP seems to underline this. 

 

Notes on discussion 

ILAC provided written comments based on yesterday’s session: 

Important to align workplan with Paris Agreement and its main objectives (especially article 

2), so where convention is mentioned PA should also be mentioned 

Lot of comments are very detailed on the workplan… spelling out acronyms… linking to 

PCCB network…  

Additional level of specificity should be added with indicators as to aid monitoring and 

evaluation. Co-chair Marzena from Poland says they wont because PA does not explicitly 

mandate it and would take a lot of resources. It should be formulated in COP request where 

also additional resources are included.  

Comments by members: 

[Italy] Will keep on working on it intersessional. Agree with references to Paris Agreement.  

[US] seconds to refer to Paris Agreement, but indicators are not mandated, only expected 

outcomes.  

[St Lucia] in favour of indicators 

[Zambia] in favour of result-based framework, but at least some tool to measure progress. 

Overall objectives of PCCB have been defined but thinks that there is room to add some 

things PCCB members think are vital in the light of PA objectives.  

[Indonesia] In favour of indicators, these do not have to be complicated.  
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[Morocco] in our mandate we have to present an annual progress report to COP via SBI, this 

is transparency and can help us to build indicators and foster our work in the future.  

[ILAC] in favour of indicators, don’t have to be complicated but a certain level of specificity. 

How are we going to measure reductions in duplications of efforts without indicators.  

[Chair] Now time for specific comments in the workplan…  

[US] under monitoring evaluation and reporting. It says period reviewing, what exactly does 

this mean? Thinks this paragraph is redundant. Other point, is that current version of 

workplan mentions making recommendations to the COP and CMA, should specify that this 

happens through annual technical progress report, “in terms of substance of the 

recommendations what would they be? Would they be generic recommendations or how to 

improve capacity building? Rather than any particular actions and who should fulfil them, 

because we don’t want to, I think we don’t want to be that prescriptive, I think we want to 

provide general recommendations” [1:00:00]  

Session Thursday June 25 14:00 – 14:30 Agenda item: Development of a workplan for 

2021–2024 

 

Summary  

Noting much new. US reiterates point that recommendations should be made through annual 

technical progress report in a generic fashion.  

 

Interpretation 

Nothing much new 

 

Detailed notes 

[US] reiterates that recommendations should be made through annual technical progress 

report. Should be more focus on the capacity building portal, should be a one stop shop for 

capacity building resources.  

[Zambia] Encourages observers to make the plan more comprehensive 

[China] Seconds US comment on the capacity building portal.  

No comments from observers 

With no objections the PCCB decides to further develop the workplan during the 

intersessionals.  
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PCCB4, Report back from Durban Forum 

Session Monday June 22, 16-17:00, Agenda item 5: Technical support and guidance on 

building climate-related capacity - Outcomes of the 9th Durban Forum 

 

No feedback or questions from observers 

Summary on Durban Forum provided by the Forums’ Co-facilitators  

- There are different channels of support and resources but there is more to be done to 

address the needs expressed by developing countries. 

- The landscape is complex and CB by itself is very complex due to the difficulties in 

reporting support provided and needed. 

- PCCB is being recognised in its convening power and seen as an excellent platform 

for flagging CB needs and has set excellent initiatives including the capacity building 

hub and the  

PCCBb’s work on enhancing coherence and coordination through coordinating with 

other bodies such as the standing committee on finance and the consultative group on 

experts (CGE) could also add value 

- CGE as the primary institutional arrangements under the Convention and the Paris 

Agreement to provide technical support to countries on MRV and the ETF 

- South-south cooperation was highlighted as being very effective and seen as good 

approach to enhancing national capacity as it enables countries to demonstrate what 

has worked or not worked with regards to capacity building for transparency. It allows 

other countries to save resources by replicating the experiences by others 

- Using coordinating platforms such as the Partnership on Transparency in the Paris 

Agreement (PATPA), MRV Groups of Friends, CBIT Platform to facilitate 

communication amongst support providers and as useful space for different actors. 

These initiatives can play a role in providing a broad umbrella for long term support 

which need to build on existing national efforts in developing and strengthening 

domestic MRVs 

- There is an overlap of requirements of BTR and BUR. The existing process of ICA 

helps develop capacities over. Lessons learned from ICA showed that reporting is 

improving for  each report. The current MRV system is a good starting point 

- Areas that require support are:  

o GHG inventory data management systems 

o Strengthening institutional arrangements 

o Assessing local climate impacts of better projections and modelling 

- More targeted support based on country needs as well as south-south cooperation and 

gender equality are essential 

- Many tools already exist but  there is a need to align similar efforts to develop tools 

that are tailored to the circumstances of developing countries as many tools as more 

suited for developed countries 

- Institutional arrangements are critical for the implementation of the ETF and ensuring 

data collection through inter-ministerial  coordination mechanism  

- Capacity building efforts must ensure that systemic and institutional capacity is built 

by investing and leveraging. existing institutions. Regional MRV hubs have proven to 

be very useful in strengthening capacities 



8 
 

- Capacity building efforts needs to be targeted and demand-driven and should not be 

one size fits all approach 

- All stakeholders need to be involved to better identify challenges. We also need to 

take into account that capacity building is a continuous process with evolving 

capacities gaps and needs which require new and evolving solutions. 

- Common challenges for assessing the effectiveness of capacity building efforts 

include the lack of a common methodology and readily available and consistent data 

to evaluate capacity building efforts. Although these challenges persist there are good 

practices in developing specific indicators and means to assess the long term impact 

of capacity building efforts but outcomes should be better disseminated 

Other members of the PCCB 

- Capacity building for transparency was also included in the Cpacity building hubs but 

there seems to be a much greater demand.  

- Need to include capacity building for transparency should  in the PCCB workplan 

Slides 
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Notes PCCB Network Kick-off meeting, Friday 26-06-2020, 14:30 – 16:00 
Attended by 73 participants from 53 member organizations (a summary report is 

forthcoming) 

Summary 

Members of the PCCB presented together with network members on different items: 

coherence and coordination, capacity gaps and needs, cross-cutting issues, stakeholder 

engagement and communications. 

Overall, the atmosphere was very positive and constructive and members see the PCCB 

network as a unique opportunity to collaborate through different modes (e.g. webinars, blogs, 

conferences). A work plan for the network will be developed collectively with input from 

network members. A LinkedIn group for the PCCB network will be explored. Regional 

approaches to capacity building were mentioned a number of times as an important mode of 

delivery for capacity building. 

Detailed notes 

UNDP: UNDP is already engaging with the PCCB in the context of the capacity-building 

hubs at COP and the CBIT Global Coordination Meetings and is planning to continue this 

collaboration. Monitoring and Evaluation of capacity building efforts and results is critical. 

Suggestion to engage external experts in PCCB working groups. 

FAO: FAO talked about their capacity building work in the context of CBIT with more than 

10 national and 2 global projects. FAO is also engaged in support for the Climate Action 

Enhancement Package under the NDC Partnership. FAO pointed out that mapping of ongoing 

capacity building efforts in a country is key in ensuring the effectiveness of capacity building. 

NAP Global Network: The PCCB Network can act as platform for its members to cooperate 

more regularly with other members and not just in the context of events and workshops. 

Writing blogs or briefs together could be a starting point for this collaboration. Capacity-

building is seen as a tool to affect change. South-south collaboration is also crucial.  

PCCB member: The PCCB network is in fact a network of networks. The already existing 

Capacity-Building Portal by the UNFCCC can be also be utilised for coordination. 

Audience intervention: 

ICCAD Bangladesh: LDC Network of Universities as a good example for south-south 

cooperation. Monitoring and evaluation and learning of adaptation seen as important and the 

‘learning element; in particular. More regional approaches to capacity building should be 

explored. ICCAD is interested in organising webinars together with other members. 

 

 

 

 

 


