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The Global Forum on the Environment – key issues for the post-2012 climate framework focused on 

several key issues in the current climate negotiations: finance; capacity building; developing national 

strategies; and reporting of national information to the international community via National 

Communications. In the absence of Dr Fernando Tudela, the forum was chaired by Paul Watkinson 

(France), and was attended by about 70 participants from 29 countries, including eight representatives from 

developing countries, three from economies in transition, as well as representatives from UN bodies, 

research organisations and business. 

 

The aim of the Global Forum is to engage Annex I and non-Annex I countries in an informal 

technical/policy dialogue, whereby countries can exchange ideas, information and best practice in a non-

negotiation format. It was successful in doing so by highlighting a wide variety of points of view by in-

person and teleconference presentations as well as generating frank and open debate between developed 

and developing countries on the several key climate-related issues which were the focus on the Forum.  

 

The Global Forum did not seek consensus. A number of detailed points raised in the discussion are 

highlighted below. The Chair outlined the following as key messages from the forum:  

 There are strong inter-linkages between the different topics discussed – finance, MRV and capacity 

building. These need to be further explored to be understood properly. 

 Greater clarity is needed on what information is needed for the MRV process, and why.  

 Progress is needed on all items, but we already have a significant basis on which to build in all of 

them.  

 

Financing climate action 

On provision and disbursement of climate finance, issues raised by participants included:  

 On leveraging private finance, the need for risk mitigating measures and the role that public policy 

or market mechanisms can play in this respect; hence the need for a carbon price for private 

finance.  

 The risk already encountered with the CDM precedent, that the need to fix baselines may interfere 

with or provide perverse incentives to delay in moving the „right‟ domestic policy framework 

ahead. 

 Innovative ways to raise public finance, as demonstrated by the German International Climate 

Initiative (ICI) which is funded through proceeds of the domestic auctioning of EU ETS 

allowances. 
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 The diverse approach to disbursement of public funding for various types of countries, e.g. 

programmatic capacity building for larger (BRIC) countries, with more direct project support for 

other smaller countries; also intention to support REDD readiness and adaptation activities, albeit 

still at lower levels overall compared to mitigation. 

 Useful lessons coming out of DAC (e.g. country ownership), however a call for donor co-

ordination given the significantly greater levels of activity on climate change. 

On tracking of climate finance, discussion centred on: 

 The DAC tool is important but incomplete; overall the lack of definition of additionality will 

complicate assessment of whether commitments in the Copenhagen Accord will be met. Another 

problem is possible double-counting of climate finance, particularly in the area of ODA (or not 

counting at all e.g. if it is in the form of budgetary assistance), although the DAC system does have 

ways to avoid these problems if countries use it properly.   

 The absence of a collective system that allows tracking of “fast-start” finance at donor country 

level which would require a look across different channels of finance (bilateral, multilateral, ODA 

and non-ODA).   

 

Advancing national climate strategies 

This session included presentations on the UK Low Carbon Transition Plan; incentivising and 

implementing climate change actions in Egypt; and establishing a low-emissions development strategy in 

Nigeria. These presentations and the subsequent discussion highlighted several themes: 

 Developing a climate change strategy (and National Communication) helps countries to establish a 

co-ordinated view on national climate policies, priorities and, for some countries, funding needs. 

 Challenges include the need for high-level buy-in (from both the political and business 

communities); gathering sufficient data to build a robust strategy; ensuring intra-government co-

ordination; and sustaining personnel resources and capacity after the initial preparation. Funding 

and capacity building can help overcome some of these barriers. 

 A wide range of stakeholders (including local governments and business) should be involved in its 

development as early as possible, as their support will be needed in the implementation phase, and 

may also be needed for gathering data.  

 Concern by some that developing such strategies should not be mandatory and/or a pre-requisite 

for international climate funding.  

 

National Communications 

The CCXG Secretariat had prepared a “strawman” proposal on how future national reports under the 

UNFCCC could be structured, and what core elements of such reports should be. This proposal had been 

circulated to delegates prior to the forum, and proved successful in generating wide-ranging discussion. 

Points raised included: 

 That there are weaknesses in the current guidelines used to prepare National Communications – 

from both Annex I and non-Annex I countries (particularly in the area of adaptation and 

vulnerability). Clarity on the purpose of future reports would be helpful when revising any 

guidelines on how to prepare them. 

 That international and national reporting needs overlap, but are not identical. Information 

gathering is facilitated if the advantages of doing so are clear to those gathering and providing the 

data. 

 Current reports are often large and resource-intensive to prepare, so streamlining them would be 

useful, e.g. focusing on key areas. Forward-looking information is not routinely included at 

present, but it would be useful to do so in future. 

 The frequency with which information needs to be provided in the future needs careful thought: 

capacity to provide updates needs to be balanced with the need for regular information. Currently, 

processing non-Annex I requests for funding can take 12-18 months. Overly frequent reporting 
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could exacerbate reporting fatigue, while infrequent reporting hinders retention of capacity. In this 

respect, the regularity of reporting cycles can be as important as their frequency for sustaining 

capacity. 

 Reviewing documents and processes helps countries improve their capabilities in terms of 

climate action. 

 Modularity could be an important concept for future climate reports, e.g. where certain types of 

countries focus their reports on different issues. For example, low-emitting countries that are 

vulnerable to climate change impacts might focus their reports on vulnerability and adaptation 

assessments, rather than on GHG emission levels and/or mitigation actions.  

 Such an approach might also allow for a focus on different information in successive reports – 

some information might not need to be updated or treated in every report (particularly with a two 

year reporting cycle).  

 

Capacity building 

This session looked at examples of how information in National Communications could be used, and the 

opportunities and needs for capacity building. Presentations shared lessons learned from non-Annex I 

National Communications, the UNDP National Communication Support Programme, and from developing 

a national programme for market mechanisms (Green Investment Scheme in Latvia). The presentations and 

discussion pointed to several insights: 

 Capacity building is a very broad area and discussion must be nuanced; countries have very 

different starting points and needs. 

 The importance of country ownership for capacity building (as for provision and disbursement of 

finance) was highlighted. 

 The vast majority of developing countries have submitted at least one National Communication, 

and experience shows that capacity is being developed. Capacity to implement market mechanisms 

is also growing, both in developing countries (via the CDM) and elsewhere (e.g. via the 

development of Green Investment Schemes). 

 UNDP‟s National Communication Support Programme has been encouraging the (developing) 

countries that it is helping to link the development of their 2
nd

 National Communication with a 

broader national development process. Several countries are at the early stages of doing this. 

Further work on this is needed. 

 

The subsequent exchange between participants raised ideas drawing from themes discussed in the last three 

sessions of the seminar: 

 One must consider whether National Communications can accommodate all the new objectives 

and purposes they may be attributed in the future, or whether supplementary informational 

elements are needed. 

 The national policy relevance of National Communications must be emphasised when 

considering the use of these reports in the future. 

 Integration of information included in international reports with domestic priorities must be done 

consciously and appropriately. 

 


