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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The post-2020 international climate regime will require 
all countries to significantly scale up their efforts to reduce 
emissions, while at the same time increasing their resil-
ience to the impacts of climate change. Despite this com-
mon challenge, however, countries are not all at the same 
stage of development, nor do they have the same levels of 
capabilities. This reality must be taken into account when 
building a low-carbon and climate-resilient world in an 
equitable way. In order for the new international climate 
agreement to be universal, effective capacity building is vital 
for enabling developing countries to contribute to the global 
effort to reduce emissions and adapt to climate change.

This paper focuses on how to improve the institutional 
architecture under the United Nations Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change (the Convention) aimed at or 
involved in building the capacity of developing countries 
to address climate change.

To do this, this paper starts by identifying what is cur-
rently in place under the Convention to support capac-
ity building and examines the gaps in the institutional 
architecture. The paper then explores various options 
to address these functional gaps while leveraging what 
is already in place in the Convention. Finally, the paper 
makes a set of recommendations for key elements to 
be included in a new article on capacity building in the 
new international climate agreement, including how to 
enhance the institutional architecture for capacity building 
in the post-2020 climate regime.

CONTENTS
Executive Summary......................................................1

Introduction..................................................................6

How is Capacity Building Currently Addressed  

under the UNFCCC? ..................................................7

What Are the Limits of the Current Institutional  

Architecture under the Convention to Fulfill  

Countries’ Capacity-Building Needs? ......................14

How can the Institutional Architecture under  

the Convention be Strengthened to Support  

Capacity Building in the Post-2020 Regime? ...........17

Defining the Institutional Architecture for Capacity 

Building as a “Capacity Building Mechanism” .........23

How an Enhanced Institutional Architecture  

for Capacity Building Can Support Improved  

Delivery on the Ground ..................................................24

Recommendations for the New Climate Agreement ....26

Conclusion .................................................................29

Annexes .....................................................................30

References ..................................................................47

Endnotes ....................................................................49

HOW TO STRENGTHEN THE INSTITUTIONAL 
ARCHITECTURE FOR CAPACITY BUILDING TO SUPPORT 
THE POST-2020 CLIMATE REGIME
YAMIDE DAGNET, ELIZA NORTHROP, DENNIS TIRPAK

Working Papers contain preliminary research, analysis, 
findings, and recommendations. They are circulated to stimulate 
timely discussion and critical feedback, and to influence ongoing 
debate on emerging issues. Working papers may eventually be 
published in another form and their content may be revised.



2  |  

Capacity Building in the UNFCCC Context 
Capacity building is currently delivered through bilat-
eral and multilateral efforts, both within and outside the 
Convention. Under the Convention, more than 12 thematic 
bodies and operating entities undertake some type of capac-
ity building in developing countries.1 These activities range 
from workshops to e-learning modules, thematic dialogues, 
technical advice and support for strengthened institutional 
policies and frameworks. Outside of the Convention, UN 
agencies, other international organizations and institutions, 
academia and civil society also undertake capacity building 
through a multitude of projects and initiatives. 

In the context of the Convention, efforts to build capacity 
for climate action in developing countries are guided by 
the Framework for Capacity Building in Developing Coun-
tries, agreed to as part of the Marrakesh Accords at COP 
7 in 2001.2 These efforts are captured in annual synthesis 
reports, prepared each year by the UNFCCC secretariat, 
and are reviewed comprehensively by the Subsidiary Body 
for Implementation (SBI) every five years. 

The current international architecture also provides for 
lesson sharing and the dissemination of information 
among Parties, civil society, academia and international 
organizations through the Durban Forum on Capacity 
Building and the Capacity-Building Portal. 

Capacity-Building Challenges Still Faced 
by Developing Country Parties
Despite the wide range of multilateral and bilateral efforts, 
most developing countries continue to face significant 
capacity challenges that undermine their ability to effec-
tively or fully carry out the climate action that they would 
like to pursue. These challenges include: 

 ▪ A lack of public awareness and support for climate ac-
tion within countries; 

 ▪ Fragmentation of information, experts and research 
institutions and lack of training in assessment ap-
proaches and methodologies; 

 ▪ Lack of international support directed at building and 
retaining long-term organizational and institutional 
capacity; and

 ▪ A need to establish or strengthen permanent institu-
tional arrangements and enabling environments fit for 
meeting national climate change goals. 

These capacity constraints are the result of insufficient 
resources, staff and skill retention challenges for organi-
zations, a lack of leadership at the institutional level, fail-
ure to provide the necessary institutional arrangements 
and enabling environment and insufficient coordination 
of the broad range of capacity efforts and initiatives 
being undertaken.3 

These challenges have persisted in large part due to the 
ad hoc, short-term project-based approach to capacity 
building that has dominated due to the fragmentation of 
institutions at the international level aimed at supporting 
capacity building. While capacity building is a crosscut-
ting issue, there is no centralized institution or process 
currently in place to ensure coherence and coordination 
among the many thematic bodies and operating entities 
undertaking capacity building. There is also no regular 
monitoring and review process in place to provide the nec-
essary guidance to shift capacity-building efforts toward 
ones that can result in sustained and long-term capacity 
being built at the institutional and systemic levels. 

Accordingly, this paper focuses on how increased coordina-
tion and coherence between the thematic bodies and entities 
under the Convention improved monitoring, analysis and 
review of capacity-building activities and enhanced imple-
mentation through regional, national and sub-national net-
works can play an important role in improving the delivery 
and retention of capacity building on the ground. 

The authors acknowledge that the Convention bodies and 
entities engaged in capacity building are only one part 
of the broader network of organizations and institutions 
engaged in building the capacity of developing countries 
to respond to climate change. The paper, however, focuses 
on the institutional architecture under the Convention 
because it is a vital part of the new international agree-
ment and a critical arena for enhancing capacity building. 

The authors also acknowledge that this is only a first step 
in strengthening the overall approach and effectiveness 
of capacity building under the Convention. Improving 
delivery on the ground through enhanced national insti-
tutional, governance and administrative systems and 
through sustained provision of resources is critical. This 
paper highlights some lessons from the Convention’s 
operating entities, relevant implementing agencies and 
other multilateral fora that could complement and support 
the outcome sought through an enhanced international 
institutional framework.



How to Strengthen the Institutional Architecture for Capacity Building to Support the Post-2020 Climate Regime

WORKING PAPER  |  December 2015  |  3

Options for Strengthening the 
Institutional Architecture for Capacity 
Building Under the Convention
The main focus of the current negotiations for the new 
agreement relates to the role of the institutions under 
the Convention to address the limitations and challenges 
raised in the previous section. In particular, Parties are 
asking whether a new dedicated capacity-building body is 
necessary to address the current and future capacity needs 
and barriers. 

Some Parties have called for a new capacity-building insti-
tution or committee to be established in the agreement to 
carry out the functions that are not envisaged within the 
current institutional architecture or are not undertaken 
effectively by any existing body. Meanwhile, other Parties 
have generally supported the ability of existing bodies to 
address the needs and gaps identified by developing coun-
try Parties and are calling into question the need to create 
a new institution in the agreement.4

Decisions concerning these options and the exact insti-
tutional arrangements can be taken later, following COP 
21. However, as will be described in greater detail below, 
a framework and process for addressing the institutional 
arrangements could be incorporated in the Paris agree-
ment, with choices regarding specific institutional ques-
tions to follow at a later point. 

The viewpoints regarding the institutional arrangements 
can be broadly categorized as follows: 

Option 1: Establish or designate a dedicated coor-
dination, monitoring, analysis and review role to 
increase the coherence, coordination and effectiveness of 
UNFCCC capacity-building efforts. This could be under-
taken in several different ways, and Parties can chose the 
best way forward either in Paris or later. The role could 
consist of: 

a. Fostering greater coordination and coherence among 
bodies undertaking capacity building within and out-
side the Convention;

b. Monitoring, analyzing and reviewing the effectiveness 
of capacity-building efforts and progress made by all 
bodies under the Convention to address the identified 
needs of developing countries;

c. Providing annual recommendations to the COP on 
how capacity building can be strengthened and what 
best practices are; and 

d. Developing modalities for enhanced implementa-
tion of capacity building, including through regional, 
national and subnational networks of experts.

Implementation of this role could be undertaken by either:

 ▪ A new dedicated capacity-building body, such as a 
committee or expert panel; or

 ▪ One or more of the existing thematic bodies under the 
Convention, such as the Consultative Group of Experts 
(CGE), the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF) or 
the Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN). 

Option 2: Rather than establishing or designating a 
dedicated coordination and monitoring and review role, 
enhance the mandate of each of the existing 
thematic bodies under the Convention to develop 
capacity-building strategies for their thematic work and 
to improve the monitoring, analysis, and review of their 
capacity-building activities. 

To move negotiations forward and ensure an enhanced 
post-2020 regime for capacity building, it is essential 
to find a bridge between these two broad positions and 
enable a more effective institutional architecture to 
emerge that addresses the core limitations in the current 
architecture but does not result in any unnecessary dupli-
cation of institutional arrangements or functions. 

The authors therefore see benefits in pursuing both 
Option 1 and Option 2 together. This paper considers 
ways to continue leveraging the existing framework and to 
strengthen the mandate of existing thematic bodies under 
the UNFCCC, while also addressing the benefits of estab-
lishing or designating a body with a permanent dedicated 
role to promote coherence and coordination between 
thematic bodies, as well as the monitoring, analysis and 
review of capacity-building activities. Any future insti-
tutional arrangements should build from and leverage 
the existing architecture for capacity building under the 
Convention, such as existing information-sharing and 
dissemination tools and work programs and additional 
functions necessary to achieve the goals for capacity build-
ing in the post-2020 regime. 
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Achieving these objectives can be facilitated by the cre-
ation of a framework and processes for addressing and 
strengthening the institutional arrangements for capacity 
building under the Convention. The recommendations 
that follow focus on the ways to go about establishing 
those framework and processes. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STRENGTHENING THE 
INSTITUTIONAL ARCHITECTURE FOR CAPACITY 
BUILDING UNDER THE NEW CLIMATE AGREEMENT
To address the institutional challenges highlighted in this 
paper, the new international climate agreement should 
put in place a framework and processes that will enable 
Parties to move forward in establishing a more coherent, 
effective institutional architecture. Recognizing that there 
are several options available for strengthening the insti-
tutional arrangements, along with the political, technical 
and timing difficulties faced by Parties in reaching agree-
ment on these options in Paris, this paper recommends 
that the Paris agreement should 1) set a long-term goal or 
objective for capacity building and 2) define a capacity-
building mechanism in the new international climate 
agreement that establishes a framework to address the 
current institutional challenges. Within this overarching 
‘umbrella,’ the exact institutional arrangements can then 
be defined through subsequent decisions of the COP. 

SECURING A LONG-TERM AND SUSTAINED 
VISION FOR CAPACITY BUILDING
First, this paper recommends that the new agreement 
establish an objective or long-term goal for capacity-
building effects. Setting a long-term objective for capacity 
building under the new agreement is important to set the 
signal that will ultimately guide capacity-building efforts 
toward a common end point. 

This paper suggests the following language is included in 
the new agreement: “The objective of capacity building 
under this Agreement should be to enable developing 
country Parties to identify, design and implement adap-
tation and mitigation actions, to enable domestic technol-
ogy development, deployment of appropriate technolo-
gies and to absorb finance for the implementation of the 
Convention.” The agreement should also emphasise the 
need for enhanced cooperation on capacity building to 
support country-driven implementation. 

DEFINING A CAPACITY-BUILDING MECHANISM
To put in place the system and process needed to 
strengthen the institutional architecture for capacity 
building, this paper recommends that a capacity-building 
mechanism be defined in the new agreement. This 
capacity-building mechanism would in essence, act as an 
umbrella for the institutional architecture for capacity 
building and be guided by the objective or long-term goal. 
As understood in the Convention, a mechanism is not 
itself necessarily an institution; instead, it can be a means 
to create a framework for institutions and their role in a 
particular thematic area, see for example the Financial 
and Technology Mechanisms. 

As a result, defining a mechanism should not be seen as 
prejudging the type of institutional arrangements that 
would be put in place or enhanced for capacity building. 
Rather, defining a mechanism would create the overarch-
ing framework and set in motion a process to determine 
the institutional arrangements. 

Defining a capacity-building mechanism in the agreement 
has a number of benefits, including: 

 ▪ Recognition of the importance of capacity building at 
a time when all Parties are being asked to do more;

 ▪ Provision of a clear framework and program of work 
for capacity building under the Convention that many 
developing country Parties have been calling for, that 
balances the reality that capacity building must be 
undertaken through a system of coherent and coordi-
nated bodies and entities all working toward a com-
mon objective; and

 ▪ Insurance that the approach to capacity building can 
remain flexible and adapt to the needs of developing 
countries as their capabilities grow and as the require-
ments of the Convention change. 

In defining a capacity-building mechanism in the  
new agreement, the Parties should agree on clear core 
purpose for the mechanism that will be critical in guiding 
future work and institutional arrangements. It is proposed 
that this agreement include the following functions for  
the mechanism:

 ▪ Greater coordination and coherence among the 
 capacity-building activities undertaken by the 
 thematic bodies and operating entities;
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 ▪ Regularly monitor, analyze, and review progress,  
by:

 □ Providing comprehensive data through more 
robust monitoring and reporting of capacity 
building from Parties, thematic bodies, operat-
ing entities, implementing agencies and relevant 
organizations outside the Convention; 

 □ Analyzing the information provided on capacity 
building to identify and share best practices and 
provide recommendations to strengthen national 
institutional, administrative and legislative ar-
rangements; 

 □ Identifying resource gaps as well as the needs and 
ways to fill these gaps through increased and more 
targeted funding; and

 □ Providing recommendations to the COP on how 
capacity building can be strengthened, what best 
practice is, and sharing lessons learned; 

 ▪ Develop modalities for enhanced implementation of 
capacity building; and

 ▪ Foster regional, national, and subnational cooperation 
and more targeted implementation through a network 
of experts.

It is important, however, that the definition of a capacity-
building mechanism does not result in delaying the resolu-
tion of the important institutional questions concerning 
capacity building. To avoid this, and in order to ensure 
that the institutional architecture for capacity building is 
fit for purpose well before the Parties’ commitments take 
effect under the new agreement in 2020, the institutional 
arrangements under the mechanism should be determined 
as part of a work program to be initiated at COP 21 in 2015 
and concluded well before 2020.

The initial scope of this work program should be agreed 
to at COP 21 in Paris to provide the confidence and clarity 
that developing country Parties have called for. To avoid 
any duplication and to take advantage of potential syner-
gies, this work program should be agreed to in conjunction 
with the terms of reference of the SBI’s third compre-
hensive review of capacity building. This work program 
should include the following actions as key elements:

 ▪ Commissioning a survey with questions addressed 
to all operating entities, thematic bodies, and other 
relevant organizations outside the UNFCCC to identify 

institutional gaps and additional linkages or align-
ment that can be achieved without creating additional 
burdens that are too great.

 ▪ Undertaking an in-depth analysis of country needs  
and challenges.

 ▪ Reviewing the current mandates of the thematic  
bodies and operating entities and, through a process 
of consultation and review, identifying whether one 
or more existing bodies or entities could undertake  
an enhanced role to foster coordination among the 
bodies and entities and provide regular and ongoing 
monitoring, analysis, and evaluation of the effective-
ness of capacity-building activities in addressing  
country needs.

 ▪ Developing recommendations for how the mandates 
of each of the relevant thematic bodies and operating 
entities of the Convention could be expanded to 
include greater monitoring, analysis, and review of 
their capacity-building activities. 

 ▪ Determining whether any new institutions or  
bodies are needed to undertake functions not ad-
equately addressed by existing institutions, taking into 
consideration all of the information gathered  
and analysis conducted. 

The output of this work program should help to 
strengthen and refine the institutional arrangements 
under the umbrella of the capacity-building mechanism 
and identify how these institutional arrangements func-
tion to achieve the objective for capacity building under 
the new agreement. 

Figure 1 below captures the concept behind establishing 
a capacity-building mechanism. It identifies the potential 
inclusion of existing thematic bodies and operating enti-
ties, as well as the continuing role of the Durban Form, 
Capacity-Building Portal, and Article 6 Dialogue in ensur-
ing information sharing and exchange of best practices with 
the broad range of stakeholders involved in capacity build-
ing. The figure identifies the core purpose of this mecha-
nism—coordination, monitoring and review and enhanced 
implementation—but does not assign institutions to those 
roles. The outputs and changes expected to result from the 
establishment of this mechanism are also identified.
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Conclusion
Capacity building is a fundamental precondition to a post-
2020 climate regime that can promote the equitable and 
ambitious participation of all. This paper demonstrates 
that there is already a broad institutional architecture for 
capacity building in place under the Convention. However, 
despite these existing efforts, developing country Parties 
still face considerable capacity challenges. 

The new international climate agreement provides an 
opportunity to foster enhanced, strategic and sustained 
approaches to capacity building that support transforma-
tional change and enable all Parties and wider stakehold-
ers to build the capacities they need to mitigate and adapt 
to climate change. Doing so will ensure that the post-2020 
climate regime is one that enables all countries to take 
part in building a low-carbon, climate-resilient world.

INTRODUCTION
The post-2020 international climate regime will require 
all countries to significantly scale up their efforts to reduce 
emissions, while at the same time increasing their resilience 
to the impacts of climate change. Despite this common 
challenge, however, countries are not all at the same stage 
of development, nor do they have the same levels of capa-
bilities. This reality must be taken into account in building a 
low-carbon and climate-resilient world in an equitable way. 
For the new international climate agreement to be univer-
sal, effective capacity building is vital for the agreement 
to enable developing countries to contribute to the global 
effort to reduce emissions and adapt to climate change.

Capacity building5 for climate action can be understood as 
“the process through which individuals, organizations and 
societies obtain, strengthen and maintain the capabilities to 
achieve the ability to mitigate and adapt to climate change 
over time.”6 Building capacity is not a simple process of 
merely imparting knowledge or experience to individuals 
in isolation. Capacity is systemic, and so to build and then 
sustain individual capacity, efforts must also address the 
other two dimensions of a country’s capacity system: its 
organizations and institutional arrangements.7 Capacity-
building efforts must therefore result in capacity built at all 
three levels simultaneously and in a synergistic manner that 
is appropriate for each national context.8

A sufficient level of capacity is needed to undertake 
climate action. There needs to be sufficient personnel 
dedicated to climate issues in the main organization 
responsible for climate as well as in other key agencies or 
ministries like finance, as well as in key research centers, 
businesses and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). 
Climate change recognition must also be included in the 
structure of organizations, starting with institutional, 
administrative and, when possible, legislative arrange-
ments to develop and implement a climate strategy 
through cooperation among all relevant agencies and 
stakeholders. Institutional leadership and awareness 
among the general public are also important to ensure 
lasting capacity is built.9 While initial capacity is generally 
built to enable participation in the international climate 
negotiations, it must also be progressively extended to 
enable the design and implementation of policies and 
measures as well as to comply with monitoring, reporting 
and review requirements.10

Although significant efforts11 have been undertaken both 
multilaterally and bilaterally within and outside of the 

Figure 1 | Proposed Capacity Building Mechanism
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Convention to build these capacities,12 many developing 
countries still lack the public support knowledge, tools, 
scientific expertise, and the organizational and institu-
tional capacity needed to effectively implement climate 
policies and monitor and report their effects.13 In sum, 
efforts to build and retain capacity at all three levels, (indi-
vidual, organizational and institutional) have continued to 
fall short of the needs of developing countries.

The aim of capacity building under the 2020 climate regime 
should be to enable all countries to adapt to climate change 
and contribute to the global effort to reduce emissions. The 
focus should be on building the long-term capabilities of 
developing countries to respond effectively to the challenges 
posed by climate change. However the Paris Agreement  
will also bring with it a new range of requirements and obli-
gation for developing country Parties, especially in terms 
of the preparation and implementation of national climate 
contributions or commitments; adaptation planning; and 
monitoring, reporting, analysis and evaluation. Meeting 
these new challenges and continuing to address existing 
needs will require both enhanced investment in building 
and sustaining capacity at the national level and greater 
cohesion and cooperation at the international level (both 
within and outside of the Convention). 

The new international climate agreement to be adopted at 
COP 21 offers the opportunity to reenergize the Conven-
tion’s efforts to more effectively build the capacity of devel-
oping country Parties for the post-2020 regime. Success 
will in large part depend on ensuring greater coherence 
and coordination among the proliferation of thematic bod-
ies and entities that undertake capacity-building-related 
activities and on addressing the lack of formal recommen-
dations, guidance, monitoring and review currently avail-
able to guide these institutions in their respective thematic 
efforts. The new agreement can play a key role in address-
ing this fragmentation by ensuring that its institutions are 
aligned so as to address broader and longer-term issues in 
ways that can reach across many policy areas. 

Accordingly, this paper focuses on how increased coordi-
nation and coherence between the thematic bodies and 
entities in the Convention, and improved monitoring, 
analysis and review of capacity-building activities can play 
an important role in improving the delivery and retention 
of capacity building on the ground. 

This paper aims to address how the institutional archi-
tecture for capacity building under the Convention can be 

strengthened to clearly signal the willingness of the interna-
tional community to move away from business as usual and 
to support a more effective approach to capacity building 
in the post-2020 climate regime. In doing so, we acknowl-
edge that the Convention bodies and entities engaged in 
capacity building are only one part of the broader network 
of organizations and institutions engaged in building the 
capacity of developing countries to respond to climate 
change. It is this institutional architecture however that is 
the subject of the current negotiations for the new interna-
tional climate agreement. Accordingly, this paper focuses 
on how increased coordination and coherence between the 
thematic bodies and entities and improved monitoring, 
analysis and review of capacity-building activities can play 
an important role in improving the delivery and retention of 
capacity building on the ground. 

To do this, the paper starts by identifying what is currently 
in place under the Convention to support capacity building 
and examines the capacity-building needs of developing 
country Parties that have not adequately been addressed 
and key gaps in the Convention’s architecture. The paper 
then explore various options to address these functional 
gaps while leveraging what already exists in the Conven-
tion. Finally, the paper makes a set of recommendations 
on key elements to be included in a new article on capac-
ity building in the new international climate agreement, 
including how to enhance the institutional architecture 
for capacity building in the post-2020 regime. This paper 
results from extensive literature review, review of Parties’ 
submissions, facilitated discussions with negotiators on 
capacity building and other key stakeholders at dinners14 
and workshops on capacity building.15

HOW IS CAPACITY BUILDING CURRENTLY 
ADDRESSED UNDER THE UNFCCC?
What Guides Capacity-Building Efforts? 
Since the inception of the Convention in 1994, a number 
of different arrangements have been put in place to try 
and build countries’ capacity to undertake the necessary 
actions to mitigate and adapt to climate change. Capacity 
building typically takes place in one of two ways under the 
Convention, either as:

 ▪ An element of larger projects and programs to im-
prove the technical skills and knowledge of individuals 
or to improve the institutional structures, mecha-
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nisms, procedures, policies and laws in order to carry 
out the larger project or program (for example the 
GCF’s readiness and support program); or 

 ▪ A focused activity that aims to inform and train individ-
uals to perform core functions and objectives relevant 
to the Convention, for example, the ability to gather, 
analyze and report specific information requested by 
the Convention (for example regional training work-
shops held by the Consultative Group of Experts on the 
preparation of biennial update reports).

Since 2001, the implementation of capacity-building 
efforts in developing countries has been guided by the 
Framework for Capacity Building in Developing Countries 
(the framework),16 agreed to by the Parties as part of the 
Marrakesh Accords at COP 7 and in conjunction with a 
corresponding framework for capacity building of econo-
mies in transition.17 

The framework provides a set of guiding principles and 
approaches for undertaking capacity building in developing 
countries by all stakeholders, including the Parties them-
selves, thematic bodies under the Convention, the operating 
entities of the Financial Mechanism, bilateral and multilat-
eral agencies and other intergovernmental organizations 
and institutions. In 2005, the Conference of the Parties 
serving as the Meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol 
(CMP) decided that the framework was also applicable to 
the implementation of the Kyoto Protocol.

The framework identifies 15 priority areas for capacity 
building in developing countries, drawn from an initial 
scope of needs expressed by developing countries (See  
Box 1 and refer to Annex 1 for additional detailed as well 
as those priorities that apply more specifically to least 
developed countries and small island developing states).

Despite nearly 15 years since these priority areas and 
needs were initially identified by developing country 
Parties in the Marrakesh Accords, they remain the core 
concerns communicated annually by Parties. (These 
concerns are addressed in detail below.) It is difficult to 
measure what progress has been made against these prior-
ity areas and where additional effort or support should be 
directed. As can be seen from the reported activities from 
the Convention’s thematic bodies contained in Table 1, 
priority areas (a), (b) and (g) do not appear to be as com-
prehensively addressed as (c) or (e) for example. 

Decision 2/CP.7 identifies an initial scope of needs and areas 
for capacity building in developing countries. This initial list 
of priority areas for capacity building in developing countries 
was developed based on the initial areas identified in the 
annex to decision 10/CP.5, in the compilation and synthesis 
document prepared by the secretariat,a and in submissions by 
Parties.b These 15 priority areas are: 

a. Institutional capacity building, including the strengthen-
ing or establishment, as appropriate, of national climate 
change secretariats or national focal points; 

b. Enhancement and/or creation of an enabling environment; 

c. National communications; 

d. National climate change programs; 

e. Greenhouse gas inventories, emission database 
management and systems for collecting, managing and 
utilizing activity data and emission factors; 

f. Vulnerability and adaptation assessment; 

g. Capacity building for implementation of  
adaptation measures; 

h. Assessment for implementation of mitigation options; 

i. Research and systematic observation, including meteo-
rological, hydrological and climatological services; 

j. Development and transfer of technology; 

k. Improved decision-making, including assistance for 
participation in international negotiations; 

l. Clean development mechanisms; 

m. Needs arising out of the implementation of Article 4, 
paragraphs 8 and 9, of the Convention; 

n. Education, training and public awareness; and

o. Information and networking, including the establish-
ment of databases.c

a See UNFCCC. 2000. FCCC/SB/2000/INF.1.
b See UNFCCC. 2000. FCCC/SB/2000/INF.5.
c See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7, Annex, Paragraph 15.

Box 1  | Priority Areas for Capacity Building in  
 Developing Countries
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What Bodies Are Involved in the 
Delivery of Capacity Building?
Capacity building is undertaken bilaterally and multilater-
ally through operating entities established both under and 
outside of the Convention.18 Because this paper focuses on 
the institutional arrangements under the Convention to 
support capacity building, it will focus on the Convention’s 
operating entities and thematic bodies. The following the-
matic bodies under the Convention currently undertake 
some form of capacity building and report annually to the 
secretariat on their capacity-building-related activities:19

 ▪ Consultative Group of Experts on National Commu-
nications from Parties not included in Annex I to the 
Convention (CGE)

 ▪ Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG)

 ▪ Adaptation Committee

 ▪ Executive Committee of the Warsaw International 
Mechanism for Loss and Damage Associated with 
Climate Change Impacts (Warsaw Mechanism)

 ▪ Technology Executive Committee (TEC)

 ▪ Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN)

 ▪ Standing Committee on Finance (SCF)

 ▪ Executive Board of the Clean Development  
Mechanism (CDM)

When considering the compilation and synthesis reports on 
capacity-building work undertaken by the thematic bodies 
listed earlier (see Annex 3), many of the capacity-building 
activities undertaken are aimed at improving individual 
capacity. These activities include the provision of technical 
advice and training aimed at supporting individual national 
experts and focal points in meeting their reporting require-
ments under the Convention, including national communi-
cations and biennial update reports (BURs). Training activi-
ties include in-person workshops, webinars and e-learning 
modules, guidelines, conferences and ad hoc information 
and advice following requests from developing country 
Parties.20 To date, the work of these thematic bodies has not 
focused on how to build the capacity of relevant national 
institutions or the enabling environments of a country as 
a whole. This could be the result of the limitations in their 
mandates or insufficient funding or expertise. 

Table 1 further identifies the functions of each of the thematic 
bodies and summarizes the main capacity-building activi-
ties reported between 2012 and 2015. Refer to Annex 2 for 
a complete overview of the mandates of these bodies and to 
Annex 3 for a summary of the capacity-building activities 
contained in compilation and synthesis reports on capacity-
building work undertaken by bodies established under the 
Convention published from 2012 to 2015.

In addition to the thematic bodies, the operating entities 
of the Convention’s Financial Mechanism—the Global 
Environment Facility (GEF), including the Least Devel-
oped Country Fund (LDCF),21 Special Climate Change 
Fund (SCCF),22 and Green Climate Fund (GCF)—as 
well as the Adaptation Fund23 support capacity building 
directly and also undertake activities that have capacity-
building components. 

The primary financial support for building institutional 
capacity and supporting strengthened national enabling 
environments comes from the GEF and more recently the 
GCF through its readiness programme. 

Since 1991, the GEF in its role as the financial mechanism 
for a number of multilateral environmental agreements 
has provided approximately $14 billion in grants for more 
than 4,000 projects in 167 developing countries related 
to biodiversity, climate change, international waters, land 
degradation and chemicals and waste in the context of 
development projects and programs.24 Under its strate-
gic approach to capacity building,25 the GEF undertakes 
capacity building projects that are crosscutting in nature 
and that aim strengthen environmental governance as a 
whole, including:26

 ▪ National capacity self-assessment (See Annex 4);

 ▪ Strengthened capacity development elements in 
GEF projects;

 ▪ Targeted capacity development projects; and

 ▪ Country-specific programs for addressing critical 
needs in LDCs and SIDs.

The purest type of capacity building for climate change is 
categorized by the GEF as Enabling Activities (EAs). In 
2014, the GEF reported that since its inception, it funded 
354 EAs with $366.7 million from the GEF Trust Fund 
(GEFTF) and the LDCF. Of this amount, 262 EAs have 
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Table 1 | UNFCCC Thematic Bodies Reporting on Capacity Building

THEMATIC BODY SUMMARY OF FUNCTION CAPACITY-BUILDING-RELATED ACTIVITIES

Consultative Group  
of Experts (CGE)

The CGE’s objective is to improve the process for and 
preparation of national communications (NCs) and BURs 
from parties not included in Annex I to the Convention (non-
Annex I parties), by providing technical advice and support to 
non-Annex I parties.a

Over the past four years, the CGE has largely built 
the capacity of non-Annex 1 countries through the 
provision of regional workshops for national experts. 
The CGE has also prepared training materials, 
information and technical advice based on lessons 
learned and best practice.b

Least Developed 
Countries Expert Group 
(LEG)

The LEG provides support to the least developed countries 
(LDCs) on the preparation and implementation strategy 
for national adaptation programs of action (NAPAs), the 
LDC work program and the national adaptation plan (NAP) 
process.c

To date, the LEG has held regional training workshops 
for LDCs; provided technical guidance and support for 
NAPs and NAPAs; and developed e-learning resources, 
information and technical papers. It maintains NAP 
Central (an online platform) and holds annual NAP 
expos to share knowledge and identify gaps for LDCs 
and other developing countries. The LEG also provides 
individual feedback to LDCs on draft NAPAs and NAPs.d

Adaptation Committee The Adaptation Committee was established by the COP to 
promote the implementation of enhanced action on adaptation 
in a coherent manner under the Convention through 
strengthening, consolidating and enhancing the sharing 
of relevant information, knowledge, experience and good 
practices; promoting synergy and strengthening engagement 
with national, regional and international organizations, 
centers and networks; and providing information and 
recommendations to the COP when providing guidance on 
means to incentivize the implementation of adaptation actions, 
including finance, technology and capacity building.e

The Adaptation Committee primarily conducts 
workshops on the monitoring and evaluation of 
adaptation; develops modalities and guidelines to 
support non-Annex I Parties (that are not LDCs) in 
the planning, prioritization and implementation of 
national adaptation planning measures; and maintains 
a database for information related to national adaptation 
planning. 

Technology Executive 
Committeef

The TEC’s functions are to provide an overview of 
technological needs and analysis of policy and technical 
issues related to the development and transfer of 
technologies for mitigation and adaptation; recommend 
actions to address the barriers to technology development 
and transfer so as to enable enhanced action on mitigation 
and adaptation; and catalyze the development and use of 
technology road maps or action plans at the international, 
regional and national levels through cooperation among 
relevant stakeholders.g

Reported activities to date include convening thematic 
dialogues and workshops and preparing guidelines 
to help parties implement their technology needs 
assessments. The TEC has also prepared briefs for 
national policymakers on key issues and identification 
and made recommendations to policymakers on key 
factors that contribute to the successful development 
and application of technologies for adaptation.h

Climate Technology 
Centre and Network

The COP established this center to facilitate a network of 
national, regional, sectoral and international technology 
networks, organizations and initiatives with a view to 
engaging the participants of the network effectively in a 
series of functions, including facilitating the provision of 
information, training and support for programs to build or 
strengthen the capacity of developing countries to identify 
technology options make technology choices; and operate, 
maintain and adapt technology.i

Since its operation in 2014, the network has held 
training and networking workshops for National 
Designated Entities, serviced the knowledge 
management system, and responded to individual 
requests from developing countries through a help desk 
service.
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a  See UNFCCC 2009. Decision 5/CP.15, Annex, Paragraph 1, and UNFCCC. 2012. Decision 19/CP.19, Annex, Paragraph 1.

b  Drawn from the secretariat’s annual Synthesis Reports, available at http://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/items/6937.php and UNFCCC. 2013. CGE Work Programme 
for 2015-2018.

c  See UNFCCC. 2001). Decision 5/CP.7.

d  Drawn from the secretariat’s annual Synthesis Reports, UNFCCC. 2015. Capacity-building documents prepared by the secretariat in support of UNFCCC negotiations, and UNFCCC. 2014. 
FCCC/SBI/2014/4, Annex.

e  See UNFCCC. 2010. Decision 1/CP.16, Paragraph 20.

f  Together, with the CTCN its role is to “promote and enhance the research, development, deployment, and diffusion of ESTs to support mitigation and adaptation strategies in developing 
countries.” See UNFCCC. 2011. FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1. Decision 2/CP.17.

g  See UNFCCC. 2010. Decision 1/CP.16, Paragraph 121.

h  Drawn from the secretariat’s annual Synthesis Reports, UNFCCC. 2015. Capacity-building documents prepared by the secretariat in support of UNFCCC negotiations, and UNFCCC. 2014. 
Rolling Workplan of the Technology Executive Committee for 2014–2015.

i  See UNFCCC. 2010. Decision 1/CP.16, Paragraph 123.

j  See UNFCCC. 2010. Decision 1/CP.16, Paragraph 112.

k  Drawn from the secretariat’s annual Synthesis Reports, UNFCCC. 2015. Capacity-building documents prepared by the secretariat in support of UNFCCC negotiations.

l  See UNFCCC. 2013. Decision 2/CP.19, Paragraph 5(c).

m The work plan identifies the role of the Warsaw Mechanism to include identify tools, technologies, good practices, and lessons learned to facilitate comprehensive risk management; identify 
gaps, and develop methodologies for national governments to enhance knowledge and understanding of comprehensive risk management approaches; assess and develop recommendations 
to improve the state of knowledge to understand and capacity to address slow onset events and their impacts, including the capacity of regional agencies; raise awareness of the nature and 
extent of non-economic losses and of how to integrate measures to reduce the risk of non-economic losses in comprehensive approaches to addressing loss and damage associated with the 
adverse effects of climate change; facilitate the exchange of information on best practices, challenges and lessons learned from existing financial instruments at all levels that address the risk 
of loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change.

n Note that these activities are planned and have not yet been undertaken. They are drawn from UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/SB/2014/4, Annex II.

o See UNFCCC. 2005. Decision 3/CMP.1, Annex, Paragraph 5.

THEMATIC BODY SUMMARY OF FUNCTION CAPACITY-BUILDING-RELATED ACTIVITIES

Standing Committee  
on Finance

The Standing Committee on Finance (SCF) is mandated to 
assist the COP in exercising its functions with respect to the 
financial mechanism of the Convention in terms of improving 
coherence and coordination in the delivery of climate-
change financing, rationalization of the financial mechanism, 
mobilization of financial resources and measurement, and 
reporting and verification of support provided to developing 
country Parties.j

To date, the capacity-building activities of the 
SCF include organizing annual forums for the 
communication and continued exchange of information 
among bodies and entities dealing with climate change 
finance in order to promote linkages and coherence.k 

Executive Committee 
of the Warsaw 
International 
Mechanism for 
Loss and Damage 
associated with 
Climate Change 
Impacts (Warsaw 
Mechanism)

One of the functions of the Warsaw Mechanism is to enhance 
action and support, including finance, technology and 
capacity building, to address loss and damage associated 
with the adverse effects of climate change.l

No capacity-building-related activities have been 
undertaken to date; however, the work plan for 2015–
2016 (endorsed by the COP), aims to enhance the 
overall capacity of developing countries to address loss 
and damage associated with climate change impacts 
through the implementation of focused activities under 
nine action areas.m n

Executive Board of the 
Clean Development 
Mechanism

The CDM executive board supervises the CDM under the 
authority and guidance of the CMP. The board is mandated to 
make recommendations on further modalities and procedures 
for the CDM, as appropriate; approve new methodologies 
relating to, inter alia, baselines, monitoring plans and project 
boundaries; and make publicly available relevant information 
on proposed CDM project activities in need of funding and 
on investors seeking opportunities, in order to assist in 
arranging funding of CDM project activities, as necessary.o

The executive board has held regional and targeted 
training events and established help desks for the 
provision of technical advice and support to countries.

Table 1 | UNFCCC Thematic Bodies Reporting on Capacity Building (continued)

http://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/items/6937.php
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been supported with $329.8 million in funding from the 
GEFTF, in support of climate-change NCs and BURs, 
representing 2.6 percent of total GEF funding. However, 
capacity-building funds are embedded in many differ-
ent types of projects, including stand-alone, multifocal 
area, and crosscutting capacity development projects, 
and across different project categorizations. This makes 
it challenging to determine the total amount of resources 
that the GEF allocates to capacity building for climate 
change. In addition, the GEF finances umbrella projects 
that cover many countries and that play a role in providing 
support for NCs.27 

This crosscutting approach to capacity building is not 
always targeted at supporting the capacity of national gov-
ernments to respond directly to the Convention’s require-
ments.28 One of the main recommendations to come out of 
the most recent study of capacity development in the GEF 
was the need to develop greater linkages between the GEF 
crosscutting capacity development strategy and the capac-
ity development strategies of multilateral environmental 
agreements, such as the Convention, to bring synergies 
and a better coordinated approach at the country level for 
developing needed capacities.29

In contrast to the wide scope of the GEF’s approach to 
building capacity, the GCF’s readiness and preparatory 
support programme (readiness programme) aims to 
enable regional, national and subnational institutions to 
meet the accreditation standards of the GCF and develop 
initial pipelines of programme and project proposals 
aligned with the objectives and investment criteria of 
the GCF.30 The readiness program is driven by recipient 
country governments through their National Designated 
Authorities (NDAs)31 or focal points and seeks to build 
on ongoing initiatives to strengthen developing country 
capacity to make effective use of climate finance. 

The readiness programme supports five key areas:

1. Strengthening of NDAs and national focal points 
(establishing and strengthening the relevant institu-
tion including through information dissemination and 
lesson-sharing);

2. Strategic frameworks (developing country programs 
for prioritization of projects and strategic investment 
priorities for the GCF);

3. Accreditation of implementing agencies (identification 
of potential implementing entities and support for ac-
creditation through gap analysis and lesson-learning 
among applicants;32 

4. Pipeline development (identification of programs and 
projects aligned with national priorities and the GCF’s 
results management framework); and

5. Information- and experience-sharing (workshops with 
NDAs and stakeholders and distillation of lessons 
from the readiness programme).

While recognizing the importance of strengthening nation-
ally institutional arrangements for building capacity,33 the 
GCF readiness program is initially aimed at strengthen-
ing the ability of national institutions and frameworks to 
request and receive financial assistance from the GCF. In 
many cases, these institutions are the national financial 
institutions and not the climate-change departments or 
authorities that are charged with meeting the reporting 
requirements under the Convention or undertaking adap-
tation or resilience planning or processes.

Opportunities do exist within the GCF to increase and 
broaden funding for capacity building, but at present the 
GCF only has dedicated windows for mitigation  
and adaptation. 

What Review and Assessment 
Processes Are in Place? 
Institutional responsibility for reviewing and monitoring 
capacity-building efforts under the Convention rests with 
the SBI. Every five years the SBI undertakes a comprehen-
sive review of implementation of the framework for capac-
ity building in developing countries (third comprehensive 
review, initiated in Bonn in 2015) and for implementation 
of the framework for capacity building in economies in 
transition (fourth comprehensive review, to be initiated in 
Bonn in 2017).34 The terms of reference for these reviews 
are negotiated and agreed by the Parties. The terms of 
reference for the third comprehensive review are currently 
being negotiated and have the potential to affect future 
implementation of the framework for capacity building.

The secretariat prepares an annual synthesis report to 
support the SBI. In accordance with decision 2/CP.7, the 
secretariat collects, processes, compiles and disseminates 
information needed by the COP and the SBI to regularly 
monitor and review progress made in implementing the 
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framework. The Parties report this information in their 
NCs, biennial reports and BURs, as well as through spe-
cific submissions from Parties or group of Parties directly 
to the secretariat.35 The information varies annually, as it 
depends on national reports submitted during the previ-
ous calendar year36 and on submissions by Parties.37 

For many non-Annex I Parties, the level of detail included 
in these reports or whether information is communicated 
at all is likely to be a reflection of the capacity to report on 
such information. So while these annual synthesis reports 
are invaluable for compiling information on implementa-
tion and highlighting challenges being faced, they are 
entirely reliant on what countries are able to communicate.

The information is presented according to the scope of 
needs and the priority areas for capacity building in devel-
oping countries;38 the information highlights barriers and 
constraints to the implementation of the capacity-building 
framework, the support provided by developed country 
Parties to developing country Parties, as well as examples 
of good practices reported in NCs. The addendum to the 
report also includes the capacity-building activities sub-
mitted by UN organizations and other institutions.39

The Convention secretariat also prepares an annual 
compilation and synthesis report on the capacity-building 
work undertaken by bodies established under the Conven-
tion and its Kyoto Protocol (based on the reports of the 
thematic bodies identified in Table 1 and the GCF).40 The 
information reported by the thematic bodies and finan-
cial operating entities varies widely in terms of what is 
reported, level of transparency or detail provided, whether 
or not the body reflects on the success of the activity and 
recommendations for future improvement. The CGE for 
instance provides detailed reports on the nature of its 
workshops and attendance levels, as well as identifying 
lessons learned and areas for future improvement. By 
comparison, the reports of the Adaptation Committee or 
the SCF are less detailed and focus more on listing activi-
ties undertaken.

Both synthesis reports support the in-depth discussion on 
capacity building at the annual meetings of the Durban 
Forum on Capacity Building. 

What is Currently in Place for Coordination 
and Information Sharing?
Durban Forum on Capacity Building
Following a 2009 call by the Parties for enhanced action 
on capacity building, the Durban Forum on Capacity 
Building was established in Durban during COP 21.41 The 
forum, which meets once a year during Convention negoti-
ating sessions, allows for the participation of all stakehold-
ers engaged in capacity-building efforts under the Con-
vention. Participants include Parties, UN organizations, 
intergovernmental organizations and NGOS, research 
institutions, academia and the private sector. The forum’s 
focus is on sharing ideas, experiences, lessons learned and 
good practices for implementing capacity-building activi-
ties in developing countries. 

Capacity Building Portal 
The Capacity Building Portal has been developed to 
increase the availability of information on capacity 
building activities. The portal is an online web platform 
developed, maintained and managed by the secretariat. 
The portal, together with the Durban Forum on Capacity 
Building, contributes to reviewing and monitoring capac-
ity-building activities undertaken to implement the frame-
work for capacity building in developing countries. The 
current portal is the first phase of a longer-term project to 
create a multifunctional tool that will host additional data 
from a wider spectrum of information sources. 

Article 6 of the Convention
Article 6 of the Convention focuses on education, training, 
public awareness, public participation, access to informa-
tion and international cooperation on climate change in 
order to improve the capacity of developing country Parties 
to implement mitigation and adaptation actions. This 
thematic area has gained increasing attention in recent 
years, when Parties adopted the Doha Work Programme on 
Article 6 of the Convention at COP 1842 and requested the 
SBI to organize an annual in-session dialogue on Article 6. 
A ministerial declaration was adopted at COP 20.

The dialogue clusters the six main elements of Article 6 
of the Convention (education, training, public awareness, 
public participation, public access to information and 
international cooperation) into two focal areas that are 
considered alternately on an annual basis. 
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The dialogues provide a regular forum to Parties and other 
stakeholders to share their experiences and exchange 
ideas, good practices and lessons learned regarding the 
implementation of Article 6 of the Convention. 

WHAT ARE THE LIMITS OF 
THE CURRENT INSTITUTIONAL 
ARCHITECTURE UNDER THE 
CONVENTION TO FULFILL COUNTRIES’ 
CAPACITY-BUILDING NEEDS?
The secretariat’s synthesis and compilation reports have 
consistently noted the wide variety of efforts to enhance 
the capacity of developing countries in order to mitigate 
and adapt to climate change. The most recent report on 
implementation of the framework indicates that increased 
attention has been given to the areas of institutional 
capacity building, NCs, national climate change programs, 
greenhouse gas (GHG) inventories and assessment for 
implementation of mitigation options.43 

Annex I Parties reported the provision of support to devel-
oping countries to create or strengthen enabling environ-
ments and improve legislative frameworks, including 
those for attracting private-sector investments for green 
economic growth. This is reflected in the reports of many 
non-Annex I Parties who report having adopted national 
environmental policies and regulatory frameworks. In 
addition, most Annex I Parties have regularly reported on 
facilitating training courses and knowledge transfer on 
climate-change-related issues.44

However, despite these efforts, developing countries have 
continued to voice the challenges and barriers they experi-
ence to building and sustaining the necessary capacity. For 
example, in the most recent synthesis report,45 the follow-
ing specific concerns and challenges were identified: 

 ▪ Insufficient capacity of organizations as a result of 
high staff turnover;

 ▪ The absence of incentives and adequate funds to 
ensure the development and implementation of robust 
institutional arrangements;

 ▪ Lack of interactions between central governments and 
subnational entities;

 ▪ Establishment of institutional and regulatory frame-
works to improve coordination among national bodies 
in their approach to addressing climate change and to 
facilitate access and better management of funding, 
which would require the scoping of existing institu-
tions and the adoption of legislation and policies;

 ▪ Lack of capacity to respond to new or additional re-
porting requirements (such as BURs);

 ▪ Insufficient sensitivity of policymakers toward climate 
change issues in general, as well as lack of knowl-
edge on crosscutting issues relevant to developing 
countries, such as poverty, food security, health and 
extreme weather events, all of which is exacerbated by 
the lack of awareness-raising campaigns;

 ▪ Lack of availability of data, including lack of perma-
nent and qualified personnel and capacity to measure 
and quantify GHG mitigation programs and projects 
at the local and regional levels for the purpose of pre-
paring a GHG inventory;

 ▪ Lack of financial resources to support specialized 
training in conducting research and applying modern 
technology for meteorological forecasts, warnings and 
observations; and

 ▪ Fragmentation of information, insufficient coordination 
of experts and research institutions and lack of training 
in assessment approaches and methodologies.

Why do these challenges continue to be raised by devel-
oping country Parties, despite nearly 15 years of action 
on capacity building? The reasons for this are a complex 
mixture of domestic and international politics, insuf-
ficient resources, failure to retain staff and skills, a lack of 
leadership at different institutional levels and insufficient 
organization by the international community.46 These 
problems however are not the product of, or limited to 
the climate regime. The challenge of building capacity for 
the climate regime cannot be seen in isolation. Instead, it 
must be placed within the context of implementation of 
other multilateral agreements, as well as the sustainable 
development agenda more broadly.

Consultations with practitioners reveal that the capacity of 
individuals must be enhanced (through workshops, train-
ing and webinars targeted at national experts and focal 
points), and organizational and institutional arrangements 
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need to be strengthened at both national and subna-
tional levels. This supports the GEF’s continual efforts to 
strengthen national and subnational entities to respond 
to the capacity needs of recipient countries.47 Securing 
institutional memory and continuous improvement is 
therefore critical, in addition to individual attendance 
at workshops and training events.48 If, however, there 
is no regulatory, policy, or institutional framework in 
place to systematize the supply of data, the use of scien-
tific information, cross-ministry and wider stakeholder 
engagements, the overall effort to build capacity will 
fall short. These resources and coordination challenges 
observed at a national level could be overcome through 
long-term investment as part of broader and longer-term 
climate (and development) strategies. Such a long-term 
and strategic approach would be facilitated by an aligned 
and coordinated policy or strategy by international donor 
organizations that encourages a more long-term and 
programmatic delivery of capacity building. 

The approach is supported by the most recent submis-
sion from the LDC group to the secretariat ahead of 
the fourth Durban Forum on Capacity Building, which 
highlighted that:49

 ▪ Capacity-building support has been delivered on an 
ad hoc basis and tied to specific projects with a time-
bound component, without creating a sustainable 
long-term structure;

 ▪ The Durban Forum is inadequate to serve as such an 
institutional arrangement. Actions from the Forum 
are not adequately followed up;

 ▪ The treatment of capacity building as a crosscutting 
issue that everyone is undertaking, but without any 
single entity charged with responsibility, is flawed; and

 ▪ While ad hoc capacity-building activities are conducted 
by bodies established under the Convention and its 
Kyoto Protocol and by bilateral and multilateral agen-
cies, these activities are not monitored, measured and 
verified globally. This is owing to the lack of an interna-
tionally agreed upon baseline, as well as targets and in-
dicators to use in measuring capacity-building progress, 
and also to the absence of a dedicated body responsible 
for the oversight of capacity-building activities.

The African Group has also stressed the importance of 
finding ways to improve the coordinating structures 
and coherence for capacity building, including the coor-
dination of donor funding support and harmonization 
of national priorities, strategies and plans for capacity 
building and ways of addressing emerging capacity gaps 
of developing countries, such as lack of capacity for the 
development and implementation of climate-change poli-
cies and legislation.50

Many of these concerns continue to be raised by develop-
ing country Parties each year because there has been a 
continual proliferation of bodies and entities undertaking 
capacity building under the Convention for the past 20 
years without any centralized coordination or monitoring 
and review. 

The new international climate agreement must therefore 
address three core limitations of the current institutional 
architecture for capacity building:

1.  Lack of coordination and coherence among the 
various thematic bodies, operating entities, 
implementing agencies and other organizations 
outside the Convention. There are more than 12 
committees, forums, or other bodies that either claim to 
promote capacity-building efforts or are directly provid-
ing financial support for projects embedding capacity-
building activities.51 However, there is no overarching 
coordination of these efforts or promotion of coherence 
among these bodies and entities. Coordination is left up 
to individual bodies and accordingly undertaken on an 
ad hoc basis without any real clarity as to effectiveness or 
efficiency.52 Neither the secretariat nor the SBI have the 
time, resources, or mandate to undertake such a coordi-
nation task. An example of where enhanced coordination 
between entities could be helpful is the experience of 
the GEF in funding National Capacity Self Assessments 
(NCSAs), and subsequently funding 23 projects to imple-
ment some of the identified capacity gaps. (See Annex 4 
for additional details.) Although NCSAs are not limited to 
the climate regime, critical capacity gaps could be identi-
fied that might inform the work of the CGE or the GCF’s 
readiness program or future projects. The NCSAs have 
received little attention outside of the GEF and immedi-
ate stakeholders involved.53

2.  Lack of regular monitoring, analysis and review 
of capacity-building activities and recommen-
dations. Efforts to track and evaluate capacity building 
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are needed to assess progress, identify gaps, elevate 
the effectiveness of implementation and support regular 
comprehensive reviews. In addition, monitoring can 
demonstrate accountability to funding agencies, improve 
management and performance by providing managers 
with information for decision making, and satisfy exter-
nal stakeholders that the activities of an organization 
meet specific standards.54 In other words, there is a need 
to measure, report and verify (MRV) capacity-building 
activities in a consistent manner in order to check 
that such activities underpin the requirements under 
the Convention, including the preparation of national 
reports55 and Intended Nationally Determined Contribu-
tions (INDCs), the assessment of emission-reduction 
policies, projections of impacts and assessment of 
adaptation options and implementation of mitigation 
and adaptation projects.56 Although annual synthesis and 
compilation reports prepared by the secretariat provide 
a valuable single source of information on capacity 
building, they are heavily reliant on the information 
provided and are unable to delve deeper into questions 
of effectiveness and impact or assist bodies and entities 
in understanding how to improve. Likewise, the review 
and assessment function undertaken by the SBI is not fit 
for this purpose. To date, the SBI has been unable to give 
sufficient time to this agenda item due to other priorities 
and time limits.57 

3.  Lack of regional, national and sub-national 
co-operation that can drive long-term in coun-
try engagement and sustained capacity. There 
is a need to increase capacity-building efforts that 
are focused on long-term interventions and driven by 
individual or regional needs. This requires a different 
mode of working that can operate simultaneously at 
the international, national and subnational levels and 
leverage a broader range of stakeholders and networks. 
Lessons from other multilateral regimes show that 
regional networks of experts that allow for sharing best 
practices, experiences, peer learning, working with 
regional data, sharing data with neighboring countries 
and accessing data from different sectors through 
cooperation among stakeholders can be particularly 
effecting at building and sustaining long-term capac-
ity. Approaching the delivery and implementation of 
capacity-building efforts in this way, along with other 
innovative approaches identified in Figure 2 below, 
especially in identifying more effective integrated 
approaches to mainstream climate, other environmen-
tal issues, and development at the most strategic level, 
will be important to increase countries’ capacities.58

4.  In addition, the new international agreement could 
provide much needed direction by setting an objective or 
long-term goal for capacity building to provide the neces-
sary signal to all relevant stakeholders, both within the 
UNFCCC system and outside, as well as guide the efforts 
of existing thematic bodies and operating entities. 

Figure 2 | Toolbox for Effective and Tailored Delivery of Capacity Building

INTERNATIONAL/REGIONAL
   Training materials (including training the trainers), recommendations, best practice, workshops, 
   Peer exchange, South–South, North–South, triangular cooperation (including through twinnings)
   Regional networks

NATIONAL
    Leadership, ownership, 
   Synergies climate-sustainable development
   Domestic MRV system
   Training wider for stakeholders
   Dedicated/independent research institute or centers of excellences
   National coordination /consultation at subnational level

SUBNATIONAL
   Community-based project
   Twinning between cities
   Climate-sustainable development synergies
   Training programs
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The following language could be used: “The objective of 
capacity building under this Agreement should be to 
enable developing country Parties to identify, design and 
implement adaptation and mitigation actions, to enable 
domestic technology development and deployment of 
appropriate technologies, and to absorb finance for the 
implementation of the Convention.”

Setting a long-term objective for capacity building under 
the new agreement is important to direct all efforts toward a 
common end point. Establishing this objective in the agree-
ment itself could help facilitate the later development of a 
definition of and detailed guidelines on capacity building. 

The agreement could also emphasise the need for 
enhanced cooperation on capacity building to support 
country-driven implementation. There should also be a 
clear commitment from all countries to invest in capacity 
building at home and, from countries that can, a commit-
ment to support developing countries in their efforts in 
the long-term.

HOW CAN THE INSTITUTIONAL 
ARCHITECTURE UNDER THE 
CONVENTION BE STRENGTHENED 
TO SUPPORT CAPACITY BUILDING 
IN THE POST-2020 REGIME?
Options for enhancing the institutional 
architecture for capacity building 
The main focus of the current negotiations for the new 
agreement relates to the role of the institutions under 
the Convention to address the limitations and challenges 
raised in the previous section. In particular, Parties are 
asking whether a new dedicated capacity-building body is 
necessary to address the current and future capacity needs 
and barriers experienced. 

Many developing country Parties are calling for a new 
capacity-building institution or committee to be estab-
lished in the agreement to carry out functions that are not 
envisaged within the current institutional architecture or 
are not undertaken effectively by any existing body. On the 
other hand, developed country Parties are generally sup-
porting the ability of existing bodies to address the needs 
and gaps identified by developing country Parties and 
calling into question the need to create a new institution in 
the agreement.59 

To move negotiations forward and ensure an enhanced 
post-2020 regime for capacity building, it is essential 
to find a bridge between these two broad positions and 
enable a more effective institutional architecture to 
emerge that addresses the core limitations in the current 
architecture but does not result in any unnecessary dupli-
cation of institutional arrangements or functions.

Recognizing the core limitations discussed in the  
preceding section, two main options emerge, as illustrated 
in Figure 3:

Option 1: Establish or designate a coordination, 
monitoring, analysis and review role to increase 
the coherence, coordination and effectiveness of Conven-
tion capacity-building efforts. This can be undertaken in 
several different ways, and Parties can chose the best way 
forward either in Paris or later. The role would consist of: 

a. Fostering greater coordination and coherence among 
bodies undertaking capacity building within and out-
side the Convention;

b. Monitoring, analyzing and reviewing the effectiveness 
of capacity-building efforts and progress made by all 
bodies under the Convention to address the identified 
needs of developing countries;

c. Providing annual recommendations to the COP on 
best practices and means to strengthen capacity build-
ing and 

d. Developing modalities for enhanced implementa-
tion of capacity building, including through regional, 
national and subnational networks of experts.

This role could be undertaken by either:

 ▪ A new dedicated capacity-building body, such as a 
committee or expert panel; or

 ▪ One or more of the existing thematic bodies under the 
Convention, such as the Consultative Group of Experts 
(CGE), the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF), or 
the Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN). 

Option 2: Rather than establishing or designating a 
dedicated coordination and monitoring and review role, 
enhance the mandate of each of the existing 
thematic bodies under the Convention to develop 
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capacity-building strategies for their thematic work and 
to improve the monitoring, analysis, and review of their 
capacity-building activities. 

Since these two options are not mutually exclusive, as 
highlighted in the diagram above, a third option, consist-
ing of a combination of Options 1 and 2 is also possible. 

The following sections discuss what each of these institu-
tional options entails, including an analysis of the oppor-
tunities and challenges that each presents.

Option1-A: Establish a new dedicated 
coordination and monitoring 
body for capacity building 
A new and independent capacity-building body, such as a 
committee or expert panel, could be established to fulfill 
all of the key functions currently missing from the institu-
tional architecture for capacity building. This body would 
report directly to the COP and be composed of represen-
tatives from each of the main thematic bodies engaged 
in capacity building, as well as the GEF and the GCF as 
operating entities of the financial mechanism. 

The creation of a new body would not replace the func-
tions or role of the current thematic bodies and operating 
entities under the Convention. Instead, the functions of 
this new body would be closely aligned to the main func-
tional gaps identified in the previous section and would 
aim to fill the gaps by:

1. Fostering greater coordination and coherence among 
the capacity-building activities undertaken by the 
thematic bodies and operating entities;

2. Regularly monitoring, analyzing and reviewing prog-
ress on how capacity building is being delivered, 

3. Preparing advice regarding MRV, and report to the 
COP on the main gaps and needs of developing coun-
try Parties emerging from the lessons learned from 
carrying out capacity-building activities by the the-
matic bodies and operating entities of the Convention;

4. Providing recommendations to the COP on ways to 
strengthen capacity building and sharing best prac-
tices and lessons learned; and 

5. Developing modalities for enhanced implementation 
of capacity building;

Figure 3 | Options for Strengthening the Institutional Architecture for Capacity Building Under the Convention

OPTION 1
 Dedicated coordination, monitoring, 

analysis & review function

OPTION 2
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In addition to these core functions, the new body could 
also be required to produce and periodically update a 
capacity-building strategy, assess the implementation of 
the programs and priorities of the financial mechanism, 
gauge financial needs for capacity building in selected 
areas in coordination with the SCF and undertake other 
efforts to improve the process and coordination of capac-
ity building under the Convention. 

In terms of its monitoring, analysis and review function, 
the body could annually consider:

 ▪ The level of support for capacity building provided 
and to whom;

 ▪ Specific types of support needs for and approaches for 
provision of such support;

 ▪ How well capacity-building efforts are organized and 
carried out;

 ▪ How such efforts are received by the Parties;

 ▪ Visible changes in the way individuals/organizations 
behave as a result of capacity-building efforts (as 
relevant);

 ▪ Resulting changes that occur at the organizational 
level or within institutional arrangements;

 ▪ The current or future effects of these changes within 
countries; and

 ▪ Lessons learned that could inform future capacity-
building work.

This function would be in addition to the annual reports 
to the secretariat from the thematic bodies, entities and 
Parties aimed at supporting countries to overcome their 
barriers and maximize their potential to reduce emissions 
and adapt to climate change. The function would further 
strengthen the overall international enabling environment 
and decision-making process within the Convention and 
signal the seriousness of the issue. 

This new body could be established in one of three ways, 
each of which should be carefully considered:

1.  In the new agreement itself. This offers perma-
nence but would require the governance, mandate and 

modalities to be negotiated in a very short time frame 
and without the benefit of the outcome of the SBI’s 
third comprehensive review. Due to the agreement not 
becoming operational until 2020, it would also mean 
that the new body likely would not become operational 
until well after 2020.

2.  In a decision of the COP at Paris. This would mean 
that the new body could become operational well ahead 
of 2020, but it wouldn’t have the permanence of being 
reflected in the agreement itself or the benefit of the 
SBI’s third comprehensive review.

3.  In a subsequent decision of the COP following 
Paris. This would delay the decision, but would give 
the Parties time to consider the most appropriate gover-
nance arrangements, mandates and modalities for this 
body and could build on the recommendations from the 
SBI’s third comprehensive review.

Depending on the ultimate functions of the body, a work-
ing arrangement would also need to be negotiated with 
the SBI and the SCF, in particular, and possibly with other 
entities. A work plan would also have to be developed and 
approved by the COP to guide the operations of the body. 

There are also political concerns to take into account. 
Many countries oppose the creation of a new institution. 
They are wary of further fragmentation, have funding con-
cerns and, for many countries, lack the capacity to engage 
with a new institution.

However, building one central effort is likely to be much less 
complex than adding capacity-building functions to a num-
ber of entities, and the outcome could be more effective.

Option 1-B: Expand the Mandates of One or 
More Existing Convention Bodies to Fulfill the 
Coordinating, Monitoring and Review Functions
In addition to strengthening the mandates of all existing 
thematic bodies and entities, there are a number of key 
thematic bodies that represent particular opportunities to 
fulfill key functions. These are outlined below, with the key 
opportunities and challenges presented by each.

Durban Forum and SBI
This paper identifies a lack of coherence, coordination and 
regular monitoring, review and evaluation as two of the 
core limitations faced by the institutional architecture of 
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the Convention. These limiting factors are holding back 
progress towards enhanced capacity-building efforts iden-
tified by developing country Parties. Thus, it is important 
to consider why the two institutions currently undertaking 
similar functions cannot fulfill these roles.

The first reason is that using the existing Durban Forum 
and SBI would fail to create the centralized responsibil-
ity or “home” for capacity building that most developing 
country Parties are calling for. It would more or less be 
a continuation of the status quo, which at this point is 
insufficient. Moreover, both of the existing institutions 
have failed to gain the confidence of the Parties in fulfilling 
their existing mandates.

To date, the SBI has been unable to devote adequate time 
to the capacity-building agenda. It is unclear how the 
SBI could take on an enhanced monitoring, analysis and 
review role when it has been unable to make significant 
progress on capacity building to date. At present, there are 
no signals that the SBI’s capacity is likely to be increased 
to the level necessary to take on annual or biennial reviews 
of capacity building. The role of the SBI is better left to 
undertaking comprehensive reviews every five years. This 
remains, and should remain, a core component of the 
post-2020 institutional architecture for capacity building.

Despite being an effective space to share information 
and report on progress made, the Durban Forum lacks 
the authority and governance structure necessary to 
play any kind of effective role in fostering coherence and 
coordination. Inputs to the Forum include two annual 
synthesis reports from the secretariat, as detailed previ-
ously. Despite the considerable amount of information 
available to Parties and the importance of the synthesis 
reports in distilling this information and giving the Parties 
an opportunity to discuss efforts undertaken and lessons 
learned, the Forum’s effectiveness to promote significant 
change has so far been limited. In fact, three reports on 
the past meetings of the Durban Forum did not lead to 
any COP decision on how to strengthen capacity building 
or enhance implementation as a result of the exchange 
of experiences.60 As discussed previously, some level of 
accountability to the COP is needed for providing recom-
mendations based on independent monitoring, review 
and analysis and to ensure that various thematic capacity-
building activities are undertaken in a coordinated man-
ner that maximizes synergies, funding and time.

Consultative Group of Experts 
The CGE was created to improve developing countries’ 
national reports through provision of technical advice and 
support. It plays a critical support role under the Conven-
tion to assist developing countries in fulfilling their report-
ing obligations. The CGE’s current mandate is to develop 
training materials to facilitate the preparation of NCs61 
and BURs62 and to train the team of technical experts 
nominated to undertake the technical analysis of BURs in 
accordance with the reporting and verification guidelines 
of the Convention (See Annex 2 for a more detailed outline 
of CGE’s current mandate and governance).

The CGE is currently comprised of 24 experts drawn from 
the Convention’s roster of experts with expertise in at least 
one of the following chapters of NCs or BURs: greenhouse 
gas inventories, vulnerability and adaptation assessment, 
mitigation, financing, technology, capacity building, edu-
cation/training and other matters related to the process of 
preparation of NCs and BURs.63 

Because the CGE’s monitoring and technical support 
activities are, to some extent, crosscutting (covering inven-
tory data, information on mitigation and adaptation pro-
grams of actions and support, including capacity building 
and technology transfer), the CGE would be well placed 
to play a role in fostering greater coherence and coordina-
tion among the work of the thematic bodies and operating 
entities on capacity building. In addition to coordination, 
the CGE’s ability and capacity to undertake annual moni-
toring, analysis and review of reported capacity-building 
activities could also be considered.

Expanding the mandate of the CGE to fulfill an over-
arching coordination and monitoring role is technically 
possible. Doing so would enable the CGE’s experience on 
training and technical support to be leveraged, along with 
its expertise in monitoring countries’ progress. However, 
the CGE would need to be established permanently, 
beyond the five-year periodic renewal process currently 
in place, and adequate funding would have to be ensured 
to support an expanded mandate. The roster of experts 
would also need to be expanded to include expertise 
beyond that relevant to NCs and BURs. 

Standing Committee on Finance
Over the course of negotiations under both the SBI and 
ADP, the SCF has been proposed by some Parties as 
equipped to fulfill the regular monitoring, review and 
assessment function currently missing from the insti-
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tutional architecture. The SBI already fulfills a similar 
function for the Financial Mechanism. The biennial 
assessment and overview of climate finance flows includes 
information on the geographical and thematic balance of 
such flows and draws on available sources of information, 
including national communications and biennial reports 
of both developed and developing country Parties, infor-
mation provided in the registry, information provided by 
Parties on assessments of their needs, reports prepared 
by the operating entities of the Financial Mechanism 
and information available from other entities providing 
climate finance. A similar type of assessment and review is 
needed for capacity building. 

There is also some precedence to this idea. In preparing 
the first biennial assessment and overview of financial 
flows, the SCF was asked to consider ways of strength-
ening methodologies for reporting climate finance and 
to take into account relevant work by other bodies and 
entities on the measurement, reporting and verification 
of support and the tracking of climate finance. The SCF 
also includes in its biennial assessment, information on 
ongoing technical work around the operational definitions 
of climate finance, including private finance mobilized by 
public interventions, to assess how adaptation and mitiga-
tion needs can most effectively be met by climate finance.64 

Expanding the SCF’s existing mandate to include capacity 
building would result in broadening the scope of its bien-
nial assessments to include a review of capacity building 
and advice for the COP and the Convention’s thematic 
bodies on the effects of implementing the framework. This 
could provide a valuable link between finance and capac-
ity building and enhance the overall approach to capacity 
building under the Convention. 

One of the constraints of this approach would be the cur-
rent expertise of the SCF. Unlike the CGE, this expertise 
is not crosscutting and is entirely dedicated to finance. A 
separate task force within the SCF could be established 
to undertake the function for capacity building. This task 
force could consist of representatives from each of the 
thematic bodies.

This option would not propose that the SCF take on the 
additional role of fostering greater coordination and 
coherence among bodies and entities. The SCF’s primary 
mandate and current expertise would remain in review 
and assessment. As outlined, this function could be 
expanded to include a review and assessment of the effec-

tiveness of capacity-building activities more broadly, but 
it is not clear if the SCF has the necessary expertise to also 
undertake a coordination role. Under this option, coordi-
nation and coherence would need to be fulfilled either by 
a new body (such as an expert committee of two repre-
sentatives from each of the thematic bodies and operating 
entities) or by an existing body whose role is more aligned, 
such as the CGE.

Technology Mechanism: Technology Executive 
Committee and Climate Technology Centre and Network
The TEC and the CTCN,65 which together make up the 
Technology Mechanism, provide an additional, albeit 
slightly different, option to fulfill the identified functions. 

The purpose of the Technology Mechanism is to promote 
and enhance the research, development, deployment and 
diffusion of ESTs to support mitigation and adaptation 
strategies in developing countries. The TEC provides an 
overview of technological needs and an analysis of policy 
and technical issues related to the development and 
transfer of technologies for mitigation and adaptation; 
recommends actions to address the barriers to technology 
development and transfer in order to enable enhanced 
action on mitigation and adaptation; and is responsible 
for catalyzing the development and use of technology 
road maps or action plans at the international, regional 
and national levels through cooperation among relevant 
stakeholders.66 

The CTCN, by comparison, is mandated to facilitate a 
network of national, regional, sectoral and international 
technology networks, organizations and initiatives with a 
view to effectively engage the participants of the network 
in a series of functions, including facilitating the provision 
of information, training and support for programs that 
build or strengthen the capacity of developing countries 
to identify technology options; make technology choices; 
and operate, maintain and adapt technology.67 For more 
detail on the mandates of both of these bodies, refer to 
Annex 2. The CTCN undertakes its functions by working 
one-on-one with countries to deliver the enhanced capac-
ity needed over a long-term engagement. 

Together, the TEC and CTCN provide the coordination, 
monitoring and analysis function as well as the enhanced, 
country-driven and individually tailored delivery and 
implementation function for technology, which has been 
identified in the previous section of this paper as cur-
rently missing for capacity building under the Conven-
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tion. Accordingly, the Technology Mechanism as a whole 
represents a unique opportunity to address the three core 
limitations of the current institutional architecture for 
capacity building.

If the TEC were to be used to undertake a coordination, 
monitoring, analysis and review function for capacity 
building across all the thematic bodies under the Conven-
tion, its mandate would need to be expanded to specifi-
cally relate to capacity building beyond technology. Even 
though its current mandate is crosscutting, the TEC’s 
responsibility to provide an overview and analysis of those 
elements of capacity building, beyond those required for 
technology development and transfer, would need to clari-
fied—for instance, providing an overview of capacity needs 
in relation to MRV or INDC implementation, in much the 
same way as it currently does for technology. The TEC 
would also need specific authority to foster greater coher-
ence and coordination among the work of all thematic 
bodies and operating entities.68

The CTCN is largely focused on helping countries build 
their capacity to support technology development and 
absorption. The CTCN’s ability to leverage and build on 
existing in-country networks, which have been set up to 
respond to the needs of countries for more regionally and 
locally focused trainings and workshops, is exactly what is 
missing for capacity building for adaptation or MRV more 
broadly.69 Lessons from other multilateral regimes show 
that such regional networks of experts allow for sharing 
best practices, experiences, peer learning and cooperation 
among stakeholders. 

Despite the advantages of this option and suitability of the 
TEC and CTCN, it also poses several immediate challenges. 

The first is in terms of current membership of the TEC 
and CTCN. The TEC comprises 20 expert members. If the 
TEC were to take a broader role, so too would its experts. 
To undertake a broader role effectively, TEC governance 
arrangements would need to change, unless its role for 
capacity building constituted a dedicated task force. Much 
the same problem would be faced by the CTCN, which is 
currently staffed by six technology professionals and two 
managers, assisted in kind by UNEP. One of the main 
challenges would be to supplement this staff with addi-
tional staff and managers that have expertise in capacity 
building beyond technology. If the concept is expanded to 
the other functions or sectors—for example, adaptation–
expertise to address these topics would also be needed. 

Funding presents an additional concern. Current funding 
is mobilized from donor countries on a voluntary basis 
(for example, Norway, Denmark, European Union, the 
United States, Japan and Germany). Any expansion of the 
mandate or role as considerable as this option envisages 
would need to be accompanied by long-term and predict-
able sources of funding.

Any change in the mandate of the TEC and CTCN would 
take time to negotiate and implement. For example, from 
the time the CTCN was first conceptualized at COP 15, 
in Copenhagen in 2009, to its establishment at COP 16 , 
in Cancun in 2010, agreement on the terms of reference 
and its final institutional arrangements in 2013, it did not 
begin its work until 2014. 

Lastly, the fact that the TEC and CTCN form part of the 
Technology Mechanism creates an optics problem for this 
option. Even if the mandates are broadened to relate more 
specifically to capacity building for reporting or adapta-
tion planning, expanding the mandate in this way could 
be viewed as a dilution of the current effort and perceived 
as taking up money that should be spent on technology or 
MRV for instance. There would need to be very clear lines 
drawn between the original and new mandates to ensure 
adequate provision of support for the enhanced mandate.

So far, this option has addressed the TEC and CTCN 
option as one. However, both are separate bodies con-
stituted under the Convention and can be dealt with 
separately also. The TEC and the CTCN offer very differ-
ent features and would provide different functions for 
capacity building. It may be that, on proper review and 
analysis of this option and the mandates and functioning 
of each, both TEC and CTCN are not deemed suitable for 
a broader capacity-building mandate. For instance, the 
CTCN might be favored because of the potential to use 
and leverage the existing network of experts to support 
enhanced implementation and delivery of capacity build-
ing outside of technology. It does not necessarily follow 
that the TEC must also fulfill a boarder mandate. Due its 
governance and current expertise, it could stay focused on 
technology. The CTCN could therefore work with either 
a new capacity-building body created to foster coherence 
and coordination and undertake monitoring and review or 
with the CGE or SCF, as highlighted previously. 
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Option 2: Expand the Mandates  
of All Existing Convention Bodies 
Annex 2 identifies the mandates of all bodies under the 
UNFCCC that currently report to the secretariat on their 
capacity-building activities according to the 15 capacity-
building priority areas identified in the Marrakesh 
Accords.70 In analyzing these mandates and the types 
of activities reported each year, a number of key gaps 
emerge. None of their existing mandates require:

 ▪ Coordination of capacity-building activities under-
taken by one body with those of other UNFCCC bod-
ies;

 ▪ Identification of how to sustain the capacity built 
through activities undertaken;

 ▪ Identification of the long-term capacity-building 
needs of relevant Parties; or

 ▪ Monitoring, assessment, reporting and development of 
recommendations to the COP on how to improve the 
capacity-building activities undertaken by the body.

The mandates of all existing thematic bodies and operat-
ing entities could be reviewed to determine whether there 
is sufficient emphasis placed on capacity building. Given 
the difference in governance among these bodies and enti-
ties and their respective relationships with the COP, this 
would need to be done on an individual basis. However, 
there appears to be room to enhance their mandates to 
develop strategies for enhanced capacity building for their 
thematic work, report on the impact and effectiveness of 
individual capacity building activities, monitor the overall 
capacity-building effort of their own activities against 
key objectives for capacity building and provide targeted 
advice and recommendations to the COP on how capacity-
building efforts could be strengthened based on their 
individual experience and expertise.

This approach has the potential to strengthen capacity 
building efforts across all the UNFCCC activities, but it 
would not necessarily enhance coordination between these 
entities or identify areas for greater collaboration and 
effectiveness. Each entity would be left to implement such 
an expanded mandate according to ‘its capacity’, priori-
ties and interests. There would be little cross-fertilization 
among entities and overall coordination may not improve. 

Option 3: A Combination  
of Option 1 and Option 2 
To move negotiations forward and ensure an enhanced 
post-2020 regime for capacity building, it is essential 
to find a bridge between these two broad positions and 
enable a more effective institutional architecture to 
emerge that addresses the core limitations in the current 
architecture but does not result in any unnecessary dupli-
cation of institutional arrangements or functions. 

The analysis above shows that each of the two options 
above may fail to be effective on its own, but rather rein-
force each other when combined. Combining Option 1 and 
Option 2 and pursuing both together could provide a way 
to help bridge differences in the negotiations. This would 
consist of strengthening the mandate of existing thematic 
bodies under UNFCCC, while also addressing the benefits 
of establishing or designating a body with a permanent 
dedicated role to promote coherence and coordination 
between thematic bodies, along with the monitoring, 
analysis and review of capacity-building activities.

DEFINING THE INSTITUTIONAL 
ARCHITECTURE FOR CAPACITY BUILDING 
AS A “CAPACITY BUILDING MECHANISM”
One of the persistent concerns voiced by many developing 
country Parties is the lack of a “home” for capacity build-
ing. Despite its crosscutting nature, it is the only means of 
implementation that has no clear focus within the Conven-
tion. Both finance and technology are also crosscutting in 
nature, yet institutional arrangements for both are housed 
within mechanisms that act as umbrellas for the bodies 
and operating entities under them. 

In addition to this hurdle, there is a concern regarding 
timing. Some Parties have sought the certainty provided 
by having a new capacity-building body established under 
the agreement, yet there is general agreement that, to be 
effective, any new institutional arrangements would need 
to be in place well ahead of the agreement coming into 
force in 2020. 

What still fails to be addressed are the concerns from many 
developing country Parties – that the agreement itself must 
create a “home” of focal point for capacity building. Accord-
ingly, a number of countries have proposed the creation of a 
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capacity building mechanism in the agreement itself. There 
is however, significant confusion over what a mechanism is, 
and whether defining a new capacity building mechanism 
under the agreement would bring with it a predetermined 
institutional form or structure. 

This paper proposes that this is not the case, and that 
whether a “capacity building mechanism” is established or 
defined is a separate decision for the Parties to make from 
the institutional arrangements identified in the preceding 
section of this paper.

There is no definition for a mechanism under the Con-
vention, nor is there a single institutional form that 
mechanisms under the Convention take. Outside of the 
Convention context, and even multilateral environmental 
agreement context, a mechanism is typically defined as “a 
process, technique, or system for achieving a result.”71

What is clear from existing usage of the term “mechanism” 
under the Convention is that a mechanism is not a body or 
an institutional in itself, but rather an umbrella term used 
to describe a number of bodies that are brought together 
to fulfill a particular aim or purpose under the Convention. 
The examples one can draw from are the Financial Mecha-
nism and Technology Mechanism under the Convention 
and the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) under the 
Kyoto Protocol. These mechanisms vary in terms of what 
they represent, strengthening the concept that the term 
mechanism itself is fluid rather than fixed. 

The CDM for instance, consists of a governing body 
that sets out processes to make it function, whereas the 
Financial Mechanism consists of two operating entities 
(the GEF, which was a pre-existing legal entity that exists 
outside of the Convention and the GCF which is a new 
legal entity established almost 20 years after the Technical 
Mechanism was defined) and the Technology Mechanism 
was created with both an advisory and implementation 
arm TEC and CTCN.

Another layer of complexity comes from the verbs used to 
create a “mechanism” under the Convention regime. Both 
the Financial Mechanism and the CDM were ‘defined’ 
in the Convention and KP respectively. The Technology 
Mechanism was ‘established’ through a COP Decision.72

For the purposes of this paper, we have considered the 
concept of a mechanism under the Convention to represent 
a relatively fluid term to describe a system of bodies or enti-

ties that work together to achieve a core purpose or func-
tion. A “capacity building mechanism” could be defined in 
the agreement itself, or established though a decision of the 
COP either at COP21 or in subsequent years.

Defining a capacity-building mechanism in the agree-
ment has a number of additional benefits when com-
pared to establishing a new institution in the new agree-
ment, including:

 ▪ Recognition of the importance of capacity building at 
a time when all Parties are being asked to do more; 

 ▪ The provision of a home for capacity building under 
the Convention that many developing country Parties 
have been calling for while balancing the reality that 
capacity building cannot be undertaken by one single 
entity but must be undertaken through a system of co-
herent and coordinated bodies and entities all working 
toward a common objective; and

 ▪ Ensuring that the approach to capacity building can 
remain flexible and adapt to the needs of developing 
countries as their capabilities grow and as the require-
ments of the Convention system itself change. 

The benefit of defining a capacity-building mechanism in 
the core agreement, while establishing specific institutional 
arrangements for it through decisions of the COP, enables 
it to evolve over time as capacity-building needs change 
and different institutional arrangements are involved in 
capacity building. The capacity building mechanism would 
reflect the same arrangement as the creation of the financial 
mechanism in the Convention and subsequent decisions for 
the GEF and GCF to serve as its operating entities. 

HOW AN ENHANCED INSTITUTIONAL 
ARCHITECTURE FOR CAPACITY 
BUILDING CAN SUPPORT IMPROVED 
DELIVERY ON THE GROUND
Although this paper focuses on strengthening the interna-
tional institutional framework, the authors acknowledge 
that this is only a first step in strengthening the overall 
approach and effectiveness of capacity building under the 
Convention. Improving delivery on the ground is essential 
at a time when the provision of resources is a critical issue. 
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Capacity building is per se, a complex issue, as one size 
does not fit all sectors, countries, or economies. Although 
in some cases the level of funding and resources can make 
a significant difference, in others the essential factors are 
the type of funding (or activities), as well as how and when 
support is delivered. In most cases, success can be reached 
through a combination of different approaches. 

A more effective institutional framework in the Convention 
is a first step to build a more constructive and enabling 
environment. It should facilitate implementation on the 
ground by providing clear best practice guidance and 
recommendations, based on a more robust set of data and 
analysis as mentioned previously, and result in enhanced 
and targeted funding of capacity-building activities. 

Below are some key considerations drawn from lessons 
from Convention operating entities, relevant implement-
ing agencies and other multilateral fora that could comple-
ment and support the outcome sought from the enhanced 
institutional framework by improving the delivery of 
capacity building in different contexts where the interac-
tion of institutions, processes and stakeholders plays a 
relevant role: 

 ▪ Strengthen the national institutional and regu-
latory environment. For transformational results, 
independent scientific and technical institutes should 
be developed or strengthened to inform the decision-
making process and also to ensure that the policymak-
ing and regulatory framework is evidence-based and 
relies on scientific and technical data.73 Under the 
Montreal Protocol, 145 dedicated national ozone units 
were created, and regulations and legislation were put 
in place in more than 100 of the Montreal Protocol’s 
Parties. These are the type of outcomes we would like 
to achieve and monitor under the Convention. More-
over, experience shows that numerous projects have 
failed, once the support from donors or support from 
the implementation agencies is discontinued, because 
the developing countries did not maintain the insti-
tutional or technological infrastructure. Such failures 
can undermine the best and most appropriate technol-
ogy or technical assistance. This can be very unfortu-
nate, especially when operations and maintenance are 
neither difficult nor expensive. Hence, there is a need 
to elaborate a long-term, sustainable and country-
owned operations and maintenance strategy, as well 
concrete action plans for each measure, in order to 
maintain the effectiveness of the measures.

 ▪ Build capacity not only at the national level, 
but also at the subnational and community 
level. Although it can be challenging, working with 
stakeholders at various levels to build effective 
institutional, organizational and individual capacity 
is essential: Government should be involved at the 
national and subnational level, and be supported by 
autonomous or independent institutions, academia, 
NGOs and the private sector. This is all the more 
important because, in the course of implementation, 
many projects are affected by frequent changes in 
leadership or staff and the lack of systematic deploy-
ment of human resources. This is causing delays in 
decision making and implementation itself, resulting 
in repetition in training and capacity building. A chal-
lenging but also important task to ensure ownership 
of government and relevant institutions is to make 
capacity building inclusive by raising awareness and 
knowledge at all levels, by establishing a new institu-
tion, and by mentoring and strengthening both new 
and existing institutions and training stakeholders.74 
Partnership with universities in particular could be 
strengthened because they could be leveraged at a 
lower cost for the collection and analysis of data and 
could provide education and training in a systematic 
and sustainable manner. Community-based projects 
ensure that the local or regional context is the starting 
point and use endogenous institutions, culture and 
structures to build on strengths rather than weak-
ness. This would imply not only meeting sustainable 
and environmental objectives, but also local social, 
cultural and economic needs, including of indigenous 
communities, while minimizing the risks of adverse 
environmental and social impacts.75

 ▪ Foster regional, south-south, north-south, or 
triangular cooperation. Capacity building through 
twinning projects that promote institutional coopera-
tion between public administrations of EU member 
states and beneficiary countries to help candidate 
countries to the EU acquire the necessary skills and ex-
perience to adopt, implement and enforce EU legisla-
tion was quite successful. A similar twinning program 
could be envisioned under the Convention to assist in 
the reinforcement of the institutional capacity76 that 
is necessary in order to take on the obligations of the 
climate agreement or enhance the implementation of 
the Convention, make sure that organizational and 
individual capacity are built, and take into account 
beneficiary country’s national circumstances. Advisers 
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would need to be made available for a period of at least 
one year to work on a given project. The combination 
of different means will be necessary for a success-
ful project: short- and long-term expertise (possibly 
through secondment), training, services (translation 
and interpreting) and specialized help (specialized 
computer software). Another benefit of such a program 
is that the twinning exercise could result in not only 
north-south but also north-south-south cooperation, 
as developing countries could also participate and 
therefore contribute a specific expertise or experi-
ence. Efforts must integrate with local governance and 
political and economic issues and ensure that delivery 
is based on long-term engagements.

 ▪ Create a more effective international incentive 
model, resulting in increased international 
support. The GEF’s most recent report to the  
Convention reveals a limited effort to build capacity.77 
It indicates that of the US$1.26 billion that will be 
allocated for climate change activities over the  
2014–2018 replenishment cycle, approximately 
US$130 million is allocated to national commu-
nications and BURs. Those countries with finance 
commitments (Annex II), who report annually on 
their capacity-building activities, provide very few 
details on the composition, cost, or resources of 
capacity-building activities. Yet financing at the 
required transformative level would require a more 
effective incentive model. The financial mechanism 
under the Montreal Protocol provides a compliance 
and incentive model that ensures global participation 
and partnership among all the stakeholders. Indeed, 
at the core of the Multilateral Fund supporting the 
implementation of Parties’ requirements under 
the Montreal Protocol is a compliance assistance 
program with capacity building that includes insti-
tutional strengthening, awareness-building activi-
ties and regional networks of national officers. This 
program is supported by its executive committee as 
well as its implementing and bilateral agencies. Cases 
of noncompliance are looked at in a facilitative man-
ner with a view to finding amicable solutions, taking 
into consideration the effectiveness of the financial 
mechanism. Under this regime, funding is secured 
for the retention of staff for the ozone unit. 

 ▪ Strengthen the coordinating role of the  
UNFCCC focal point. The UNFCCC national focal 
point could play an important role in coordinating the 
various designated authorities, in issuing specific focal 
points (for example, Reporting, Art.6, CDM, Technol-
ogy), and in getting adequate support and informa-
tion to identify areas for possible national, regional, 
subnational and international cooperation; identify 
and strengthen the synergies among projects from the 
various designated entities, on various issues, as well 
as synergies with other multilateral agreements; and 
coordinate the preparation of national reports.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR  
THE NEW CLIMATE AGREEMENT
Elements of the Core Climate Agreement
To ensure that the institutional architecture under the 
Convention is fit for purpose and can provide the guidance 
and framework necessary for enhanced delivery to occur, 
this paper recommends that the new international climate 
agreement include two key elements: 

A long-term objective to guide capacity-building 
efforts. An important element of the new agreement 
should be setting an objective for capacity building. This is 
essential to provide the necessary long-term signals to all 
relevant stakeholders and guide the development of any 
new institutional arrangements. This will drive the efforts 
of all Parties towards a common objective while, at the 
same time, elevating the importance and visibility of effec-
tive capacity building to the success of the new agreement. 

The following language could be used: “The objective of 
capacity building under this Agreement should be to 
enable developing country Parties to identify, design and 
implement adaptation and mitigation actions; to enable 
domestic technology development and deployment of 
appropriate technologies; and to absorb finance for the 
implementation of the Convention.” Setting a long-term 
objective for capacity building under the new agreement 
is important to direct all efforts towards a common end 
point. Establishing this objective in the agreement itself 
could help facilitate the later development of a definition 
of capacity building and detailed guidelines for them. The 
following language is suggested as a definition of capacity 
building that Parties could build into the Paris agreement 
to help guide efforts in the post 2020 regime: “the process 
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through which individuals, organizations and societ-
ies obtain, strengthen and maintain the capabilities to 
mitigate and adapt to climate change over time.” 

The agreement should also emphasize the need for 
enhanced cooperation on capacity building to support 
country-driven implementation of commitments. There 
should also be a clear commitment from all countries to 
invest in capacity building at home and, from countries 
that can, to support developing countries in their efforts.

Definition of a capacity-building mechanism. 
In recognition of the importance of elevating capacity 
building in the new agreement and ensuring that any 
new institutional arrangements are fit for purpose, this 
paper recommends that a capacity-building mechanism 
be defined in the new agreement and that the institutional 
arrangements that would operationalize such a mecha-
nism be determined through later decisions of the COP, 
informed by a dedicated work program to be initiated at 
COP 21 and build off the SBI’s third comprehensive review 
of capacity building in developing countries in 2016. 

These institutional arrangements could include any of those 
highlighted in this paper, including a new dedicated capac-
ity-building body, a committee, expert panel or an existing 
institution or institutions with an enhanced mandate.

In defining a capacity-building mechanism in the new 
agreement, the Parties should agree on a clear core pur-
pose and functions for the mechanism that will be critical 
in guiding future work and institutional arrangements. It 
is proposed that the purposes include:

 ▪ Greater coordination and coherence among the ca-
pacity-building activities undertaken by the thematic 
bodies and operating entities;

 ▪ Regular monitoring, analysis and review of  
progress, including:

 □ Providing comprehensive data through more 
robust monitoring and reporting on capacity 
building from Parties, thematic bodies, operat-
ing entities, implementing agencies and relevant 
organizations outside Convention; 

 □ Analyzing the information provided on capacity 
building so as to identify and share best  
practices and provide recommendations to 
strengthen national institutional, administrative 
and legislative arrangements; 

 □ Identifying resource gaps and needs and ways to 
fill these gaps through increased and more tar-
geted funding; and

 □ Providing recommendations to the COP on how 
capacity building can be strengthened and sharing 
best practices and lessons learned; 

 ▪ Developing modalities for enhanced implementation 
of capacity building; and

 ▪ Fostering regional, national and subnational coopera-
tion and more targeted implementation through a 
network of experts.

Elements of COP Decisions 
It is important, however, that the definition of a capacity-
building mechanism does not result in delaying the resolu-
tion of the important institutional questions concerning 
capacity building. To avoid this, the institutional arrange-
ments under the mechanism should be determined as part 
of a work program to be initiated at COP 21 in 2015 and 
concluded well before 2020, to ensure that the institu-
tional architecture for capacity building is fit for purpose 
well before the Parties’ commitments take effect under the 
new agreement in 2020.

The initial scope of this work program should be agreed 
to at COP 21 in Paris to provide the confidence and clarity 
that developing country Parties have called for. To avoid 
any duplication and take advantage of potential synergies, 
this work program should be agreed to in conjunction with 
the terms of reference of the SBI’s third comprehensive 
review of capacity building. This work program should 
include the following actions as key elements:

 ▪ Commissioning a survey with questions addressed 
to all operating entities, thematic bodies and other 
relevant organizations outside the UNFCCC to identify 
the institutional gaps and additional linkages or align-
ment that can be achieved without creating additional 
burdens that are too great;

 ▪ Undertaking an in-depth analysis of country needs  
and challenges; 

 ▪ Reviewing the current mandates of the thematic bodies 
and operating entities and, through a process of con-
sultation and review, identifying whether one or more 
existing bodies or entities could undertake an enhanced 
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role to foster coordination among the bodies and 
entities and provide regular and ongoing monitoring, 
analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of capacity-
building activities in addressing country needs;

 ▪ Developing recommendations for how the mandates 
of each of the relevant thematic bodies and operating 
entities of the Convention could be expanded to in-
clude greater monitoring, analysis and review of their 
capacity-building activities; and

 ▪ Determining whether any new institutions or bodies are 
needed to undertake functions not adequately addressed 
by existing institutions, taking into consideration all of 
the information gathered and analysis conducted. 

The output of this work program should help in strength-
ening and refining the institutional arrangements under 
the umbrella of the capacity-building mechanism and how 
these institutional arrangements function to achieve the 
objective for capacity building under the new agreement. 

Figure 4 below captures the concept behind establishing 
a capacity-building mechanism. It identifies the potential 
inclusion of existing thematic bodies and operating enti-
ties, as well as the continuing role of the Durban Form, 
Capacity-Building Portal and Article 6 Dialogue in ensur-
ing information sharing and exchange of best practice with 
the broad range of stakeholders involved in capacity build-
ing. The figure identifies the core purpose of this mecha-
nism—coordination, monitoring and review and enhanced 
implementation—but does not assign institutions to those 
roles. The outputs or change expected to result from the 
establishment of this mechanism are also identified.

Figure 4 | Proposed Capacity Building Mechanism
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CONCLUSION
Capacity building is a fundamental precondition to a post-
2020 climate regime that can promote the equitable and 
ambitious participation of all. This paper demonstrates 
that there is already a broad institutional architecture for 
capacity building in place under the Convention. However, 
despite these efforts, developing country Parties still face 
considerable capacity challenges. The new international 
climate agreement should ensure an enhanced, strategic 
and sustained approach to capacity building that supports 
transformational change and enables all Parties to build 
the capacities they need to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change. Doing so will ensure that the post-2020 climate 
regime is one that enables all countries to take part in 
building a low-carbon, climate-resilient world.

The new climate agreement must also acknowledge that 
the world is changing rapidly and that the delivery of 
capacity building must evolve to reflect the rapid socio-
economic, technological and environmental shifts that are 
underway and will continue to occur—including changes 
that will be a result of the new international climate agree-
ment to be concluded at COP 21 in December 2015. 

The capacity of individuals must not only be built and 
sustained, but there must also be an increased focus on 
building the capacity of the organizations and institutional 
arrangements that support them. This fundamentally 
requires a move away from the ad hoc, short-term project 
focus of many of the capacity-building activities currently 
undertaken by the Convention’s thematic bodies and 
operating entities. This will require innovative approaches 
to building and sustaining capacity, including online 
training; regional and international cooperation; leverag-
ing the expertise of NGOs, the private sector, research 
institutes and academia; developing crosscutting networks 
of centers of excellence and partnerships with institu-
tions that have the specific expertise; and mainstreaming 
or integrating climate policies with socioeconomic and 
development strategies. 

This shift in the delivery of capacity-building efforts can-
not be achieved purely through the new international cli-
mate agreement. It is important, however, that the agree-
ment sets the stage for enhanced capacity building efforts 
under the 2020 regime and ensures that the institutional 
architecture for capacity building is fit for purpose and can 
catalyze sustained delivery on the ground. 

This paper recognizes the importance of the broad insti-
tutional architecture for capacity building that is already 
in place under the Convention, including the thematic 
bodies, operating entities, the Durban Forum on Capacity 
Building, Capacity Building Portal, SBI and secretariat. 
However, through greater coordination and guidance, 
these efforts could be enhanced and aligned toward 
approaches that can both build and sustain increased 
capacity of individuals, organizations and the institutional 
arrangements that support them.

Moreover, this paper has provided a vision for how creat-
ing a capacity building mechanism—a framework and 
process to promote greater coordination and coherence 
among the thematic bodies and entities in the Convention, 
improved monitoring, analysis and review of capacity-
building activities and greater regional, national and sub-
national cooperation—can play an essential role in driving 
the delivery of capacity building. 
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ANNEX 1. PRIORITY AREAS FOR CAPACITY BUILDING IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

In addition to the priority areas for developing countries agreed in decision  
2/CP.7,78 there are also specific needs and priority areas identified for the least 
developed countries and small island developing states.79

Following the first comprehensive review of the implementation of the 
framework for capacity building in developing countries, it was found that, 
despite the identification of these priority issues and measures taken by the 
GEF and its implementing agencies and other multilateral and bilateral agen-
cies, significant gaps still remain to be filled; and access to financial resources 
remained a barrier to effective implementation.80 

Accordingly, the Parties agreed at COP 10 in Buenos Aires on nine additional 
key factors that should be taken into account when implementing the priority 
areas identified in decision 2/CP.7:

1. To make institutional capacity building a priority for the creation and 
strengthening of basic institutional infrastructure 

2. To raise awareness at various levels on climate change issues and 
increase the involvement of national governmental organizations in 
capacity-building activities 

3. To develop and, where appropriate, promote exchange of best practices, 
experiences and information on capacity-building activities undertaken 
by various Parties, including financial resources, case studies and tools 
for capacity-building

4. To ensure effectiveness of capacity-building activities so that— 

a. They enhance the ability of developing country Parties to imple-
ment the Convention and to participate effectively in the Kyoto 

Protocol process; 

b. Initial and subsequent national communications and national ad-
aptation programs of action provide a good measure of successful 
capacity building as it relates to the implementation of the Conven-
tion; and

c. Capacity building is integrated as a priority by policy and decision 
makers; and 

d. Long-term sustainability of capacity-building activities is achieved 
through integration in planning processes. 

5. To make available financial and technical resources through an operating 
entity of the financial mechanism and, as appropriate, through multi-
lateral and bilateral agencies and the private sector, to assist develop-
ing countries, in particular least developed countries and small island 
developing states , in the implementation of this framework 

6. To further apply learning-by-doing approaches for capacity building by 
supporting various types of capacity-building activities, projects and 
programs at the national and local levels 

7. To continue to improve international donor coordination in the provision 
of financial resources and to harmonize donor support in alignment with 
national priorities, plans and strategies to ensure that resources are made 
available for the implementation of capacity-building activities 

8. To strengthen institutional arrangements at the national level to 
coordinate implementation consistent with decision 2/CP.7 as a way of 
promoting integration of climate change issues into the national plan-
ning processes so as to increase the effectiveness and sustainability of 
outcomes.81
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MANDATE GOVERNANCE

Consultative Group of Experts on National Communications from Parties not included in Annex I to the Convention (CGE)

“The Consultative Group of Experts on National Communications from Parties not included in Annex I to the Convention 
(CGE) shall have the objective of improving the process of and preparation of national communications and biennial 
update reports by Parties not included in Annex I to the Convention (non-Annex I Parties) by providing technical advice 
and support to such Parties” (Decision 19/CP.19, annex, paragraph 1)

“The CGE, in fulfilling its mandate shall:

 ▪ Identify and provide technical assistance regarding problems and constraints that have affected the process of and the 
preparation of national communications and biennial update reports by non-Annex I Parties;

 ▪ Provide technical assistance and support to non-Annex I Parties to facilitate the process of and preparation of their 
national communications and biennial update reports in accordance with the “Guidelines for the preparation of 
national communications from Parties not included in Annex I to the Convention” contained in the annex to decision 
17/CP.8 and the “UNFCCC biennial update reporting guidelines for Parties not included in Annex I to the Convention” 
contained in annex III to decision 2/CP.17;

 ▪ Provide technical advice to non-Annex I Parties to facilitate the development and long-term sustainability of 
processes of the preparation of national communications and biennial update reports, including the elaboration of 
appropriate institutional arrangements and the establishment and maintenance of national technical teams, for the 
preparation of national communications and biennial update reports, including greenhouse gas inventories, on a 
continuous basis;

 ▪ Provide recommendations, as appropriate, on elements to be considered in a future revision of the guidelines for the 
preparation of national communications and biennial update reports from non-Annex I Parties, taking into account 
the difficulties encountered by non-Annex I Parties in the preparation of their national communications and biennial 
update reports;

 ▪ Provide technical advice and support to Parties, upon request, and information on existing activities and programmes, 
including bilateral, regional and multilateral sources of financial and technical assistance, to facilitate and support the 
preparation of national communications and biennial update reports by non-Annex I Parties;

 ▪ Provide technical advice and support to Parties, upon request, on the provision of information on steps to integrate 
climate change considerations into relevant social, economic and environmental policies and actions, in accordance 
with Article 4, paragraph 1(f), of the Convention;

 ▪ Provide information and technical advice based on, where possible, lessons learned and best practices in the process 
of and preparation of national communications and biennial update reports by non-Annex I Parties, including in rela-
tion to finance and other support available;

 ▪ Provide guidance and periodic advice to the secretariat to assist it in fulfilling the selection criteria for the composi-
tion of the team of technical experts, in accordance with decision 20/CP.19, annex, paragraphs 3–5, taking also into 
account the reports provided by the secretariat in this regard on a semi-annual basis; 

 ▪ Develop and organize, with assistance of the secretariat, appropriate training programmes for nominated technical 
experts to begin no later than in 2014, based on the most updated training materials of the Consultative Group of 
Experts, with a view to improving the technical analysis taking into account the difficulties encountered by non-Annex 
I Parties in the preparation of their biennial update reports.” (Decision 19/CP.19, annex, paragraph 2 (a)-(i))

First established by the COP in 
1999 (Decision 3/CP.8). The COP 
decided to continue the CGE for 
a period of five years from 2014 
to 2018 (Decision 19/CP.19, 
paragraph 1), under revised 
terms of reference.

“Consultative Group of Experts 
shall be composed of experts 
drawn from the UNFCCC roster 
of experts with expertise in 
at least one of the sections 
of national communications 
or biennial update reports in 
accordance with the relevant 
guidelines” (Decision 19/CP.19, 
annex, paragraph 4).

ANNEX 2. THEMATIC BODIES AND OPERATING ENTITIES THAT UNDERTAKE AND REPORT  
ON CAPACITY-BUILDING ACTIVITIES UNDER THE UNFCCC
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MANDATE GOVERNANCE

Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG)

“The objective of the least developed countries expert group is to advise on the preparation and implementation strategy for 
national adaptation programmes of action (NAPAs), which would meet the urgent and immediate adaptation needs of the least 
developed countries (LDCs). This includes the provision of technical advice relating to the identification of relevant data and in-
formation to be synthesized as part of an integrated assessment. The expert group will also provide advice on capacity-building 
needs for LDCs in support of the preparation and implementation of NAPAs. The expert group will coordinate and collaborate 
with other relevant efforts relating to adaptation activities for LDCs, including within the greater development context. The expert 
group will not be directly involved in the execution of identified activities and projects.” (Decision 29/CP.7, annex, paragraph 1)

The LEG is further mandated:

 ▪ To provide technical guidance and advice on the preparation and on the implementation strategy of NAPAs, including the 
identification of possible sources of data and its subsequent application and interpretation, upon request by LDC Parties;

 ▪ To develop a work programme that includes implementation of NAPAs;

 ▪ To serve in an advisory capacity to the LDCs, for the preparation and strategy for implementation of NAPAs through, inter alia, 
workshops, upon request by LDC Parties;

 ▪ To advise on capacity-building needs for the preparation and implementation of NAPAs and to provide recommendations, as 
appropriate, taking into account the Capacity Development Initiative of the Global Environment Facility and other relevant 
capacity-building initiatives;

 ▪ To facilitate the exchange of information and to promote regional synergies, and synergies with other multilateral environment 
conventions, in the preparation and in the implementation strategy of NAPAs;

 ▪ To advise on the mainstreaming of NAPAs into regular development planning in the context of national strategies for sustain-
able development;

 ▪ To develop a work programme that takes into account the Nairobi work programme;

 ▪ To provide technical guidance and advice on the revision and update of NAPAs to further improve their quality, to facilitate in-
tegration of adaptation actions of LDCs into development planning and to reflect increased adaptation knowledge and changed 
priorities in the countries, upon request by LDCs;

 ▪ To provide technical guidance and advice on the identification of medium-and long-term adaptation needs, their integration 
into development planning and the implementation of identified adaptation activities;

 ▪ To provide technical guidance and advice on strengthening gender-related considerations and considerations regarding 
vulnerable communities within LDC Parties;

 ▪ To provide technical guidance and advice on the implementation of the elements of the LDC work programme other than the 
preparation and implementation of NAPA that are relevant to the expertise of the LEG. (Decisions 29/CP.7, 4/CP.11, 8/CP.13, 
6/CP.16, 5/CP.17, 12/CP.18, and 3/CP.20).

 ▪ To provide technical guidance and support to the national adaptation plan process, as appropriate;

 ▪ To prioritize support for the formulation and implementation of national adaptation plans in carrying out its mandate to sup-
port the identification and implementation of mediumand long-term adaptation in least developed countries;

 ▪ To prepare technical guidelines for the national adaptation plan process, based on the initial guidelines, included in the annex 
to this decision;

 ▪ To arrange a review of the above-mentioned technical guidelines and to identify support needs for the process of formulation 
and implementation of the national adaptation plans;

 ▪ To invite the Adaptation Committee and other relevant bodies under the Convention to contribute to its work in support of the 
national adaptation plan process; and to report, as appropriate (Decision 5/CP17 paragraphs 13-17).

 ▪ To consider, with the Adaptation Committee and in collaboration with the Green Climate Fund, how to best support develop-
ing country Parties in accessing funding from the Green Climate Fund for the process to formulate and implement national 
adaptation plans, and to report thereon to the Subsidiary Body for Implementation as its forty-second session. (Decision 3/
CP.20, paragraph 11)

Established by the COP in 2001 
(Decision 29/CP.7). 

The mandate of the LEG was 
extended at COP 16 for a further 
five years from 2011 to 2015 
(Decision 6/CP.16), under its 
existing terms of reference.

“The group shall consist of 12 ex-
perts having recognized compe-
tence and appropriate expertise 
to assist in the development of 
NAPAs. The group shall consist 
of five experts from African LDC 
Parties, two experts from Asian 
LDC Parties, two experts from 
small island developing States 
which are LDC Parties, and three 
experts from Annex II Parties. At 
least one selected LDC expert 
and at least one selected expert 
from Annex II Parties shall also 
be a member of the Consultative 
Group of Experts on National 
Communications from Parties 
not included in Annex I. The 
experts will be selected by the 
Parties from their respective 
regions or groups, and shall 
have expertise in vulnerability 
and adaptation assessment. The 
group may draw upon additional 
expertise as deemed neces-
sary” (Decision 29/CP.7, annex, 
paragraph 2).



How to Strengthen the Institutional Architecture for Capacity Building to Support the Post-2020 Climate Regime

WORKING PAPER  |  December 2015  |  33

MANDATE GOVERNANCE

Adaptation Committee

“[T]o promote the implementation of enhanced action on adaptation in a coherent manner under the Convention, inter 
alia, through the following functions: (a) Providing technical support and guidance to the Parties, respecting the 
country-driven approach, with a view to facilitating the implementation of adaptation activities, including those listed 
in paragraphs 14 and 15 above, where appropriate; (b) Strengthening, consolidating and enhancing the sharing of 
relevant information, knowledge, experience and good practices, at the local, national, regional and international 
levels, taking into account, as appropriate, traditional knowledge and practices; (c) Promoting synergy and strength-
ening engagement with national, regional and international organizations, centres and networks, in order to enhance 
the implementation of adaptation actions, in particular in developing country Parties; (d) Providing information and 
recommendations, drawing on adaptation good practices, for consideration by the Conference of the Parties when 
providing guidance on means to incentivize the implementation of adaptation actions, including finance, technology 
and capacity-building and other ways to enable climate-resilient development and reduce vulnerability, including 
to the operating entities of the financial mechanism of the Convention, as appropriate; (e) Considering informa-
tion communicated by Parties on their monitoring and review of adaptation actions, support provided and received, 
possible needs and gaps and other relevant information, including information communicated under the Convention, 
with a view to recommending what further actions may be required, as appropriate;” Decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 20)

Established in 2010 as part 
of the Cancun Adaptation 
Framework. (Decision 1/CP.16, 
paragraph 20).

The Adaptation Committee “shall 
comprise 16 members, who 
shall serve in their personal 
capacity, and will be nominated 
by Parties in their respective 
groups or constituencies and 
elected by the Conference of the 
Parties, with the aim of achiev-
ing a fair, equitable and balanced 
representation as follows:

a. Two members from each 
of the five United Nations 
regional groups;

b. One member from a small 
island developing State;

c. One member from a least 
developed country Party;

d. Two members from Annex I 
Parties;

e. Two members from non-
Annex I Parties;” 

(Decision 2/CP.17 paragraph 101)

Executive Committee of the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage associated with Climate Change Impacts Mandate

Enhance action and support, including finance, technology, and capacity building, to address loss and damage  
associated with the adverse effects of climate change (Decision 2/CP.19, paragraph 5(c))

As an interim measure, the  
executive committee consists 
of two representatives from 
each of the following bodies 
under the Convention, ensur-
ing that there is a balanced 
representation between 
developed and developing 
country Parties: the Adapta-
tion Committee; the Least 
Developed Countries Expert 
Group; the Standing Commit-
tee on Finance; the Technology 
Executive Committee; the Con-
sultative Group of Experts on 
National Communications from 
Parties not included in Annex 
I to the Convention (Decision 
2/CP.19).
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MANDATE GOVERNANCE

Technology Executive Committee (TEC) 

“[T]he functions of the Technology Executive Committee shall be to:

a. Provide an overview of technological needs and analysis of policy and technical issues related to the development 
and transfer of technologies for mitigation and adaptation; 

b. Consider and recommend actions to promote technology development and transfer, in order to accelerate action on 
mitigation and adaptation;

c. Recommend guidance on policies and programme priorities related to technology development and transfer with 
special consideration given to the least developed country Parties;

d. Promote and facilitate collaboration on the development and transfer of technologies for mitigation and adaptation 
between governments, the private sector, nonprofit organizations and academic and research communities;

e. Recommend actions to address the barriers to technology development and transfer in order to enable enhanced 
action on mitigation and adaptation;

f. Seek cooperation with relevant international technology initiatives, stakeholders and organizations, and promote 
coherence and cooperation across technology activities, including activities under and outside of the Convention;

g. Catalyse the development and use of technology road maps or action plans at the international, regional and 
national levels through cooperation between relevant stakeholders, particularly governments and relevant organiza-
tions or bodies, including the development of best practice guidelines as facilitative tools for action on mitigation 
and adaptation.” (Decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 121) 

“The Technology Executive 
Committee shall comprise 20 
expert members, elected by the 
Conference of the Parties (COP), 
serving in their personal capac-
ity and nominated by Parties 
with the aim of achieving a fair 
and balanced representation, as 
follows:

a. Nine members from Parties 
included in Annex I to the 
Convention (Annex I Par-
ties);

b. Three members from each 
of the three regions of the 
Parties not included in

Annex I to the Convention (non-
Annex I Parties), namely Africa, 
Asia and the Pacific and Latin 
America and the Caribbean, one 
member from a small island de-
veloping State and one member 
from a least developed country 
Party” (Decision 1/CP.16, Ap-
pendix IV, paragraph 1).

“Parties are encouraged to 
nominate senior experts to the 
Technology Executive Commit-
tee, with a view to achieving, 
within the membership, an 
appropriate balance of technical, 
legal, policy, social develop-
ment and financial expertise 
relevant to the development 
and transfer of technology 
for adaptation and mitigation, 
taking into account the need to 
achieve gender balance in ac-
cordance with decision 36/CP.7” 
(Decision 1/CP.16, Appendix IV, 
paragraph 2)



How to Strengthen the Institutional Architecture for Capacity Building to Support the Post-2020 Climate Regime

MANDATE GOVERNANCE

Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN) 

“[T]he Climate Technology Centre shall facilitate a network of national, regional, sectoral and international technology 
networks, organizations and initiatives with a view to engaging the participants of the Network effectively in the follow-
ing functions:

a. At the request of a developing country Party:

i. Providing advice and support related to the identification of technology needs and the implementation of envi-
ronmentally sound technologies, practices and processes;

ii. Facilitating the provision of information, training and support for programmes to build or strengthen capacity of 
developing countries to identify technology options, make technology choices and operate, maintain and adapt 
technology;

iii. Facilitating prompt action on the deployment of existing technology in developing country Parties based on 
identified needs;

b. Stimulating and encouraging, through collaboration with the private sector, public institutions, academia and 
research institutions, the development and transfer of existing and emerging environmentally sound technologies, 
as well as opportunities for North–South, South–South and triangular technology cooperation;

c. Facilitating a network of national, regional, sectoral and international technology centres, networks, organization 
and initiatives with a view to:

i. Enhancing cooperation with national, regional and international technology centres and relevant national institu-
tions;

ii. Facilitating international partnerships among public and private stakeholders to accelerate the innovation and 
diffusion of environmentally sound technologies to developing country Parties;

iii. Providing, at the request of a developing country Party, in-country technical assistance and training to support 
identified technology actions in developing country Parties;

iv. Stimulating the establishment of twinning centre arrangements to promote North–South, South–South and 
triangular partnerships, with a view to encouraging cooperative research and development;

v. Identifying, disseminating and assisting with developing analytical tools, policies and best practices for 
country-driven planning to support the dissemination of environmentally sound technologies” (Decision 1/
CP.16, paragraph 123)

“The mission of the Climate Technology Centre and Network is to stimulate technology cooperation and to enhance the 
development and transfer of technologies and to assist developing country Parties at their request, consistent with 
their respective capabilities and national circumstances and priorities, in order to build or strengthen their capacity to 
identify technology needs, to facilitate the preparation and implementation of technology projects and strategies taking 
into account gender considerations to support action on mitigation and adaptation and enhance low emissions and 
climate-resilient development”

 (Decision 2/CP.17, annex VII, paragraph 1)

Became fully operational at 
COP19.

“The Climate Technology Centre 
and Network will consist of the 
following:

a. A Climate Technology 
Centre;

b. A Network with the participa-
tion of the relevant institu-
tions capable of responding 
to requests from developing 
country Parties related to 
technology development and 
transfer, including national 
technology centres and 
institutions; regional climate 
technology centres and 
networks; intergovernmental, 
international, regional and 
sectoral organizations, part-
nerships and initiatives that 
may contribute to technology 
deployment and transfer; and 
research, academic, financial, 
non-governmental, private-
sector and public-sector 
organizations, partnerships 
and initiatives” (Decision 2/
CP.17, annex VII, para-
graph 3).
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Standing Committee on Finance (SCF)

The SCF is mandated to assist the COP in exercising its functions with respect to the financial mechanism of the 
Convention in terms of improving coherence and coordination in the delivery of climate change financing; rationaliza-
tion of the financial mechanism; mobilization of financial resources; and the measurement, reporting and verification 
of support provided to developing country parties (Decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 112)

“[T]he Standing Committee shall assist the Conference of the Parties in exercising its functions with respect to the 
financial mechanism of the Convention in terms of improving coherence and coordination in the delivery of climate 
change financing, rationalization of the financial mechanism, mobilization of financial resources and measurement, 
reporting and verification of the support provided to developing country Parties through activities, such as the follow-
ing: 

a. Organizing a forum for the communication and continued exchange of information among bodies and entities deal-
ing with climate change finance in order to promote linkages and coherence; 

b. Maintaining linkages with the Subsidiary Body for Implementation and the thematic bodies of the Convention; 

c. Providing to the Conference of the Parties draft guidance for the operating entities of the financial mechanism of 
the Convention, with a view to improving the consistency and practicality of such guidance, taking into account the 
annual reports of the operating entities as well as submissions from Parties; 

d. Making recommendations on how to improve the coherence, effectiveness and efficiency of the operating entities 
of the financial mechanism; 

e. Providing expert input, including through independent reviews and assessments, into the preparation and conduct 
of the periodic reviews of the financial mechanism by the Conference of the Parties; 

f. Preparing a biennial assessment, overview of climate finance flows, to include information on the geographical 
and thematic balance of such flows, drawing on available sources of information, including national communica-
tions and biennial reports of both developed and developing country Parties, information provided in the registry, 
information provided by Parties on assessments of their needs, reports prepared by the operating entities of the 
financial mechanism, and information available from other entities providing climate change finance. (Decision 1/
CP.17, paragraph 121)

The SCF was operationalized at 
COP 18 in 2012.

“The Standing Committee shall 
be composed of the following: 
(a) Ten members from Parties 
included in Annex I to the 
Convention (Annex I Parties); 
(b) Ten members from Parties 
not included in Annex I to the 
Convention (non-Annex I Par-
ties), including two members 
each from the African, Asia-Pa-
cific, and the Latin America and 
Caribbean States, one member 
from a small island developing 
State and one member from a 
least developed country Party” 
(Decision 2/CP.17, Annex Vi, 
paragraph 1)
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MANDATE GOVERNANCE

Green Climate Fund (GCF)

“[T]he purpose of the Fund is to make a significant and ambitious contribution to the global efforts towards attaining 
the goals set by the international community to combat climate change” (Governing Instrument, paragraph 1)

“The Fund will provide simplified and improved access to funding, including direct access, basing its activities on a 
country-driven approach and will encourage the involvement of relevant stakeholders, including vulnerable groups 
and addressing gender aspects” (Governing Instrument, paragraph 31)

“All developing country Parties to the Convention are eligible to receive resources from the Fund. The Fund will 
finance agreed full and agreed incremental costs for activities to enable and support enhanced action on adaptation, 
mitigation (including REDD-plus),1 technology development and transfer (including carbon capture and storage), 
capacity-building and the preparation of national reports by developing countries” (Governing Instrument, paragraph 
35)

“The Board shall also ensure adequate resources for capacity-building and technology development and transfer. The 
Fund will also provide resources for innovative and replicable approaches” (Governing Instrument, paragraph 38)

“The Fund will provide resources for readiness and preparatory activities and technical assistance, such as the prepara-
tion or strengthening of low-emission development strategies or plans, NAMAs, NAPs, NAPAs and for in-country 
institutional strengthening, including the strengthening of capacities for country coordination and to meet fiduciary 
principles and standards and environmental and social safeguards, in order to enable countries to directly access the 
Fund” (Governing Instrument, paragraph 40)

The COP designated the GCF 
as an operating entity of the 
financial mechanism of the 
Convention and decided to 
conclude arrangements with the 
GCF board to ensure that it is 
accountable to and functions 
under the guidance of the COP 
to support projects, programs, 
policies and other activities in 
developing country parties us-
ing thematic funding windows 
(Decisions 1/CP.16, paragraph 
102 and 3/CP.17, paragraph 3)

“The Fund is governed by 
a Board of 24 members 
comprising an equal number 
of members from develop-
ing and developed country 
Parties; representation from 
developing country Parties 
shall include representatives of 
relevant United Nations regional 
groupings and representatives 
of small island developing 
States and the least developed 
countries” (Decision 1/CP.16, 
paragraph 103 and Governing 
Instrument).

“Decides that the Green Climate 
Fund be conferred juridical 
personality and legal capacity 
and shall enjoy such privileges 
and immunities related to the 
discharge and fulfilment of its 
functions, in accordance with 
paragraphs 7 and 8 of the gov-
erning instrument” (Decision 3/
CP.17, paragraph 11)
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Global Environment Facility (GEF)

“The GEF shall operate, on the basis of collaboration and partnership among the Implementing Agencies, as a mecha-
nism for international cooperation for the purpose of providing new and additional grant and concessional funding to 
meet the agreed incremental costs of measures to achieve agreed global environmental benefits in the following focal 
areas: (a) biological diversity; (b) climate change; (c) international waters; (d) land degradation, primarily desertifica-
tion and deforestation; (e) ozone layer depletion; and (f ) persistent organic pollutants.” (Instrument for the Establish-
ment of the Restructured Global Environment Facility, paragraph 2)

“. . . [T]he GEF shall, on an interim basis, operate the financial mechanism for the implementation of the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change” (Instrument for the Establishment of the Restructured Global 
Environment Facility, paragraph 6(a))

Three separate bodies form 
the governance structure of 
the GEF. The GEF assembly is 
the ultimate governing body, 
comprising representatives of 
all participant countries (183 
countries), allowing for univer-
sality of participation. The as-
sembly meets every 3–4 years 
and reviews general policies, 
operations and membership 
and considers amendments. 
The GEF Council, consisting 
of 32 members, serves as the 
equivalent of a board of direc-
tors. An equitable and balanced 
representation of participants 
is promoted through the adop-
tion of a constituency model, 
consisting of 16 members from 
developing countries, 14 from 
developed, and 2 from econo-
mies in transition.
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ANNEX 3. SUMMARY OF CAPACITY-BUILDING ACTIVITIES CONTAINED IN COMPILATION 
AND SYNTHESIS REPORTS ON CAPACITY-BUILDING WORK UNDERTAKEN BY BODIES 
ESTABLISHED UNDER THE CONVENTION

THEMATIC BODY 20151 20142 20133 20124

Consultative 
Group of Experts 
on National 
Communications 
from Parties not 
included in Annex 
I to the Convention 
(CGE)

 ▪ Three regional hands-on 
training workshops on the 
preparation of BURs

 ▪ Workshop for national 
experts on the peer review 
of training materials for the 
team of technical experts 

 ▪ Made its training materials 
on the preparation of 
BURs available in Arabic, 
French and Spanish on the 
UNFCCC website

 ▪ Agreed to explore the 
possibility of organizing 
a joint event with the LEG 
on the preparation of the 
vulnerability and adaptation 
assessment chapters of 
national communications 
and national adaptation 
plans

 ▪ Developed supplementary 
training materials on the 
preparation of BURs to 
cover areas that are not 
adequately addressed in 
the existing updated CGE 
training materials

 ▪ Conducted an expert 
workshop on the 
development of training 
materials for the 
preparation of BURs in 
May 2013 and a global 
training workshop on the 
preparation of BURs in 
September 2013

 ▪ Noted opportunity for 
collaboration with TEC, 
in particular by fostering 
institutional linkage 
between the technology 
needs assessment process 
and that of national 
communications and BURs

 ▪ Held informal discussions 
with GEF to increase 
understanding of capacity 
building needs for the 
preparation of NCs and 
BURs

Five regional hands-on 
workshops (hands on and 
videoconferencing):

 ▪ Africa: hands-on training 
sessions on methodologies 
pertaining to all sectors of 
the national GHG inventory 
and mitigation assessments

 ▪ Latin America and the 
Caribbean: vulnerability 
and adaptation 
assessments and mitigation 
assessments

 ▪ Asia and Pacific 
and Eastern Europe: 
vulnerability and adaptation 
assessments

Three regional workshops 
(hands on and 
videoconferencing):

 ▪ Africa: vulnerability and 
adaptation assessment

 ▪ Asia Pacific: preparation of 
national GHG inventories

 ▪ Asia Pacific: mitigation 
assessments
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Least Developed 
Countries Expert 
Group (LEG)

Held regional training 
workshop on NAPs in the 
Pacific region with the 
objectives of enhancing 
the capacity of the LDCs 
to address medium- and 
long-term adaptation needs 
through the NAP process and 
providing tools, resources, 
practical strategies and good 
practices that countries can 
build upon for their NAP 
formulation process

Dissemination of technical 
guidelines and other 
resource materials for the 
NAP process

Held annual NAP Expo 

Held two regional training 
workshops on adaptation for 
LDCs for 2012–2013,  aimed 
at building and enhancing the 
capacity of LDCs to address 
adaptation through NAPAs, 
the LDC work program and 
the NAP process

Held annual NAP Expo

Compiled information on 
approaches and steps used 
by different countries in 
designing medium- and 
long-term adaptation plans

Provided technical guidance 
and support to the NAP 
process and conducted 
training workshops to 
enhance the technical 
capacity of LDCs to address 
issues relating to NAPAs, 
other elements of the LDC 
work program and the NAP 
process 

Decided its training 
approaches would include 
building the capacity of the 
LDCs to manage processes 
and access support under the 
Convention and to develop 
the problem-solving skills for 
addressing climate change of 
the LDCs

Released technical guidelines 
for the NAP process to assist 
the LDCs in comprehensively 
addressing adaptation in 
a coherent and strategic 
manner

Released the second 
volume of “Best Practices 
and Lessons Learned in 
Addressing Adaptation in the 
Least Developed Countries,” 
available in English, French 
and Portuguese

Preparation of regular 
information notes in 
English and French to 
keep LDC parties informed 
about developments in the 
negotiation process on 
matters specific to the LDCs

Annual aggregated 
publication of LEG working 
papers 
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THEMATIC BODY 20151 20142 20133 20124

Adaptation 
Committee

Event during the 40th 
sessions of the subsidiary 
bodies to showcase its 
activities and engage 
with parties and other 
stakeholders in a dialogue 
on promoting synergy and 
strengthening engagement 
with national, regional and 
international organizations, 
centers and networks to 
further sharpen the focus of 
its work

Held meeting with 
representatives of UN 
agencies, relevant multilateral 
and bilateral agencies and 
NGOs on how best to support 
the process of formulation 
and implementation of NAPs

Workshop on means of 
implementation for enhanced 
adaptation action with a focus 
on adaptation finance looking 
at, inter alia, how institutional 
arrangements are being 
developed to facilitate access 
to finance and enable the 
planning and implementation 
of adaptation action

Second Adaptation Forum, 
with a focus on promoting 
regional cooperation on 
adaptation, including 
institutional arrangements 
to build partnerships and 
strengthen regional networks

Outcomes of the first 
Adaptation Forum were 
captured in a video 
documentary to further raise 
the profile of adaptation 
globally

Completed second thematic 
report that provides an 
overview of institutional 
arrangements for national 
adaptation planning and 
implementation currently  
in place

Organized its first workshop 
on the monitoring and 
evaluation of adaptation

Made progress on the 
development of modalities 
and guidelines for NAPs for 
developing countries that 
are not LDCs for planning, 
prioritizing and implementing 
national adaptation planning 
measures

Reviewed existing databases 
and clearinghouse-type 
mechanisms for national 
adaptation planning and 
concluded that there was 
no need for the Adaptation 
Committee to develop a 
separate database but that it 
would instead actively engage 
in and contribute to the 
development of NAP Central, 
so that information on national 
adaptation planning relevant to 
non-LDCs is included

Established an ad hoc group 
on technical support for 
adaptation

Established an adaptation 
forum, held in conjunction 
with COP 19

Held a joint meeting on 
available tools for the use of 
indigenous and traditional 
knowledge and practices for 
adaptation, needs of local and 
indigenous communities, and 
the application of gender-
sensitive approaches and 
tools for adaptation under the 
Nairobi work program 

Preparation of first thematic 
report on the state of 
adaptation under the 
Convention, seeks to raise 
awareness and understanding 
of the variety of adaptation-
related bodies, programs 
and work streams under the 
Convention and how they 
contribute jointly to enhanced 
action on adaptation

Only reported activities 
proposed under future work 
plan

Not operational
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Executive 
Committee of 
the Warsaw 
International 
Mechanism for 
Loss and Damage 
associated with 
Climate Change 
Impacts

No reported capacity-
building activities

No reported capacity-
building activities

Not operational Not operational

Technology 
Executive 
Committee (TEC)

Workshop on strengthening 
national systems of 
innovation in developing 
countries to support its work 
on enabling environments for 
and barriers to technology 
development and transfer

Prepared TEC briefs on 
technologies for adaptation 
in the agriculture sector56 
and in the water sector

Held a thematic dialogue 
on technology development 
and transfer for distributed 
renewable energy generation 
and integration

Prepared a background 
paper on good practices 
of technology needs 
assessments (TNAs) in 
which it explored good 
practices that developing 
country Parties could adopt 
in undertaking or updating 
their TNAs.

Convened a thematic 
dialogue on the 
research, development 
and demonstration of 
environmentally sound 
technologies

Organized a workshop to 
share experiences and 
lessons learned from the  
TNA process, identify 
specific needs and practical 
actions that could assist 
countries in implementing 
the results of their TNAs, and 
discuss possible linkages 
between the TNA process and 
other planning tools under 
the Convention, such NAMA 
and NAPs

Published three technology 
briefs, one on the results and 
success factors of TNAs, one 
on the possible integration 
of the TNA process with the 
NAMA and NAP processes, 
and the third on using road 
mapping to facilitate the 
planning and implementation 
of technologies for mitigation 
and adaptation

Convened a thematic 
dialogue on enabling 
environments for and 
barriers to technology 
development and transfer, 
with presentations and 
discussions with experts 
and representatives of 
various stakeholder groups, 
including international 
organizations, UN agencies, 
research institutes, the 
private sector and NGOs

Called for inputs on ways 
to promote enabling 
environments and to address 
barriers to technology 
development and transfer, 
including on the role that 
the TEC could possibly 
play in this area of work. 
Submissions received and 
synthesis posted on TT: 
CLEAR

Developed key messages 
on enabling environments 
for and barriers to 
technology development 
and transfer, based on 
thematic dialogues and panel 
discussions, interventions 
and submissions from 
observer organizations and 
relevant documents of the 
Expert Group on Technology 
Transfer

Only reported activities 
proposed under future work 
plan
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THEMATIC BODY 20151 20142 20133 20124

Climate 
Technology Centre 
and Network 
(CTCN)

Held regional training 
workshops for national 
designated entities in the 
Eastern European region 
and small island developing 
states in the Pacific and the 
Caribbean

Received more than 25 
requests for technical 
assistance

Identified a positive 
correlation between the 
requests received and the 
countries that participated in 
the CTCN regional training 
workshops for national 
designated entities

Continued outreach efforts 
through various online 
and offline communication 
channels. CTCN is 
developing a knowledge 
management system, which 
will serve NDEs, government 
agencies and other climate 
technology stakeholders 
in developing countries by 
providing access to climate 
technology resources, tools, 
reports and online training 
opportunities through an 
open data platform.

Received requests for 
technical assistance from 
developing country Parties 
through their national 
designated entities (NDEs)

To support the work of the 
NDEs, the UNEP (as host 
of the CTCN), agreed to 
develop a capacity-building 
and support program to 
assist NDEs in obtaining 
the specific guidance or 
assistance that they need to 
effectively discharge their 
functions. This will help to 
shape the requests of the 
NDEs to maximize their utility 
and to ensure that requests 
put to the CTCN conform to 
the criteria approved by the 
advisory board

First meeting of the Advisory 
Board of the CTCN was held 
after the reporting period

Not operational

Standing 
Committee on 
Finance (SCF)

Organized the second SCF 
forum, which focused on the 
mobilization of adaptation 
finance through the sharing 
of experiences, best practices 
and innovative ideas. The 
forum brought together more 
than 140 representatives from 
parties, financial institutions, 
the private sector, civil 
society and academia

Organized the first forum 
for the communication and 
continued exchange of 
information among bodies 
and entities dealing with 
climate change finance in 
order to promote linkages 
and coherence

Reported that no issues of 
relevance to capacity building 
had yet been discussed 

Not operational
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Green Climate 
Fund (GCF)

Put in place a readiness 
program to support 
developing countries in their 
identification and preparation 
of projects and programs 
for funding, including the 
following activities:

supporting the national 
designated authority or focal 
point to engage with regional, 
national and subnational 
governments, civil 
society and private-sector 
stakeholders;

developing strategic 
frameworks for national 
engagement with the 
GCF, building on existing 
strategies and plans, 
including low-emission 
development strategies, 
NAMAs, NAPs and NAPAs;

enabling regional, national 
and subnational institutions 
to meet the accreditation 
standards of the GCF, 
including for the fast-track 
accreditation process 
in coordination with the 
national designated authority 
or focal point;

supporting the development 
of initial program and project 
proposals

The GCF website was 
updated to include a 
readiness portal designed 
to support outreach efforts 
through regular technical 
updates, a quarterly 
newsletter and guidance to 
countries

No reported activities, only 
possible areas for future work

Not operational Not operational
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THEMATIC BODY 20151 20142 20133 20124

Executive Board 
of the clean 
development 
mechanism (CDM)

The CDM executive board 
continued to give increased 
attention to communication 
and outreach by conducting, 
inter alia, the African Carbon 
Forum in Namibia in 2014 
and in Morocco in 2015; 
carbon finance workshops 
and carbon markets 
workshops in Asia and 
Africa; a joint CDM/NAMA 
workshop in Colombia 
and training of developing 
country journalists; and 
producing and disseminating 
videos and CDM-specific 
online content

Establishing DNA and CDM 
help desks to support the 
development of project 
activities, programs of 
activities (PoAs) and the 
establishment of regional 
collaboration centers in 
partnership with local and 
regional agencies and 
multilateral development 
banks in Bogotá (Colombia), 
St George’s (Grenada), 
Lomé (Togo) and Kampala 
(Uganda)

Three regional training events 
for DNA representatives were 
conducted on standardized 
baselines, suppressed 
demand, microscale 
additionality, and PoAs 
for Africa, Asia and the 
Pacific and Eastern Europe, 
and Latin America and the 
Caribbean

Launched online training 
course on the guidelines for 
demonstrating additionality 
of microscale project 
activities 

Three regional training 
events (Africa, Asia Pacific 
and Eastern Europe) on 
standardized baselines, 
microscale additionality 
guidelines and suppressed 
demand

Training on PoAs for 
all Designated National 
Authorities (DNAs) was held 
in Germany, Senegal and 
Angola

Development of measures 
to highlight the sustainable 
development co-benefits of 
CDM project activities and 
PoAs. Developed a voluntary 
tool for use by project 
participants and coordinating 
and/or managing entities 
to describe the expected 
sustainable development co-
benefits in a structured and 
consistent manner

Launched two help desks for 
DNAs 

Increased attention to 
communication, promotion 
and outreach in 2012 by 
adopting a communication 
and outreach work plan, 
revised communication and 
outreach strategy, and media 
engagement plan

Not operational

1 See UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/9.
2 See UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/7. 
3 See UNFCCC. 2013. FCCC/SBI/2013/3. 
4 See UNFCCC. 2012. FCCC/SBI/2012/22. 
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ANNEX 4. NATIONAL CAPACITY BUILDING NEEDS ASSESSMENTS

Crosscutting capacity development began in 1999 when the GEF Council 
approved the Capacity Development Initiative to better understand and recom-
mend comprehensive and strategic approaches to develop countries’ capaci-
ties for meeting the challenges of global environmental action and sustaining 
global environmental outcomes.

In 2001 in response to country demands and to support requests for GEF 
assistance, the GEF funded countries for undertaking a self-assessment of the 
national challenges and opportunities faced to meet Rio Convention obliga-
tions and recommend priority capacity-building actions to address them. 
These National Capacity Self-Assessments (NCSAs) identified the national 
capacities needed at the individual, institutional and systemic levels in order to 
address priority global environmental issues and meet multilateral environ-
mental agreements (MEAs) responsibilities.

One hundred fifty-two countries received US$200,000 to carry out their 
NCSAs. Based on the results of NCSAs, 23 medium-size projects, called 
CB-2 projects, were approved under GEF-4 (2006–2010) to address national 
environmental capacity constraints.

These projects primarily focused on developing capacities to improve envi-
ronmental governance systems and on mainstreaming global environmental 
issues into national development agendas. The total value of the 23 CB-2 proj-
ects was approximately US$11M in total and an average of US$500,000 per 
project. Twenty of the projects were implemented by UNDP, and three projects 
were implemented by UNEP (Croatia, Gambia and Kenya).82

A comprehensive assessment of this CB-2 capacity development portfolio was 
completed in 2014.83 The analysis suggested that the portfolio of the 23 CB-2 
projects was very relevant to address capacity gaps that countries had identi-
fied in their NCSAs,84 as well as being highly relevant for the implementation 
of MEAs.

Following NCSAs, the objective of GEF-5 (2010–2014) was to address those 
capacity needs that will enhance a country’s ability to meet its obligations 
under the Convention by creating synergies, while at the same time catalyzing 
the mainstreaming of MEAs into national policy, management, or financial and 
legislative frameworks.

The strategy for GEF 685 will continue to build on this model by addressing 
those transversal issues that focal area projects alone do not cover. During 
GEF 6, special emphasis will be placed on these projects bringing together 
national and local stakeholders, in particular the ministries of finance, 
agriculture, industry, energy, planning and budget, as appropriate, so that 
issues referring to the global environment are understood as an essential part 
of national interest and are incorporated into the regular process of decision 
making.86



How to Strengthen the Institutional Architecture for Capacity Building to Support the Post-2020 Climate Regime

WORKING PAPER  |  December 2015  |  47

REFERENCES
Africa Group. 2015. “Submission by Sudan on Behalf of Africa Group: 
Third Comprehensive Review of the Implementation of the Framework for 
Capacity Building in Developing Countries under the Convention and the 
Kyoto Protocol.” http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/Lists/OSPSubmission
Upload/124_112_130718257364325714-AGN%20submission%20on%20
Capacity%20building-26Mar15.docx

African Group. 2014.” African Group Intervention on Capacity Building to the 
ADP Contact Group—10 June 2014.” http://unfccc.int/files/documentation/
submissions_from_Parties/adp/application/pdf/adp2-5_statment_by_
south_africa_on_capacity_building_20140610.pdf.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 2013. “Capacity 
Development: Critical Success Factors Emerging from FAO Case Studies.” 
http://www.fao.org/climatechange/learning/en/.

Freeman, Katherine. 2010. “Capacity Development Theory and Practice: Lessons 
Learnt from CORD and KITWOBEE in Northern Uganda.” http://architecture.
brookes.ac.uk/research/cendep/dissertations/KatherineFreeman.pdf.

Global Environment Facility (GEF). 2015. “GEF-6 Request for Project 
Endorsement/Approval.” https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/
webpage_attached/GEF6%20CEO%20Endorsement-Approval%20Template-
Sept%202015.doc. 

GEF. 2014. “Capacity Development Study- CB-2.” https://www.thegef.org/
gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/Summary%20Capacity%20Development%20
Study%20CB2%20final.pdf

GEF. 2014. “Cross Cutting Capacity Development Strategy: Proposed 
Directions for the GEF-6 Replenishment Phase.” https://www.thegef.org/gef/
sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/CCCD%20GEF%20-6%20final%20strategy.pdf.

GEF. 2013. “What is the GEF.” https://www.thegef.org/gef/whatisgef.

GEF. 2003. FEC/C.22.8. “Strategic Approach to Enhance Capacity Building.” 
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/C.22.8%20
Strategic%20Approach%20to%20Capacity%20Building%20FINAL.pdf.

Green Climate Fund (GCF). 2015. “Additional Modalities That Further 
Enhance Direct Access: Terms of Reference for a Pilot Phase, GCF/B.09/05.” 
http://www.gcfund.org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/MOB201503-
9th/05_-_Additional_Modalities_20150305_fin.pdf

GCF. 2015. “Readiness Programme Overview.” http://www.gcfund.
org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/Readiness/2014-11-28_GCF_
Readiness_Overview.pdf.

IFPS Technical Assistance Project. 2012. “Capacity Building of Institutions in 
the Health Sector: Review of Experiences in Uttar Pradesh, Uttarakhand, and 
Jharkhand.” Guragon, Hayana: Futures Group, ITAP. http://www.futuresgroup.
com/files/publications/Capacity_building_of_health_institutions.pdf.

International Monetary Fund. 2002. “The Role of Capacity Building in Poverty 
Reduction.” https://www.imf.org/external/np/exr/ib/2002/031402.htm.

Least Developed Countries Group. 2015. “Submission by Angola on 
Behalf of The Group of Least Developed Countries: Third Comprehensive 
Review of the Framework for Capacity Building under the Convention.” 
http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpl
oad/39_112_130715964000525317-LDC%20SUBMISSION%20ON%20
THE%203RD%20COMPREHENSIVE%20REVIEW.pdf

Merriam-Webster’s Dictionary, s.v. “mechanism.” http://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/mechanism

Morgan, Jennifer., Yamide Dagnet., and Dennis Tirpak. 2014. “Elements and 
Ideas for the 2015 Paris Agreement.” (Working paper, Agreement for Climate 
Transformation 2015 (ACT 2015), Washington, D.C.) http://www.wri.org/
sites/default/files/ACT_Elements_Ideas_FullPaper_FINAL.PDF.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. 2010. “Capacity 
Development: A DAC Priority.” http://www.oecd.org/dac/governance-peace/
governance/docs/46682429.pdf

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). 
2015. “Capacity-Building Documents Prepared by the Secretariat in Support 
of UNFCCC Negotiations.” http://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/
capacity_building/items/6937.php

UNFCCC. 2015. “Compilation of Information Submitted by United Nations 
Organizations and Other Institutions on Capacity Building Activities 
Undertaken in 2014.” http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/
capacity_building/application/pdf/capacity-building_activities_undertaken_
by_un_and_other_institutions_in_2014.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/4. “Synthesis Report on the Implementation 
of the Framework for Capacity-Building in Developing Countries.” http://
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/04.pdf

UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/4/Add.1. “Synthesis Report on the 
Implementation of the Framework for Capacity Building in Developing 
Countries, Addendum: Capacity-Building Activities of United Nations 
Organizations and Other Institutions.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/
sbi/eng/04a01.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/7. “Report on the 27th Meeting of the Least 
Developed Countries Expert Group.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/
sbi/eng/07.pdf. 

UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/9. “Compilation and Synthesis Report on 
Capacity-Building Work of Bodies Established under the Convention and its 
Kyoto Protocol.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/09.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/MISC.1. “Information on Activities 
Undertaken to Implement the Framework for Capacity Building in Developing 
Countries and Views on Specific Issues to be Considered at the 4th Meeting 
of the Durban Forum on the Organization of hat Meeting and on the Terms of 
Reference for the Third Comprehensive Review of the Implementation of the 
Capacity-Building Framework.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/
eng/misc01.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/CP/2014/2. “Report of the Global Environment 
Facility to the Conference of the Parties.” http://unfccc.int/resource/
docs/2014/cop20/eng/02.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/SB/2014/4, Annex II. “Initial Two-Year Work Plan of 
the Executive Committee of the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss 
and Damage Associated with Climate Change Impacts in Accordance with 
Decisions 3/CP.18 and 2/CP.19.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sb/
eng/04.pdf#page=7.

UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/SBI/2014/2. “Synthesis Report on the Implementation 
of the Framework for Capacity-Building in Developing Parties.” http://unfccc.
int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/02.pdf.

http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/124_112_130718257364325714
http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/124_112_130718257364325714
20building-26Mar15.docx
http://unfccc.int/files/documentation/submissions_from_parties/adp/application/pdf/adp2-5_statment_by_south_africa_on_capacity_building_20140610.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/documentation/submissions_from_parties/adp/application/pdf/adp2-5_statment_by_south_africa_on_capacity_building_20140610.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/documentation/submissions_from_parties/adp/application/pdf/adp2-5_statment_by_south_africa_on_capacity_building_20140610.pdf
http://www.fao.org/climatechange/learning/en
http://architecture.brookes.ac.uk/research/cendep/dissertations/KatherineFreeman.pdf
http://architecture.brookes.ac.uk/research/cendep/dissertations/KatherineFreeman.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/webpage_attached/GEF6
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/webpage_attached/GEF6
202015.doc
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/Summary
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/Summary
20final.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/CCCD
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/CCCD
20strategy.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/gef/whatisgef
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/C.22
20FINAL.pdf
http://www.gcfund.org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/MOB201503-9th/05_-_Additional_Modalities_20150305_fin.pdf
http://www.gcfund.org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/MOB201503-9th/05_-_Additional_Modalities_20150305_fin.pdf
http://www.gcfund.org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/Readiness/2014-11-28_GCF_Readiness_Overview.pdf
http://www.gcfund.org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/Readiness/2014-11-28_GCF_Readiness_Overview.pdf
http://www.gcfund.org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/Readiness/2014-11-28_GCF_Readiness_Overview.pdf
http://www.futuresgroup.com/files/publications/Capacity_building_of_health_institutions.pdf
http://www.futuresgroup.com/files/publications/Capacity_building_of_health_institutions.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/np/exr/ib/2002/031402.htm
http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/39_112_130715964000525317
http://www4.unfccc.int/submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/39_112_130715964000525317
20REVIEW.pdf
http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/mechanism
http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/mechanism
http://www.wri.org/sites/default/files/ACT_Elements_Ideas_FullPaper_FINAL.PDF
http://www.wri.org/sites/default/files/ACT_Elements_Ideas_FullPaper_FINAL.PDF
http://www.oecd.org/dac/governance-peace/governance/docs/46682429.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/governance-peace/governance/docs/46682429.pdf
http://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/items/6937.php
http://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/items/6937.php
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/application/pdf/capacity-building_activities_undertaken_by_un_and_other_institutions_in_2014.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/application/pdf/capacity-building_activities_undertaken_by_un_and_other_institutions_in_2014.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/application/pdf/capacity-building_activities_undertaken_by_un_and_other_institutions_in_2014.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/04.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/04.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/04a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/04a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/07.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/07.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/09.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/misc01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbi/eng/misc01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/cop20/eng/02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/cop20/eng/02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sb/eng/04.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sb/eng/04.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/02.pdf


48  |  

UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/SBI/2014/4, Annex. “Two-Year Rolling Work 
Programme of the Least Developed Countries Expert Group for 2014–2015.” 
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/04.pdf#page=15.

UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/SBI/2014/7. “Synthesis Report on Capacity-Building 
Work Undertaken by Bodies Established under the Convention and its Kyoto 
Protocol.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/07.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/SBI/2014/MISC.2. “Views on Specific Issues to be 
Considered at the 3rd Meeting of the Durban Forum and on its Organization 
and Information on Activities Undertaken to Implement the Framework for 
Capacity Building in Developing Countries.” http://unfccc.int/resource/
docs/2014/sbi/eng/misc02.pdf. 

UNFCCC. 2014. “Rolling Work Plan of the Technology Executive Committee 
for 2014-2015.” http://unfccc.int/ttclear/misc_/StaticFiles/gnwoerk_static/
TEC_infobox_2/0bde16ddda98494d86f0e4ed105b0629/50099ad819ac40a9
8d336a23c06a4257.pdf. 

UNFCCC. 2014. “UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance: 2014 Biennial 
Assessment and Overview of Climate Finance Flows Report.” http://
unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_
committee/application/pdf/2014_biennial_assessment_and_overview_of_
climate_finance_flows_report_web.pdf

UNFCCC. 2014. SCF/TP/2014/1. “Fifth Review of the Financial Mechanism: 
Technical Paper.” http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_
mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/technical_paper_fifth_
review_of_the_financial_mechanism_18112014__final.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2013. “CGE Work Programme for 2015–2018.” http://unfccc.int/
files/national_reports/non-annex_i_natcom/cge/application/pdf/cge_work_
programme_and_work_plan.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2013. “Decision 2/CP.19. “Warsaw International Mechanism for 
Loss and Damage Associated with Climate Change Impacts.” http://unfccc.
int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf#page=6. 

UNFCCC. 2013. FCCC/SBI/2013/3. “Synthesis Report on Capacity Building 
Work Undertaken by Bodies Established under the Convention and its Kyoto 
Protocol.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/sbi/eng/03.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2012. Decision 1/CP.18. “Agreed Outcome Pursuant to the Bali 
Action Plan.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a01.
pdf#page=3. 

UNFCCC. 2012. Decision 15/CP.18. “Doha Work Programme on Article 6 
of the Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a02.
pdf#page=17.

UNFCCC. 2012. Decision 18/CP.18. “Work of the Consultative Group of 
Experts on National Communications from Parties Not Included in Annex I 
to the Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a02.
pdf#page=39.

UNFCCC. 2012. Decision 19/CP.19, Annex. “Terms of Reference of the 
Consultative Group of Experts on National Communications from Parties 
not Included in Annex I to the Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/
docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a02r01.pdf#page=10.

UNFCCC. 2012. FCCC/SBI/2012/22. “Compilation and Synthesis Report 
on Capacity-Building Work Undertaken by Bodies Established under the 
Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/sbi/eng/22.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2011. Decision 1/CP.17. unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/
eng/09a01.pdf#page=4.

UNFCCC. 2011. Decision 2/CP.17, Annex III. “UNFCCC Biennial Update 
Reporting Guidelines for Parties Not Included in Annex I to the Convention.” 
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf#page=39

UNFCCC. 2011. FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1. Decision 2/CP.17. “Outcome of 
the Work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term Cooperative Action 
under the Convention.” unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.
pdf#page=4. 

UNFCCC. 2010. Decision 1/CP.16. “The Cancun Agreements: Outcome 
of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term Cooperative 
Action under the Convention.” ttp://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/
eng/07a01.pdf#page=2.

UNFCCC. 2009. Decision 5/CP.15, Annex. “Terms of Reference of the 
Consultative Group of Experts on National Communications from Parties 
Not Included in Annex I to the Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/
docs/2009/cop15/eng/11a01.pdf#page=15. 

UNFCCC. 2008. Decision 5/CP.14. “Further Guidance for the Operation of 
the Least Developed Countries Fund.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2008/
cop14/eng/07a01.pdf#page=8.

UNFCCC. 2008. FCCC/TP/2008/5. “Approaches to Monitoring and 
Evaluation of Capacity Building at Different Levels.” http://unfccc.int/
resource/docs/2008/tp/05.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2006. Decision 4/CP.12. “Capacity Building under the 
Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/cop12/eng/05a01.
pdf#page=11.

UNFCCC. 2006. Decision 6/CMP.2. “Capacity Building under the Kyoto 
Protocol.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/cmp2/eng/10a01.
pdf#page=30.

UNFCCC. 2005. Decision 3/CMP.1, Annex. “Modalities and Procedures 
for a Clean Development Mechanism as Defined in Article 12 of the 
Kyoto Protocol.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2005/cmp1/eng/08a01.
pdf#page=6

UNFCCC. 2004. Decision 2/CP.10. “Capacity-Building for Developing 
Countries (non-Annex I Parties).” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/
cop10/10a01.pdf#page=7

UNFCCC. 2002. Decision 17/CP.8. “Guidelines for the Preparation of 
National Communications from Parties Not Included in Annex I to the 
Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop8/07a02.pdf#page=2.

UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7, Annex. “Framework for Capacity Building 
in Developing Countries.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf.

UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7. “Capacity Building in Developing 
Countries (non-Annex I Parties).” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/
cop7/13a01.pdf#page=5.

UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 3/CP.7. “Capacity Building in Countries with 
Economies in Transition.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.
pdf#page=5. 

UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 5/CP.7. “Implementation of Article 4, Paragraphs 
8 and 9 of the Convention.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.
pdf#page=32. 

UNFCCC. 2000. FCCC/SB/2000/INF.1. “National Communications from 
Parties Not Included in Annex I to the Convention: Provision of Financial 
and Technical Support. Activities to facilitate the Provision of Financial 

http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/04.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/07.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/misc02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/sbi/eng/misc02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/ttclear/misc_/StaticFiles/gnwoerk_static/TEC_infobox_2/0bde16ddda98494d86f0e4ed105b0629/50099ad819ac40a98d336a23c06a4257.pdf
http://unfccc.int/ttclear/misc_/StaticFiles/gnwoerk_static/TEC_infobox_2/0bde16ddda98494d86f0e4ed105b0629/50099ad819ac40a98d336a23c06a4257.pdf
http://unfccc.int/ttclear/misc_/StaticFiles/gnwoerk_static/TEC_infobox_2/0bde16ddda98494d86f0e4ed105b0629/50099ad819ac40a98d336a23c06a4257.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/2014_biennial_assessment_and_overview_of_climate_finance_flows_report_web.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/2014_biennial_assessment_and_overview_of_climate_finance_flows_report_web.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/2014_biennial_assessment_and_overview_of_climate_finance_flows_report_web.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/2014_biennial_assessment_and_overview_of_climate_finance_flows_report_web.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/technical_paper_fifth_review_of_the_financial_mechanism_18112014__final.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/technical_paper_fifth_review_of_the_financial_mechanism_18112014__final.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/application/pdf/technical_paper_fifth_review_of_the_financial_mechanism_18112014__final.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/national_reports/non-annex_i_natcom/cge/application/pdf/cge_work_programme_and_work_plan.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/national_reports/non-annex_i_natcom/cge/application/pdf/cge_work_programme_and_work_plan.pdf
http://unfccc.int/files/national_reports/non-annex_i_natcom/cge/application/pdf/cge_work_programme_and_work_plan.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/sbi/eng/03.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/cop18/eng/08a02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a02r01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a02r01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/sbi/eng/22.pdf
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a01.pdf
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/cop15/eng/11a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/cop15/eng/11a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2008/cop14/eng/07a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2008/cop14/eng/07a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2008/tp/05.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2008/tp/05.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/cop12/eng/05a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/cop12/eng/05a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/cmp2/eng/10a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/cmp2/eng/10a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2005/cmp1/eng/08a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2005/cmp1/eng/08a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop10/10a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop10/10a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop8/07a02.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf


How to Strengthen the Institutional Architecture for Capacity Building to Support the Post-2020 Climate Regime

WORKING PAPER  |  December 2015  |  49

ENDNOTES
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Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG), the Adaptation Commit-
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ogy Executive Committee (TEC), the Climate Technology Centre and 
Network (CTCN), the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF), the Green 
Climate Fund (GCF), and the Executive Board of the clean development 
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2001. Decision 2/CP.7 and Decision 3/CP.7

3. See Morgan, J., Y. Dagnet, and D. Tirpak. 2014. “Elements and Ideas for 
the 2015 Paris Agreement.” 

4. See UNFCCC. 2011. Decision 1/CP.17.
5. Increasingly, capacity building is being referred to as capacity develop-

ment to reflect the growing consensus that countries should drive their 
own development and that capacity should be built from within to reduce 
the need for external assistance. See Freeman, Katherine. 2010. “Capac-
ity Development Theory and Practice: Lessons Learnt from CORD and 
KITWOBEE in Northern Uganda.”
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ing: A DAC Priority.

7. Within the climate context, institutional capacity is used to refer to the 
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implementation, plan government expenditure, apply for and absorb 
international financial support, fight corruption and enhance governance, 
establish and operate the necessary regulatory frameworks, enforce 
rules and laws, and protect individual rights. Adapted from International 
Monetary Fund (IMF). 2002. The Role of Capacity Building in Poverty 
Reduction, and OECD. 2003. Institutional Capacity and Climate Actions.

8. See Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). 
2013. Capacity Development: Critical Success Factors emerging from 
FAO Case Studies. 

9. Willems, Stephane, and Kevin Baumert. 2003. “Institutional Capacity and 
Climate Actions. OECD. 
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unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/items/7060.
php and http://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/capacity_building/
items/3022.php

12. GCF inventory of readiness related programming at http://www.gcfund.
org/operations/readiness/inventory.html
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sessions as well as outcomes of meetings held between Parties and the 
authors.
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Lima and a dinner June 2015 on the margin of the UNFCCC negotiating 
session.

15. See the report of the workshop is now on the web: http://unfccc.
int/documentation/documents/advanced_search/items/6911.
php?priref=600008771

16. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7.
17. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 3/CP.7.
18. This includes capacity-building programs from the World Bank, regional 

multilateral banks, and between donor countries and developing coun-
tries as part of their strategic bilateral cooperation.

19. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7.

and Technical Support to Annex I Parties for the Preparation of National 
Communications.” http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2000/sbi/inf05.htm.

UNFCCC. 2000. FCCC/SB/2000/INF.5. Income and Budget Performance in the 
Biennium 2000-2001, Status Report on Receipt of Contributions from Parties. 
Available online at: http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2000/sbi/inf05.htm.

VanDeveer, Stacy D., and Geoffrey D. Dabelko. 2001. “It’s Capacity, Stupid: 
International Assistance and National Implementation.” http://isites.harvard.
edu/fs/docs/icb.topic1265693.files/Vandeveer-Dabelko.pdf.
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20. See a complete list of reported capacity-building activities contained in 
compilation and synthesis reports on capacity-building work undertaken 
by bodies established under the Convention in Annex 3. 

21. The Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF) was established to address 
the special needs of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) under the 
Convention. Specifically, the LDCF was tasked with financing the prepa-
ration and implementation of National Adaptation Programs of Action 
(NAPAs). 

22. The Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) was established under the 
Convention in 2001 to finance projects relating to adaptation; technology 
transfer and capacity building; energy, transport, industry, agriculture, 
forestry, and waste management; and economic diversification. This fund 
complements other funding mechanisms for the implementation of the 
Convention.

23. The Adaptation Fund is a financial instrument under the Convention 
and Kyoto Protocol, established in 2001. It was established to finance 
concrete adaptation projects and programs in developing country Par-
ties to the Kyoto Protocol in an effort to reduce the adverse effects of 
climate change facing communities, countries, and sectors. The Fund is 
financed with a share of proceeds from Clean Development Mechanism 
(CDM) project activities as well as through voluntary pledges of donor 
governments. The share of proceeds from the CDM amounts to 2 percent 
of certified emission reductions issued for a CDM project activity.

24. See Global Environment Facility (GEF). 2013. “What is the GEF?.” 
25. See GEF. 2003. GEF/C.22.8. Strategic Approach to Enhance Capacity 

Building. 
26. See GEF. 2014. Capacity Development Study–CB-2. 
27. UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/CP/2014/2. 
28. Crosscutting capacity development (CCCD) began in 1999 under the 

Capacity Development Initiative to develop countries’ capacities toward 
meeting challenges of global environmental action and sustaining global 
environmental outcomes. See GEF. 2014. Capacity Development Study–
CB-2. 

29. See GEF. 2014. Capacity Development Study–CB-2. 
30. Green Climate Fund (GCF). 2015. Readiness Programme Overview.
31. The core functions of national designated authorities include (a) com-

munication with the secretariat through Internet-based correspondence 
and facilitation of visits and meetings; (b) facilitation of nomination 
of national and subnational implementing entities; (c) facilitation of 
national stakeholder engagement; (d) development of a strategic country 
work program that identifies priorities for the fund and implementing 
entities/intermediaries as well as participation in prescreening of project 
concepts; (e) dissemination of the fund’s operational procedures; and 
(f) overview of all proposals related to the country and dissemination of 
information on projects and programs (including in local languages).

32. Note that this support will focus on ensuring that national implementing 
entities and intermediaries will meet fiduciary, environmental, and social 
standards required for accreditation.

33. The terms of reference for the pilot phase to enhance direct access cites 
institutional capacity as a key challenge for direct access and country 
ownership. The terms of reference require that the institutional capacity-
building component of the pilot phase to focus on strengthening risk 
management and financial management systems, environmental and 
social management systems, gender consideration, and the exchange of 
global best practices, including south-south exchanges. See GCF. 2015. 
GCF/B.09/05. Additional Modalities that Further Enhance Direct Access: 
Terms of Reference for a Pilot Phase. 

34. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7, Paragraph 10.

35. For the reporting period of January and December 2014 for example, the 
synthesis report is based on 14 national communications and 10 biennial 
update reports from Non-Annex 1 Parties and 7 national communications 
and 7 biennial reports from Annex I Parties. See UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/
SBI/2015/4. 

36. Taking into account the reporting cycle for Annex I and non-Annex I 
Parties.

37. For example, the 2015 synthesis report was based on 14 national com-
munications and 10 biennial update reports from non-Annex 1 Parties 
and 7 national communications and 7 biennial reports from Annex 1 
Parties submitted in 2014, as well as submissions by Angola on behalf 
of the least developed countries, Latvia and the European Commission on 
behalf of the European Union and its member states, and Sudan on be-
half of the Africa Group. The 2014 report synthesis report was based on 
22 national communications from non-Annex 1 Parties and 37 national 
communications and 35 biennial reports submitted by Annex II Parties 
submitted in 2013. There were other submissions from Nauru on behalf 
of the Alliance of Small Island States and Greece and the European Com-
mission on behalf of the European Union and its member states.

38. The 15 priority areas for capacity building as agreed in the Framework for 
Capacity Building in Developing Countries. For a complete list of these 
priority areas, refer to Box 1.

39. For the reporting period of January and December 2014, this included 
reports from 16 UN organizations and 3 other institutions. See UNFCCC. 
2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/4/Add.1. 

40. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7, Paragraphs 5 and 7.
41. See UNFCCC. 2010. Decision 1/CP.16, Paragraph 137. Where the Parties 

requested that the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative 
Action under the Convention further elaborate the modalities regarding 
institutional arrangements for capacity building, for consideration by the 
Conference of the Parties at its 17th session. 

42. See UNFCCC. 2012. Decision 15/CP.18.
43. See UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/4.
44. See UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/4, Paragraphs 15-20.
45. See UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/4. 
46. See Morgan, J., Y. Dagnet, and D. Tirpak. 2014. “Elements and Ideas for 

the 2015 Paris Agreement.” 
47. During GEF 6, special emphasis will be placed on these projects bringing 

together the national and local stakeholders, in particular the ministries of 
finance, agriculture, industry, energy, planning, and budget, as appropri-
ate, so that the issues referring to the global environment are understood 
as an essential part of the national interest and are incorporated into the 
regular process of decision making. See the GEF’s Crosscutting Capacity 
Development Strategy: Proposed Directions for the GEF-6 Replenish-
ment Phase, at https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/
CCCD%20GEF%20-6%20final%20strategy.pdf

48. Mitigation/MRV Partnership summer schools.
49. Least Developed Countries Group. 2015. Submission by Angola on 

behalf of The Group of Least Developed Countries: Third Comprehensive 
Review of the Framework for Capacity Building under the Convention.

50. Africa Group. 2015. Submission by Sudan on behalf of Africa Group: 
Third Comprehensive Review of the Implementation of the Framework for 
Capacity Building in Developing Countries under the Convention and the 
Kyoto Protocol. 

51. See Annex 2 for a complete list of the mandates and governance arrange-
ments of these bodies and Annex 3 for their reported capacity-building 
activities by year.

52. See, for example, the efforts taken by the LEG and the Adaptation Com-

https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/CCCD
https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/Docs/CCCD
20strategy.pdf
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mittee on NAP Central as well as efforts by the LEG and CGE to organize 
a joint event on the implementation of the vulnerability and adaptation 
assessment chapters of national communications and national adapta-
tion plans. See also UNFCCC. 2015. FCCC/SBI/2015/9. Compilation 
and Synthesis Report on Capacity-Building Work of Bodies Established 
under the Convention and its Kyoto Protocol.

53. Despite high demand for interventions focusing on developing required 
capacities, CB-2 and now CCCD projects are not visible enough. A 
CCCD strategy exists and is part of GEF-5 but it is hidden within the 
GEF corporate programs; it is not well known by GEF stakeholders. The 
findings from this study also reveal that, as the visibility of CB-2/CCCD 
projects increases, the demand for this type of projects increases. See 
the recommendations of GEF. 2014. Capacity Development Study- CB-2. 

54. See UNFCCC. 2006. Decision 4/CP.12, and UNFCCC. 2006. Decision 6/
CMP.2. See UNFCCC. 2008. FCCC/TP/2008/5.

55. National reports include GHG inventories, national communications, 
BURs, NAPs, NAPAs, and low-emission development plans.

56. The COP has established an international assessment and review 
process to consider BRs from developed countries and an international 
consultative analysis process for consideration of BURs from developing 
countries; with the focus of both largely on GHG emissions, mitigation, 
and adaptation actions.

57. For example, between 2007 and 2012, the SBI reached no substantive 
conclusions or decisions on capacity building. 

58. Bizikova, et al. 2013. “Building Capacities to Improve Mainstreaming of 
Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) into Development Strate-
gies and Policies in the Caribbean Region.”

59. See UNFCCC. 2011. Decision 1/CP.17.
60. See for example, the Submission on Capacity Building of the Africa 

Group to the ADP. June 10, 2014. 
61. See UNFCCC. 2002. Decision 17/CP.8.
62. See UNFCCC. 2011. Decision 2/CP.17, Annex III.
63. See UNFCCC. 2012. Decision 18/CP.18. 
64. At the 17th session of the COP, the Parties mandated that the Standing 

Committee on Finance prepare a biennial assessment and overview of 
climate finance flows. At COP 18, the Parties further requested that the 
Standing Committee on Finance, in preparing the first biennial assess-
ment and overview of financial flows, consider ways of strengthening 
methodologies for reporting climate finance and to take into account rel-
evant work by other bodies and entities on the measurement, reporting, 
and verification of support and the tracking of climate finance. Addition-
ally, at COP 19, the Standing Committee on Finance was requested, in 
the context of the preparation of its biennial assessment and overview of 
climate finance flows, to consider ongoing technical work on operational 
definitions of climate finance, including private finance mobilized by 
public interventions, to assess how adaptation and mitigation needs can 
most effectively be met by climate finance. See also UNFCCC. 2014. 
UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance: 2014 Biennial Assessment 
and Overview of Climate Finance Flows Report. 

65. The primary role of the TEC and the CTCN is to promote and enhance 
the research, development, deployment, and diffusion of ESTs to support 
mitigation and adaptation strategies in developing countries. The TEC 
is intended to provide a coordination and oversight role to complement 
the activities undertaken by the CTCN. The TEC comprises 20 expert 
members selected by the COP. 

66. Decision 1/CP.16, Paragraph 121.
67. Decision 1/CP.16, Paragraph 123.
68. The TEC is already identifying ways to foster better integration. For 

example, see TEC Brief on Possible Integration of the TNA Process with 
NAMA and NAP Processes, at http://unfccc.int/ttclear/misc_/StaticFiles/

gnwoerk_static/TEC_column_L/4f85c880f1b54a6bb1ed32a3b7e1bc94/7
262a425eab84ac8a0ab4a5980d7e58d.pdf

69. See UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/SBI/2014/2. 
70. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7.
71. Merriam-Webster, s.v. “mechanism.”
72. The difference could be down to the vagaries of CONVENTION drafting 

and completely unintentional - or the distinction could be made between 
Treaty and Decision, or that the CONVENTION has tended to establish a 
mechanism when there is a more clearly defined implementation com-
ponent to it, whereas the financial mechanism was more about defining 
contours of a system that would be very diverse and complex.

73. Lessons in combating marine pollution. See VanDeever, Stacy D., and 
Geoffery D. Dabelko. 2001. “It’s Capacity, Stupid: International Assis-
tance and National Implementation.” 

74. See IFPS Technical Assistance Project (ITAP). 2012. “Capacity Build-
ing of Institutions in the Health Sector: Review of Experiences in Uttar 
Pradesh, Uttarakhand and Jharkhand.” 

75. See GEF. 2015. GEF-6 Request for Project Endorsement/Approval.
76. Institutional capacity refers to a country’s administrative and manage-

ment capacity, particularly with respect to implementing policies. This 
encompasses a wide range of activities: the ability to collect statistical 
information needed for effective policy implementation in line with in-
ternational accepted standards; the ability to effectively plan government 
expenditure and delivery of public services, public-sector aid absorp-
tion, and project implementation capacity, fight corruption, and enhance 
governance; the establishment and operation of regulatory frameworks 
for companies and banks’ the enforcement of rules and laws; the protec-
tion of property rights; and the promotion of a market-based economic 
system. See International Monetary Fund (IMF). 2002. “The Role of 
Capacity Building in Poverty Reduction.” 

77. UNFCCC. 2014. FCCC/CP/2014/2 
78. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7, Annex, Paragraph 15.
79. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7, Annex Paragraph 17.
80. See UNFCCC. 2004. Decision 2/CP.10.
81. See UNFCCC. 2001. Decision 2/CP.7, Paragraph 1.
82. See GEF. 2013. Capacity Development Study–CB-2.
83. See GEF. 2013. Capacity Development Study–CB-2.
84. This was based on the results of an online survey conducted as part of 

the CB-2 assessment. Ninety-five percent of respondents said that CB-2 
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the context of their own countries. See GEF. 2013. Capacity Development 
Study–CB-2.

85. See GEF. 2014. “Cross Cutting Capacity Development Strategy:  
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