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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Elaborate transparency systems are now at the core of the 2015 Paris Agreement,
with the assumption that this will enhance accountability, trust, and greater
climate policy ambition. Much attention is now being devoted to increasing the
capacity of developing countries to comply with climate transparency
requirements. Contrary to viewing capacity building merely as a neutral ‘means of
implementation’, our point of departure here is that capacity building has the
potential to shape the nature and direction of climate transparency to be
generated by countries. Key unasked questions are: What kind of transparency is
facilitated through capacity-building eﬀorts, and to further what climate policy
ends? The potential steering eﬀects of capacity building for transparency remain,
in our view, largely unexamined. In addressing this research gap, we undertake a
synthesis review of diverse perspectives on the ‘what, how and who’ of capacity
building for transparency, as identiﬁable in (i) academic and grey literature; (ii)
policy perspectives advanced by developed and developing countries; and (iii)
emerging practices in two prominent capacity building for transparency initiatives.
We draw on this three-part review to shed light on the scope and extent of
climate transparency (to be) generated by developing countries in practice, with
implications for the transformative potential of transparency in global climate
governance.
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Key policy insights:
Transparency about climate actions is central to the 2015 Paris Agreement.
. Eﬀorts are underway to build capacities of developing countries to comply with
transparency requirements.
. Rather than merely a neutral ‘means of implementation’, capacity building has the
potential to inﬂuence the scope and extent of transparency generated by
countries.
. To date, the focus has remained on building capacities to report on GHG emissions
and mitigation, notwithstanding diverse additional priorities.
. There is a need for empirical analysis of capacity building’s steering eﬀects in
domestic contexts.
.

1. Introduction
Elaborate transparency systems are at the core of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) and its 2015 Paris Agreement. These systems aim to ‘make visible’ what countries are
doing to implement the Agreement, so as to facilitate accountability, mutual trust and enhanced climate
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ambition (Campbell-Duruﬂé, 2018; CEW, 2018; Ciplet et al., 2018; Gupta et al., 2021). With transparency becoming ever more central, much attention is being devoted to building the capacity of developing countries to participate in UNFCCC transparency arrangements. Yet, this raises at least two questions about the nature and
consequences of the capacity-building eﬀorts targeting transparency:
.
.

How does capacity building shape the scope and extent of transparency being generated, and how does this
further climate policy ends, both within countries and multilaterally?
What are the political eﬀects of the push to build the capacity of developing countries to generate more
transparency around their actions?

To date, these questions have been seldom posed or analysed, in either scholarly literature or in emerging
policy practice.
In this article, we take a ﬁrst step towards addressing this research gap. We do so by undertaking a three-part
synthesis review of diverse perspectives on the ‘what, how and who’ of capacity building for transparency: (a) in
the academic and grey literature; (b) as articulated by developed and developing countries in submissions to
the UNFCCC; and (c) in the design and emerging practices of two prominent capacity building for transparency
initiatives.
Our point of departure is that capacity building has the potential to steer the scope and extent of climate
transparency generated within countries. Contrary to a mainstream view of capacity building as a neutral
‘means of implementation’, we advance the proposition that it is an intervention with the potential to generate
as yet unexamined political steering eﬀects within countries and multilaterally, thus justifying further empirical
analysis.
We proceed as follows: Section 2 sketches the historical evolution of climate transparency requirements and
associated capacity building for transparency initiatives within the UNFCCC. This section also advances an
analytical lens through which to assess potential steering eﬀects of capacity building. Section 3 outlines
methods and data sources for our three-part review. Section 4 summarizes the results of our review. Section
5 discusses the implications for the scope and extent of transparency to be generated by developing countries.
In Section 6, we conclude by reﬂecting upon how a broad or narrow scope for transparency may impact its
transformative potential in global climate governance.

2. Capacity building for transparency: historical evolution and steering potential
2.1. Evolution of transparency requirements and capacity building within the UNFCCC
Transparency is fundamental to the workings of the UNFCCC (referred to here as ‘Convention’). Indeed, Article
12 of the Convention obligates all Parties to communicate a national inventory of emissions and removals, as
well as steps taken to implement the Convention (UN, 1992, p. 15). For these reporting obligations, longer time
frames are permitted for developing and least developed countries (LDCs), compared to developed country
Parties.1 In addition, developed country Parties2 are also required to report on policies and measures that
implement their commitments to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, their estimated eﬀects and ‘new
and additional ﬁnancial resources’ that they have provided to developing country Parties (UN, 1992, p. 8). Diﬀerentiation in reporting requirements between developed and developing country Parties is thus central to the
1992 Convention. Capacity-building support for developing country Parties has evolved in parallel with reporting requirements (UN, 1992), with the ‘Consultative Group of Experts on National Communications from Parties
not in Annex I to the Convention (CGE)’ established in 1999 to support developing country Parties in the reporting process (UNFCCC, 1999).
Since then, transparency provisions have been gradually enhanced for all Parties, developed and developing. The 2007 Bali Action Plan introduced for the ﬁrst time the principle of ‘measurable, reportable and veriﬁable’ (MRV) nationally appropriate mitigation actions by developing country Parties (UNFCCC, 2007, p. 3). The
2010 Cancun Agreements laid down additional biennial reporting requirements for all Parties, even as these
remained diﬀerentiated. Notably, developed country Parties ‘should’ submit annual GHG inventories and
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biennial reports on mitigation actions to achieve quantiﬁed economy-wide emission targets and emission
reductions, while developing country Parties ‘should’ submit biennial update reports, with updates of national
GHG inventories, information on mitigation actions, needs, and support received (UNFCCC, 2010). The
enhanced reporting requirements for developing countries are explicitly linked to ‘their capabilities and the
level of support provided for reporting’ (UNFCCC, 2010, p. 11).
A greater convergence of reporting requirements for developed and developing country Parties has now
been realized through the ‘Enhanced Transparency Framework of Action and Support’ of the 2015 Paris Agreement (henceforth ‘Enhanced Transparency Framework’ (ETF)). This was preceded by long-standing conﬂicts
over continued diﬀerentiation of transparency obligations between developed versus developing countries
(Winkler et al., 2017). India and Brazil, for example, insisted on continued diﬀerentiation, while the United
States and other developed countries called for a common framework applicable to all (Gupta & van Asselt,
2019). The resulting ETF is a compromise of ‘neither a bifurcated system, nor a single common framework’
(Winkler et al., 2017, p. 858).
Table 1 summarizes these compromises. Most importantly, it points to the mandatory (‘shall’) and recommended (‘should’) reporting requirements for each group, indicating some continued diﬀerentiation
across developed and developing country Parties. It also includes implementation guidelines for the ETF,
agreed in 2018, which specify the information to be reported by all Parties in Biennial Transparency Reports.
These reports are due from 2024 onwards, with LDCs and small island developing states (SIDS) permitted to
submit them at their discretion.
Furthermore, as a result of arduous negotiations between developed and developing countries, ‘ﬂexibility’ is
provided to developing countries – according to their capacities – on some of the ‘shall’ reporting requirements
(Gupta & van Asselt, 2019; UNFCCC, 2015; Van Asselt et al., 2016). Going forward, an axis of conﬂict is how to
interpret and institutionalize such ﬂexibility, and with what implications for designing capacity-building initiatives. Some ﬂexibility notwithstanding, the Paris Agreement’s ETF calls for more transparency from developing
country Parties than was required in the past (Weikmans et al., 2020, p. 515).

2.2. An emerging ecosystem of capacity building for transparency initiatives
As noted, the transparency requirements listed in Table 1 apply to all countries, while providing ﬂexibility ‘to
those developing country Parties that need it in light of their capacities’ (UNFCCC, 2015). Capacity building for
transparency is thus of increasing importance, with broad agreement that ‘support shall be provided for the
building of transparency-related capacity […] on a continuous basis’ (UNFCCC, 2015, p. 18, italics added).
This signals a change from previous ad-hoc capacity-building support (Winkler et al., 2017). To this end, the
‘Capacity-building Initiative for Transparency’ (CBIT) was established in 2015 under the UNFCCC to build
capacities of developing country Parties to comply with reporting requirements. Within one year, the CBIT
was set-up by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) as a trust fund with donor support from, inter alia, Australia,
Germany, and the Netherlands (GEF, 2016).
Table 1. Scope of transparency: reporting under the 2015 Paris Agreement.
Enhanced Transparency Framework (ETF)
and

What information is to be provided (mandatory/optional) and by whom?
Reports shall include (i.e. mandatory categories of reporting):
(1) Greenhouse gas (GHG) Inventory
(2) Information necessary to track progress on Nationally Determined Contributions (only
mitigation and adaptation actions with mitigation co-beneﬁts)
(3) Information on support provided and mobilized (only for developed countries)

Modalities, Procedures and Guidelines for
implementing the ETF

Reports should include (i.e. recommended/optional categories of reporting):
(1) Information related to climate change impacts and adaptation
(2) Information on support needed and received (only for developing countries)
(3) Information on support provided and mobilized (by other than developed countries)
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Beyond the CBIT, an entire ecosystem of transparency-related capacity-building initiatives is now emerging
under the UNFCCC and at its margins. As one participant in the Durban Forum on Capacity-Building described
it, ‘The capacity building landscape is complex and capacity building itself is complex’.3 We depict this complexity in Figure 1, which maps major initiatives according to their sources of funding and implementing
actors.
A number of these initiatives existed before the adoption of the 2015 Paris Agreement, such as the Partnership for Transparency in the Paris Agreement (PATPA), formerly called ‘International Partnership on Mitigation
and MRV’, which was established in 2010. While some exclusively target transparency (e.g. PATPA), others
include it as one of several focal areas (e.g. Partnership for Market Readiness – not shown in Figure 1). This
latter initiative prepares countries to participate in carbon markets by helping them develop GHG baselines
and domestic MRV systems. The Initiative for Climate Action Transparency (ICAT), launched in April 2016,
helps countries to assess and report on their climate actions. Other initiatives with transparency elements
include the Nationally Determined Contributions (NDC) Partnership and the Caribbean Cooperative MRV
Hub (CCMRVH).

Figure 1. Capacity building for transparency initiatives: an emerging ecosystem.
Note: The positioning of the initiatives may vary, depending upon whether donors or implementers are taken as the focal point for placement; the Figure above
takes the donors/steering committees as the focal point. Key: (1) CGE – Consultative Group of Experts (formerly Consultant Group of Experts on National Communications from Parties not included in Annex I to the Convention). (2) BUR/NC Support – GEF Enabling Activities for National Communications/Biennial Update
Reports: The GEF is an operating entity of the UNFCCC’s ﬁnancial mechanism and is accountable to the COP. (3) CBIT – Capacity-building Initiative for Transparency:
funded by developed countries but implemented through the GEF and its agencies. (4) CCMRVH – Caribbean Cooperative MRV Hub. (5) GSP – Global Support
Programme for National Communications/Biennal Update Reports. (6) ICAT – Initiative for Climate Action Transparency: funded by countries and foundations
and implemented by diﬀerent governmental and non-governmental organizations. (7) PATPA – Partnership on Transparency in the Paris Agreement. (8) NDC
(Nationally Determined Contributions) Partnership: has governments, multilateral banks and UN agencies in its steering committee and a shared secretariat
between the UNFCCC and World Resources Institute, hence ranges across the whole spectrum of actors.

CLIMATE POLICY

5

It is likely that more capacity-building initiatives will be established, or existing ones prolonged, in the
near future. For example, the German-led International Climate Initiative (IKI) included capacity building for
transparency as a funding priority in 2020 (IKI, 2019). Additionally, ICAT has now been extended from its
original end date of 2021 to 2026. Beyond these multilateral initiatives, there are also numerous bilateral
programmes.

2.3. Capacity building as a form of governance or steering: intervention and eﬀects
Having brieﬂy surveyed the evolution of transparency requirements and capacity-building initiatives within and
around the UNFCCC, we now propose an analytical lens through which to assess how capacity building may
shape the scope and extent of transparency to be generated by developing countries.
Given that generating climate transparency is not only a technical matter but also politically salient, there are
likely to be divergent perspectives on the nature of climate transparency to be generated by countries. If so,
capacity-building initiatives may push in one or the other direction, depending upon their design and
mandate, but also their interpretation and operationalization in speciﬁc contexts. Instead of viewing capacity
building as a neutral means of implementation for internationally negotiated obligations, we advance the proposition here that it is an intervention that has the potential to steer the scope and direction of climate transparency to be generated by countries in practice.
Capacity building can thus be conceptualized as a form of steering (i.e. governance) itself, one which can
generate both expected and unexpected eﬀects in how it shapes the scope and extent of climate transparency
to be generated by countries. This steering potential can be explored, we further suggest, by examining
capacity building as an intervention, speciﬁcally through identifying the ‘what, how and who’ of capacity building in both theory and practice.
Figure 2 captures this conceptualization of capacity building as a form of governance that exercises steering
eﬀects. Speciﬁcally, it delineates the intervention (the ‘what, how and who’ of capacity building) and the resultant eﬀects (the scope and extent of climate transparency generated). By ‘scope’ of transparency, we mean the
thematic focus (i.e. transparency relating to GHG emissions, mitigation, adaptation, support given and received,
and/or loss and damage). All such scope elements were the subject of extensive political negotiations within
the UNFCCC, with the Paris Agreement’s ETF eventually prioritizing some over others (as speciﬁed in Table 1). By
‘extent’ of transparency, we mean how much transparency and how often (i.e. detail and frequency of
reporting).
Figure 2 serves as the analytical lens through which we structure our three-part review.

3. Synthesis review: methods and data sources
Our three-part synthesis review is based on primary and secondary document analysis. We ﬁrst undertook a
qualitative, critical interpretative review of the academic and grey literature; second, we distilled country

Figure 2. Conceptualizing capacity building as intervention: generating steering eﬀects.
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perspectives from UNFCCC submissions; and third, we identiﬁed emerging practices from documentation produced by two main capacity-building initiatives.
First, for our literature review, we searched Web of Science and Scopus databases with a keyword proﬁle
targeting scholarly literature at the intersection of capacity building, transparency and climate change.4
Search results were reviewed for relevance by the authors. Further scanning of references yielded some
seminal, high-impact articles on capacity building from the ﬁelds of health and international development
that we also included in our review. We also reviewed the growing body of grey literature on capacity building
for transparency, which we identiﬁed via web searches and through our familiarity with relevant networks and
organizations working in this ﬁeld.
Second, for country perspectives, we reviewed transparency-related submissions from developed and developing country Parties available on the UNFCCC Submission Portal. We used the search word ‘transparency’ with
no tags. Of the submissions identiﬁed, we selected those relating to guidelines and reporting templates for the
Paris Agreement’s ETF. This covered submissions from 2016 to 2019 and yielded 35 developing and 33 developed country submissions, all of which we reviewed.5
Third, to assess emerging practices of capacity-building initiatives, we reviewed documentation on two main
initiatives: CBIT and ICAT. CBIT was selected because it was formally established under the UNFCCC and is the
largest initiative in terms of funding and numbers of countries supported. ICAT is a public-private initiative
established by donor countries and philanthropies, with an expanding reach in developing countries. For
both initiatives, we reviewed a cross-section of documents and material available on their websites. This
included CBIT progress reports and project proposals,6 and ICAT strategy documents and country work
programmes.
In addition, we drew on direct observations of the authors from participating in the 9th UNFCCC Durban
Forum on Capacity-Building, held online on 5 June 2020,7 as well as the prior professional engagement of
the lead author in the UNEP DTU Partnership,8 which included: overseeing the CBIT project proposal development of Lao PDR and Thailand; involvement with the ICAT project in Thailand; and support for the CBIT Global
Coordination Platform from 2018 to 2020. Finally, our data also includes three written communications and one
oral interview with UNEP DTU Partnership staﬀ undertaken from June to July 2020.

4. Capacity building for transparency as intervention: what, how and who?
We present here the ﬁndings from our three-part review, organized according to scholarly and grey literature
(Section 4.1), country perspectives (Section 4.2) and emerging practices (Section 4.3).

4.1. Perspectives from the scholarly and grey literature
The literature on capacity building for transparency has various strands, with diﬀerent empirical foci and
research approaches. First, there is a body of scholarly literature that discusses capacity building in the
context of a broader analysis of UNFCCC transparency requirements (Klinsky & Gupta, 2019; Wang & Gao,
2018; Weikmans et al., 2020; Winkler et al., 2017). This literature sheds light on debates around whose capacities
are to be built and to serve what ends.
Another, more dominant strand of the literature is more narrowly focused on methods to assess GHG inventory-related capacities in developing countries (Finnegan et al., 2014; Neeﬀ et al., 2017; Romijn et al., 2012;
Umemiya et al., 2017). Some analysts also create assessment matrices that include, inter alia, capacities to
report on adaptation and ﬁnance (Prasad & Gupta, 2019). These assessments focus on ascertaining what
capacities are needed in order for a country to be transparent on these diverse topics, with some also
seeking to quantify capacity-building needs.
Yet another strand takes a more qualitative approach, which is also prominently concerned with how
capacities are built. A key focus is on lessons learned from case studies (Dagnet et al., 2019; Damassa &
Elsayed, 2013; Ito, 2016; Robinson, 2018; Umemiya et al., 2020). These analyses are often part of the grey literature and are written by practitioner organizations active in this ﬁeld. Finally, there is critical literature in international development and health studies that goes beyond a focus on transparency, but is relevant because it
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sees capacity building as a complex process that cannot easily be evaluated or measured (Eade, 2007; Labonte
& Laverack, 2001; VanDeveer & Dabelko, 2001).
We draw on these various strands of literature to distil diverse views on the ‘what, how and who’ of capacity
building for transparency, as presented below.

4.1.1. What capacities?
With regard to what capacities are to be built, and how diverse capacity-building needs may be quantiﬁed,
several studies focus on measuring capacities, i.e. they are concerned with capacity-building assessment
methods (Finnegan et al., 2014; Neeﬀ et al., 2017; Prasad & Gupta, 2019; Romijn et al., 2012; Umemiya et al.,
2017). Such assessments are considered crucial to track progress and manage resource allocation for
capacity-building initiatives. For example, Umemiya et al. (2017) recommend the establishment of a
common global monitoring system for GHG inventory capacities to guide capacity-building resources to
where they are most needed. Similarly, Neeﬀ et al. (2017) propose the use of a scorecard approach to advise
on the allocation of resources for capacity building.
This approach stands in contrast to the more critical literature on capacity building from international development and health studies, which questions the idea of capacity building as a neutral and objective tool to ‘ﬁx’
a problem. As Labonte and Laverack (2001, p. 112) warn, ‘capacity’ is often assumed to be ‘an unproblematic
thing or property that can be monitored and measured’, even as detailed analysis suggests that capacity is
instead about ‘dynamic qualities’ and ‘social and organizational relationships’. In a similar vein, Eade (2007,
p. 637) deﬁnes capacity building as ‘an approach to solidarity-based partnerships with an inﬁnite variety of
expressions’. From this perspective, it is questionable whether it is feasible to quantitatively assess what
capacities are to be developed in a given context.
Along similar lines, there are persisting debates in the capacity-building assessment literature about ‘narrow’
and ‘broad’ capacities that are to be developed. This is what Neeﬀ et al. (2017) call ‘technical’ and ‘functional’
capacities, or Dagnet et al. (2019) refer to as ‘speciﬁc’ and ‘governance’ capacities. Narrow capacities refer to a
skillset to perform a speciﬁc task (e.g. ‘was soil and climate stratiﬁcation applied?’ from Neeﬀ et al., 2017, p. 207).
Broad capacities refer to institutional arrangements or resource allocation plans (e.g. ‘is there a continuous
improvement plan?’ from Umemiya et al., 2017, p. 67). Both broad and narrow perspectives, however, tend
to prioritize a speciﬁc ‘what’ focus: capacity building for generating GHG inventories.

4.1.2. How to build capacities?
There are also diﬀerent perspectives in the literature on how capacities should be built, including whether
capacity building should be project-based or programmatic. Another is whether the focus should be on building organizational or individual capacities. Country-level preparation of UNFCCC transparency reports has often
involved the hiring of international experts, yet this project-based, short-term, and consultant-driven approach
has been criticized for, inter alia, undermining local capacities (Khan et al., 2020). Robinson (2018, p. 218) argues
for capacity building to be geared towards institution building and education. Similarly, Dagnet et al. (2015,
p. 29) call for capacity building of ‘organizations and institutional arrangements’ and a ‘move away from the
ad hoc, short-term project focus’.
Linked to this, capacity building via universities is considered a promising approach (e.g. Aragon & Tshewang, 2019; Robinson, 2018; Umemiya et al., 2020), as universities are seen as stable institutions that can guarantee some retention of personnel and expertise over time. On this point, Wang and Gao (2018, p. 261) adopt a
somewhat diﬀerent stance, arguing that ‘institutional capacity will mainly be addressed domestically’ and international capacity-building eﬀorts should target ‘technical capacities’. This is echoed by Umemiya et al. (2017,
p. 72), who note that international capacity building may not help to improve domestic institutional capacity
because it ‘largely requires internal decision-making and coordination’.
Finally, it should be noted that views on long-term, systemic approaches to capacity building in the literature
are at odds with timelines for UNFCCC reporting obligations. Dagnet et al. (2019, p. 8) point to this challenge in
emphasizing that though capacity building should be long-term, there is a ‘short window of opportunity’ until
2024 for countries to comply with Paris Agreement transparency requirements. In contrast, Wang and Gao
(2018, p. 260) foresee a timeline of ‘decades’ before capacities of developing countries can be built.
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4.1.3. Who should build whose capacities?

In terms of whose capacity is to be built, two general perspectives are discernible. The ﬁrst is that capacity
assessment methods should guide resources to where the need is greatest (Neeﬀ et al., 2017; Umemiya
et al., 2017). This said, empirical analysis in Asia has shown that developing countries with lower capacities
are less likely to receive support (Umemiya et al., 2017; Umemiya et al., 2020).
A second, more critical view is found in the broader transparency literature. In analysing the link between
transparency and accountability, Gupta and van Asselt (2019) note that countries with the lowest capacities
are also those least responsible for climate change, an aspect to keep in mind when requiring transparency.
Klinsky and Gupta (2019) highlight that an extensive focus on building GHG reporting capacity in developing
countries risks deﬂecting attention away from necessary actions to be taken by the historically biggest emitters.
Wang and Gao (2018) also take equity as a vantage point in noting that developing countries might have other
priorities, such as combating poverty or health protection, over generating transparency through better climate
reporting. They also note that some countries may not aspire to build high levels of transparency-related
capacities.

4.2. Country perspectives: developing and developed country views
Turning to our review of country perspectives, our analysis of developing country submissions reveals a clearly
and widely expressed need for capacity building to enable participation in UNFCCC transparency arrangements. Some developing countries describe capacity-building support for transparency as ‘the deal-maker of
the [Paris Agreement’s] enhanced transparency framework’ (South Africa, 2017, p. 2). Developed countries similarly emphasize the importance of capacity building for implementing transparency requirements, yet a focus
on capacity building is less central within the transparency submissions of these countries, compared to those
of developing countries.
Instead, a key theme in developed country submissions centres on the ﬂexibility to be granted to developing countries in meeting transparency requirements, given ‘their diﬀerent capacities and starting points’
(Switzerland for EIG, 2016, p. 2; see also Norway, 2016; Slovakia for EU, 2016). Many developed country statements thus oﬀer their view on what ‘ﬂexibility’ means in this context. Countries note, for example, that to
generate GHG inventories, IPCC guidelines already permit diﬀerent reporting tier levels, so there is no
need for additional ﬂexibilities here (e.g. Norway, 2017a; US, 2016). Developing countries making use of
the ﬂexibility provision are thus urged to explain how capacity constraints will be overcome (Estonia for
EU, 2017). A shared view across developed country submissions is that the ‘degree of ﬂexibility of the
Parties must gradually diminish’ over time as capacities improve (Korea, 2017, p. 2; see also US, 2016), a position that developing countries do not necessarily share. As noted earlier, interpreting and operationalizing
ﬂexibility thus remains an axis of conﬂict within UNFCCC transparency arrangements (see also Gupta & van
Asselt, 2019).
Beyond these broad themes, the submissions reviewed shed light on the ‘what, how and why’ of capacity
building for transparency, including where country perspectives diverge.

4.2.1. What capacities?
With regard to what capacities are to be built, the need for capacity building to compile GHG inventories is
emphasized by both developed and developing countries. Beyond this, developed countries place slightly
more emphasis on mitigation action (including NDC) tracking. Developing countries also call for capacity building to report on adaptation and support, highlighting technical diﬃculties and lack of guidelines. While most
developed countries do not discuss capacity building for adaptation or support much in submissions, there are
exemptions. For example, Korea as a developed country notes the importance of reporting on adaptation, while
Norway defends the importance of transparency on support.
LDCs and SIDS also emphasize the importance of capacity building for transparency as a way to help secure
climate ﬁnance or access to carbon markets.
Table 2 provides an overview and some illustrations of these perspectives.
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Table 2. Developing and developed country positions on what capacities should be built.
What capacities?
Developing

Strong emphasis on technical and institutional
capacities for GHG inventorya
Strong emphasis on capacity building for reporting on
adaptation and supportb
LDCs and SIDS call for capacity building to access
ﬁnance and carbon marketsc

Developed

Strong emphasis on technical and institutional
capacities for GHG inventory and NDC (mitigation)
trackingd
Some calls for capacity building for adaptation and
support, but these are the exception rather than the
rulee

Illustrative example
‘There is a need for process to assist the developing countries to
establish national GHG inventory systems (i.e. domestic institutional
arrangements and capacity building for the systematic compilation
of GHG inventories)’ (South Africa, 2017, p. 3)
‘We fall … behind on the transparency of adaptation and support’
(Iran for LMDC Group, 2016, p. 2)
‘Special consideration will need to be given to LDCs with respect to
capacity building for the maintenance of national transaction
accounts’ (Ethiopia for LDC Group, 2017, p. 5)
‘Where technical and/or institutional constraints and capacitybuilding needs in national inventory report exist, information on
these constraints and capacity-building needs should be presented
in a transparent manner’ (Japan, 2017, p. 6)
‘Information [on] climate change impacts and adaptation […] is as
important as the [National Inventory Report] and … tracking
progress of … [NDC]’ (Korea, 2017, p. 9)

a

Developing country Parties highlighting the importance of technical capacities for GHG inventory reporting include Costa Rica for the Association of Latin America and the Caribbean (AILAC) (2016), Ethiopia for LDC Group (2017), and Indonesia (2019). The need to build institutional
capacities for GHG inventories is highlighted by Algeria (2017), Guatemala for AILAC Group (2017) and South Africa (2017).
b
E.g. Costa Rica for AILAC (2016), Iran for LMDC Group (2016, p. 2), and South Africa (2017).
c
E.g. Maldives for AOSIS (2017, p. 5) and Ethiopia for LDC Group (2017, p. 5).
d
E.g. Australia (2016) and Japan (2016). Flexibility relates to these provisions (e.g. Canada, 2016).
e
E.g. Korea (2017, p. 9) and Norway (2017b, p. 5).

4.2.2. How to build capacities?
With regard to how capacities should be built, developing countries overwhelmingly prefer a nationallydriven, continuous process. Developed countries see merit in capacity building organized through the
CBIT’s project-based approach. Both developing and developed countries emphasize South-South
knowledge sharing and learning-by-doing as key to capacity building for transparency (Indonesia,
2017; Iran for LMDC Group, 2017). In striking contrast to developing countries’ call for continuous
capacity building, some developed countries note that ‘support needs should diminish over time’
(e.g. Switzerland, 2017, p. 3; see also US, 2016), but others, including Australia and the EU, suggest
that it should continue.
Both developed and developing countries highlight the importance of support for identifying capacitybuilding needs, mostly through engagement in UNFCCC-processes such as technical expert reviews. In contrast, South Africa (2019, p. 11) notes that ‘capacity-building needs are best identiﬁed by Parties
themselves’.
Table 3 provides an overview and some illustrations of these perspectives.

4.2.3. Who should build whose capacities?
With regard to whose capacities are to be built, all developing country submissions emphasize
the need for capacity building for transparency. However, some call attention to countries’ diﬀerent
starting points (Bhutan for LDC Group, 2019; Maldives for AOSIS, 2016). In a similar vein, Switzerland
(2017, p. 3) speciﬁes that capacity building should be ‘targeted to where needs are greatest
and more robust information needed’. This notwithstanding, developed countries generally view
capacity building as important for all developing countries, with a focus on mandatory reporting
elements.
Regarding who should provide funding, most developing countries highlight the importance of multilateral
funding, notably through CBIT (e.g. Maldives for AOSIS, 2016; Mali for AGN Group, 2016). Developed countries
also acknowledge the importance of the CBIT but also include bilateral and domestic sources. For developing
countries, easy access to funding is also of primary importance.
Table 4 provides an overview and some illustrations of these perspectives.
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Table 3. Developing and developed country positions on how capacities should be built.
How?
Developing

Focus on country-driven approacha
Capacity building to be provided on a continuous
basisb
Divergent views on identifying capacity-building needs
at multilateralc vs national levelsd
South-south and peer-to-peer learninge

Developed

Divergent views as to whether support should be
provided on a continuous basisf or diminished over
timeg
Learning-by-doingh through engaging in UNFCCC
review process; but identiﬁed challenges to this as
welli

Illustrative examples
‘A minimum [is] to be expended through the use of foreign
consultants and their travels’ (Venezuela for LMDC Group, 2017,
p. 12)
Need for ‘continuous enhancement of institutional in-country
capacity, rather than rely[ing] on ad hoc arrangements’ (Brazil,
Argentina & Uruguay, 2017, p. 7)
‘It [technical expert review] should help developing countries, in
particular those developing countries with least capacities, identify
capacity-building needs’ (China, 2017, p. 2)
‘With support from developed country, Indonesia urges the secretariat
to facilitate lesson learn and exchange of knowledge from such
system [national registry system] or other similar system among
countries in regular basis’ (Indonesia, 2017, p. 3)
‘Support needs should diminish over time’ (e.g. Switzerland, 2017,
p. 3; see also US, 2016)
‘Engaging in … reporting and review … helps to build in-country
technical and institutional capacity over time’ (US, 2016, p. 4,1)
‘Not all Parties have beneﬁtted from such periodic expert reviews in
the past’ (Malta for EU, 2017, p. 5)

a

E.g. China (2016, p. 3) and Venezuela for LMDC Group (2017, p. 12).
E.g. Costa Rica for AILAC (2016) and Maldives for AOSIS (2017).
c
E.g. Bhutan for LDC Group (2019), Brazil (2017), China (2017), Guatemala for AILAC Group (2017), Indonesia (2019) and Maldives for AOSIS
(2017).
d
E.g. South Africa (2019, p. 11).
e
E.g. Iran for LMDC Group (2017) and Indonesia (2017).
f
E.g. Australia (2016, p. 1) and Malta for EU (2017, p. 6).
g
E.g. Switzerland (2017, p. 3) and US (2016).
h
E.g. New Zealand (2017, p. 3), US (2016, p. 4,1).
i
E.g. To address these, Estonia for EU (2017, p. 39) proposed a novel ‘ … new format of peer reviews in regional groups […] to allow for more
regional exchange and capacity building through regional experts participating in expert review’.
b

Table 4. Developing and developed country positions on who should build whose capacities.
Who and whose?
Developing

All developing countries should receive capacity-building
support; some highlight diﬀerent starting pointsa

Importance of multilateral (CBIT) funding emphasizedb

Developed

a

Developed countries to ensure easy access to suﬃcient
capacity-building support for reportingc
Capacity building to make sure all developing countries meet
transparency requirements; some emphasize focus on those
with least capacity
CBIT as main mechanism for capacity-building support but
other avenues (bilateral and domestic) also importantd

Illustrative examples
‘Support should be provided to developing countries for both
implementing Article 13 of the Paris Agreement and
transparency related provisions in Decision 1/CP.21 and
building transparency related capacity continuously’ (China,
2016, p. 2)
‘CBIT as paramount [for] strongest possible implementation of
ETF [enhanced transpareny framework] over time’ (Bhutan
for LDC Group, 2019, p. 5)
Accessing funds from CBIT ‘should be practical, streamlined
and as simple as possible’ (Costa Rica for AILAC, 2016, p. 8)
The goal is to have ‘transparent information on GHG emissions
and removals over time from all Parties’ (Malta for EU, 2017,
p. 5)
EU notes that its member states contribute ‘to several other
capacity-building initiatives for transparency’ (Slovakia, 2016,
p. 2)

Examples of developing countries pointing to diﬀerent starting points (indicating that some are in more need of support than others) include
Maldives for AOSIS (2016) and Bhutan for LDC Group (2019).
E.g. Mali for AGN Group (2016), Maldives for AOSIS (2016).
c
E.g. Brazil, Argentina & Uruguay (2017, p. 2) argue that developed countries should cover ‘the agreed full costs of preparing […] any transparency reports’ by developing countries. Ethiopia for LDC Group (2017) notes the need for support even to access CBIT funds, especially for
LDCs and SIDS.
d
Interestingly, Korea (2017) points to use of developing countries’ own resources.
b
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4.3. Capacity building for transparency: key initiatives and emerging practices
We turn here to the ‘what, how and who’ of capacity building for transparency as it is emerging in practice and
being operationalized within CBIT and ICAT.
CBIT became functional by 2016, with voluntary donor contributions. It is managed by the GEF and
embedded in the GEF’s structures and procedures. ICAT is a multi-stakeholder partnership of two foundations9
and the Ministries of Environment of Germany and Italy. It was founded ‘to respond to the critical need of

Table 5. Capacity building for transparency: emerging practices in CBIT and ICAT.
Initiative
CBIT

ICAT

a

What capacities

How to build capacities

Who builds whose capacities

In theory:
A ‘non-exhaustive list’ of support areas
possible (GEF, 2016, p. 5)
In practice:
Most proposals aligned with UNFCCC
mandatory reporting areas (domestic
MRV, transparency about NDCs; GHG
inventories)a
Capacity building for voluntary elements
(adaptation and ﬁnance) only included
in one half to one third of proposals;
none included loss and damage
GEF-CBIT implementing agencies also
shape what capacities are built,
focusing on GHG inventories and
mitigationb
In theory:
Projects ‘will cover both mitigation and
adaptation’ (ICAT, 2019d, p. 1)
In practice:
30 plans focus on MRV and mitigation
(mandatory reporting elements) (ICAT,
n.d.)
Only 5 countries include capacity
building for adaptation (ICAT, 2019e)f
ICAT impact methodologiesg and
implementing partnersh prioritize GHG
inventories and mitigation, only one
guide relates to adaptation but no
dedicated funding for its application in
countries
ICAT success indicators emphasize GHG
inventories and MRV (e.g. ‘at least 30
countries will have made progress in
developing their MRV system’ (ICAT,
2019a, p. 2)

Project-based, and short-duration of 1236 months each
CBIT project implementing agencies set
own timeframes, which can also be
shortc

Who builds capacities:
GEF-CBIT implementing agencies,
including UNEP and UNDP. These often
have their own programming criteria,
which also has consequences for ‘what’
capacities are built
Whose capacities:
All developing countries are eligible,
but can only access funding ‘upon
request’ (UNFCCC, 2015, p. 12)
Commitment to funding diverse set of
countries, also LDCs and SIDSd
LDCs and SIDS make up almost half of
58 CBIT projects as of 2019 (GEF, 2019)e

ICAT projects are 1–2 years
Main approach is to promote use of
ICAT methodologies, with aim that ‘at
least two thirds of the countries
supported by ICAT have utilized [them]’
(ICAT, 2019b, p. 2)

Who builds capacities:
ICAT implementing partners include
UNEP DTU Partnership, World
Resources Institute, national research
institutes of donor countries, such as
Italy.i New partners in 2020 include
Greenhouse Gas Management Institute
and NewClimate Institute
Whose capacities:
Not all developing countries are
automatically eligible; countries
selected by donors based on, inter alia,
‘leadership and championing potential’
and/or ‘existing relationship [with ICAT
donors]’ (ICAT, 2016, pp. 5–6)
ICAT aims to expand to other ‘large
countries’ (ICAT, 2019b) based inter alia
on ‘ … signiﬁcance of GHG emissions
[and] main GHG emitting sectors’ (ICAT,
2019c, p. 2); and where ‘maximum ICAT
impact’ is possible, i.e. countries [that
can] best apply its tools and
methodologies’ (ICAT, 2019b, p. 2)

Strikingly, GHG inventory activities are a particular priority for LDCs and SIDS (GEF, 2019).
E.g. The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), as GEF’s implementing agency, often outsources preparation of proposals to consultants and requires inclusion of four standard elements in proposals: ‘institutional arrangements’, ‘GHG inventory’, ‘NDC tracking’ and ‘integration of climate analysis into policy-making’, even for SIDS (Interview with an UNEP DTU Partnership employee on 23 June 2020).
c
CBIT projects implemented by Conservation International, for example, last 18 months.
d
As the GEF states, ‘proposals will also be prioritized for those countries that are in most need of capacity-building assistance for transparencyrelated activities, in particular small island developing states (SIDS) and least developed countries (LDCs)’ (GEF, 2016, p. 6).
e
As of 2 October 2020, there are now 65 CBIT projects. Overview at: https://www.cbitplatform.org/.
f
There is no information about these adaptation projects on the ICAT website, as of 20 June 2020. The ICAT website can be accessed at: https://
climateactiontransparency.org/.
g
Of 10 ICAT methodologies, 5 focus on GHG inventories in diﬀerent sectors. None target adaptation.
h
E.g. The NewClimate Institute’s PROSPECTS+ tool helps ‘to track and project sectoral and national total GHG emission trends’ (ICAT, 2020, p. 1).
i
For 10 countries funded by Italy, the Italian National Institute for Environmental Protection and Research, responsible for Italy’s GHG emission
accounting, is the implementing partner (ISPRA, n.d.), indicating further alignment with this mandatory element.
b
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improved transparency and capacity building for evidence-based policymaking under the Paris Agreement’
(ICAT, 2019a, p. 1). ICAT develops its own capacity-building impact assessment methodologies, with 10 such
methodologies available, and supports its partner countries in applying them. While a general guide for reporting on adaptation in BTRs was also prepared under ICAT (Dale et al., 2020), no funds are available for countries
to apply this guide.
Table 5 provides an overview of key insights from our review of CBIT and ICAT. As elaborated there, along
with illustrative examples, with regard to the ‘what’ of capacity building, CBIT and ICAT permit a wide scope for
transparency-related capacity building in theory, but in practice, GHG inventories and mitigation are prioritized.
On the ‘how’, both ICAT and CBIT see the need for a holistic approach, but in practice, projects are still shortterm. Regarding the ‘who’, while all countries are eligible for support by CBIT, in practice, the focus is on
countries with the least capacities, even as it continually seeks to diversify. ICAT uses somewhat distinct criteria,
including emission proﬁles and existing donor relationships.
This section has reviewed academic and grey literature and country perspectives on capacity building for
transparency, as well as emerging practices in two main initiatives, with key ﬁndings and illustrations synthesized in Tables 2–5.
Table 6 provides an overarching summary and overview of the key ﬁndings relating to the ‘what, how, and
who’ of capacity building across our three-part review.

5. Capacity building’s steering eﬀects: shaping scope and extent of transparency?
In our three-part review, we have synthesized diverse perspectives on the ‘what, how and who’ of capacity
building for transparency by examining the scholarly and grey literature, country perspectives articulated
during UNFCCC negotiations, and emerging practices within two main capacity-building initiatives.
Here we discuss the scope and extent of transparency that such capacity building steers countries towards,
i.e. the steering eﬀects, both expected and unexpected.
One important cross-cutting insight (and expected steering eﬀect) is that the scope and mandate of the Paris
Agreement’s ETF is driving a focus on GHG inventories and mitigation actions in capacity-building projects
across the globe. This is clearly linked to the mandatory nature of these reporting obligations. While this
may be unsurprising, it does establish that the politically negotiated scope of the UNFCCC’s mandatory transparency requirements is indeed being institutionalized and diﬀused to the country-level via capacity-building
initiatives.
Table 6. What, how and who of capacity building for transparency: an overview.
Capacity
building
What

How

Who

Scholarly and country perspectives and emerging practices
The (mainstream) literature focuses on the need to quantify capacities and develop measurable indicators. Both technical
and institutional capacities are emphasized, but with a focus on GHG inventories.
Developing country perspectives agree, but also note the need for capacity building to report on adaptation and support
needed/received.
Developed countries prioritize a focus on mandatory GHG and mitigation-related reporting.
In theory, CBIT and ICAT include the development of technical and institutional capacities in all areas (mandatory and
voluntary) of reporting; in practice, both prioritize a focus on GHG inventories, MRV and mitigation.
The literature, developed and developing countries, and emerging initiatives all emphasize the importance of capacity
needs assessment.
The literature and developing country perspectives note the need for capacity building to be holistic, long-term, and
locally appropriate.
Developed country perspectives refer mostly to CBIT and other project-based interventions.
In theory, ICAT and CBIT subscribe to the holistic view of capacity building; in practice, the short-term, project-based and
donor-recipient structure of these initiatives may jeopardise its realization.
The (mainstream) literature calls for a focus on those with the least capacities.
Developing country perspectives agree but also emphasize the importance of capacity building for all.
Developed countries seek to ensure that all countries attain a common level of reporting (and transparency) in due course.
In practice, CBIT focuses on countries with the least capacities, while ICAT uses diﬀerent criteria, including emission
proﬁles.
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The mainstream literature on methods to assess capacity (including some grey literature) adheres closely to
these UNFCCC mandatory requirements and views capacity-building needs and challenges through this lens, as
do developed country perspectives. The emerging practices of capacity building for transparency, as discernible within CBIT and ICAT, also reinforce the prioritization of mandatory reporting obligations. While CBIT and
ICAT are quite distinct initiatives, and their concrete impacts in-country remain to be empirically assessed, our
assessment of proposals, progress reports and work programmes reveal that they are pushing in similar directions. They both delineate reporting priorities and thereby shape the scope and extent of the transparency (to
be) generated by developing countries. CBIT’s approach prioritizes helping countries to fulﬁl mandatory reporting requirements, with a strong focus on generating and reporting on GHG inventories. Capacity building under
ICAT is also focused on mitigation, as evident from this being a prominent focus of its methodologies, success
criteria and implementing agencies.
Furthermore, both CBIT and ICAT rely on a project-based approach to capacity building, in contrast to
expressed views of developing countries and the literature on the need to go beyond this. In contrast to
CBIT, countries receiving support under ICAT are chosen by donors based on emission proﬁle, among
others, and funds can be disbursed faster than through CBIT. However, ICAT funds are only a fraction of
those available under CBIT. It is also noteworthy that priority for capacity-building support under CBIT is
given to LDCs and SIDS, notwithstanding that these countries can submit the biennial transparency reports
at their discretion (rather than by 2024, as mandatory for all others) and that their GHG emissions are negligible.
While targeting capacity-building support for these countries is vital, the question remains whether a focus on
GHG inventories and mitigation reporting is the most ﬁtting for LDCs.
Some strands of scholarly literature do critically interrogate whether the mitigation focus within the Paris
Agreement’s ETF is, or should be, a priority for many developing countries, as compared to reporting on adaptation, loss and damage, and/or support needed and received. While the need for capacity building to report on
adaptation or support is not entirely missing from the (mainstream) academic literature or from developing
country perspectives, it is more marginal than expected, suggesting that the voluntary nature of reporting
on these aspects may be inﬂuential. To some extent, this is inevitable, given scarce resources and the need
to deploy them to comply, ﬁrst and foremost, with mandatory UNFCCC reporting obligations. In practice,
however, this privileges the generation of speciﬁc types of transparency, with potential consequences for
the climate actions prioritized by these countries. It can result in generating detailed GHG inventories within
countries with low emissions and even lower capacities to mitigate, at the expense of building up reporting
and assessment capacities on climate vulnerability, adaptation or loss and damage.
An outstanding empirical question then is: What ﬂexibility do countries have in practice to reconcile mandatory reporting requirements centred on mitigation, with other national and local-level needs and priorities?
Empirical analysis within countries is needed to determine if adaptation and support assessment and reporting
needs are being set aside by countries, in order to deliver on mandatory requirements relating to GHG inventories and mitigation actions, and what role existing capacity-building initiatives and emerging practices have
in this. A related empirical question is whether some LDCs and other developing countries regard transparency
(and capacity building for transparency) as a means by which to access scarce climate ﬁnance, and/or as a prerequisite to participating in carbon markets. This may also privilege a focus on reporting centred on GHG emissions and mitigation actions.

6. Conclusion
Our analysis has interrogated the potential steering eﬀects of capacity building in shaping the scope and extent
of transparency (to be) generated by developing countries. This is important because of the assumed centrality
of transparency in enhancing global and domestic governance of climate change.
Our review highlights that instead of being merely a ‘neutral means of implementation’, capacity building has
the potential to inﬂuence highly politically salient decisions about ‘who should make what visible, to whom, and
why’ in the contested context of global climate politics. As critical scholarship highlights, transparency’s role in
furthering trust, accountability and climate ambition is widely assumed but currently more asserted than empirically demonstrated (Ciplet et al., 2018; Gupta et al., 2021). In addition, such diverse governance ends – furthering

14

S. KONRAD ET AL.

trust, accountability, and climate ambition – have quite distinct implications for the scope of transparency to be
generated and from whom, and thus also for associated capacity-building eﬀorts. For example, for transparency
to further accountability, a core question would need to be: Who should be accountable to whom, and for what
(Gupta & van Asselt, 2019), and how should mandatory reporting (and associated capacity building) support
this? Should the biggest (historic) emitters be held accountable, and thereby make visible through reporting
what they are doing to deliver their fair share of mitigation, in a manner that permits comparability of eﬀort?
Such (potentially transformative) transparency is currently not forthcoming within this global context.
Or rather, should all countries merely be held collectively (rather than individually) accountable for making
progress on self-selected voluntary commitments, with reporting and capacity building prioritizing this aspect?
Should developed countries be held accountable for providing new and additional ﬁnancial support, and
thereby be required to report on this in detail? Or rather, should developing countries be held accountable
for implementing commitments conditional on the support of developed countries? These illustrative questions show how the scope of transparency required may vary, depending on the end to be realized, with distinct implications for capacity building. Yet, many of these challenging and politically contested questions
around broader climate governance are avoided within UNFCCC transparency arrangements and its prioritization of ever-more ﬁne-grained reporting on emission levels and mitigation actions from all countries, a focus
which is then further entrenched via capacity-building eﬀorts.
A distinct aim of transparency may be to facilitate participation in global carbon markets. This again implicates a diﬀerent scope and extent of desired transparency. Detailed, quantitative information relating to GHG
emissions is essential to participating in such markets (Gupta & Mason, 2016). Yet, not all countries are enthusiastic about nor equipped to generate such transparency, and market mechanisms are a highly contested topic
within UNFCCC negotiations. If so, it becomes important to assess if capacity-building initiatives also push in
this direction, since this can further entrench market-based climate governance.
Another aim of transparency may be to promote mutual learning and improved domestic decision-making.
To realize this, the scope and extent of transparency would need to be ﬂexible and tailored to the needs of
speciﬁc countries. Finally, debates not only over scope (the ‘what’) but also the extent of transparency (how
much, how often) are politically salient. While a mainstream perspective on transparency sees ever more information from all as always better, a more critical perspective would caution against information overload or irrelevance (Gupta & Mason, 2014). Should ever-greater levels of transparency be demanded from all, or only from
the top 20 GHG emitting countries? Is the priority to generate quantiﬁable information about emissions from all
(and build capacities to do so), or are available resources better invested in generating information about adaptation (even if not quantiﬁable), or highly salient and challenging issues, such as loss and damage? A more
ﬂexible focus would make capacity-building support for generating transparency more pertinent for LDCs
and SIDS, given their low emissions and greater vulnerability to climate impacts, and also given that climate
funding from all sources should ﬂow to these country groups as a priority.
That said, it is important to ask an overarching question: whether a predominant focus within global climate
governance on the generation of transparency itself risks becoming a distraction, if countries prioritize the
reporting on, rather than the taking of, climate actions. This is an important question in the continued assessment of the transformative potential of transparency. Our review of capacity building for transparency provides
the context for further in-depth, in-country, empirical analyses of such aspects. It highlights the need to assess
the steering eﬀects of capacity-building initiatives that support ever-greater levels of mitigation-related reporting from developing countries, while other politically salient categories – such as reporting on adaptation,
support needed and received, or loss and damage – may go under prioritized. As such, it also highlights the
need to critically interrogate the still widespread assumption that ever greater transparency is vital to securing
relevant and eﬀective climate actions from all.

Notes
1. Developed countries shall submit the ﬁrst communication within 6 months of the Convention coming into force for the Party,
developing countries within three years, and LDCs at their discretion.
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2. In the context of the UNFCCC, developed country Parties are referred to as Annex I Parties and developing country Parties as
non-Annex I Parties (see Weikmans and Gupta (2021) for a detailed explanation). For ease of readability, we use the simpler
developing and developed country terminology in this article.
3. Participant in the Durban Forum, 5 June 2020, 14:00–17:00, link to recording: https://unfccc.int/durbanforum9.
4. Keyword proﬁles of literature searches are provided in Section 1 of the supplementary information.
5. The full list of countries reviewed is provided in Section 2 of the supplementary information.
6. Available at https://www.cbitplatform.org/projects.
7. The recording of the Forum is available at: https://unfccc.int/durbanforum9. The Durban Forum’s focus was ‘Capacity-building to support the implementation of Enhanced Transparency Framework under the Paris Agreement – ensuring coherence
and coordination of actions and support’ and included participation from UNFCCC secretariat staﬀ, developing countries,
capacity-building initiatives and technical experts.
8. UNEP DTU Partnership is a research and advisory institution working on energy, climate and sustainable development for
developing countries. One focus area is climate transparency.
9. The ClimateWorks and the Children’s Investment Fund Foundations.
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