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Executive Summary


The UNFCCC estimates that by 2030, up to USD 150 billion a year in additional investments will be needed to address climate change in developing countries.  Financing these investments requires a combination of private flows, public domestic resources and external public resources.  This note explores the domestic and global public finance frameworks involved in such scaling up and, where official development assistance (ODA) is concerned, the issue of additionality.  The note will be revised and updated in light of the outcome of the Copenhagen negotiations and comments received.

There are three issues currently under debate in this context:

· extra resource transfers to meet the costs of climate change;

· architecture and governance choices for international efforts to help address climate change;

· fundamental country-level arrangements to integrate climate change and development, both strategically and in terms of public management.

This paper is structured around three topics related to these issues:  
(1) Climate change financing at country-level; 
(2) Arrangements for global funding of country strategies; 
(3) Financing to address climate change and the ODA additionality issue.
1. Country-level strategies and global funding models


Strategies to address climate change must be part of a country’s national planning process.  Country experiences in Bangladesh, Ghana, Indonesia and Mexico show the value of having strategies that are fully integrated into the planning and implementation processes of governments across all sectors, and tailored to the local country context.  Similarly, funding needs to be fully integrated into national public financial management systems, such as budgetary allocation processes and expenditure frameworks. This will require enhanced capacity building across a wide spectrum of actors and institutions in governments, the private sector, and civil society.  

Global funding processes can be more or less geared to national climate strategies and financial management systems.  From the perspective of countries accessing global facilities, a typical funding cycle can be broken down into key phases and assessed for its “fit” with such national needs and processes. Funds can therefore be assessed on the basis of how much of a role country ownership plays in each of these processes.  

 
Global funding arrangements incorporate a number of separable elements that can be distributed across different institutions. As the examples of funding models in this paper illustrate, there are alternative ways of packaging the various elements of the funding cycle so as to optimize functions and capabilities and national and international responsibilities. 

2. Lessons from existing global funds


Existing disbursements from “global” climate change funds are still very low.  Together they have disbursed less than USD 3 billion to date. 

Global funds in the health sector can provide valuable lessons for climate change funding. The number and complexity of global health funds have increased rapidly. Global health funds can be innovators by integrating results-based outcomes into their funding processes, as well as in experimenting with different governance arrangements (such as participation of civil society on their Boards). However, the increase in the volume of earmarked flows and the complexity of delivery mechanisms they entail raise major issues of alignment to national strategies and systems, and basic challenges of predictability and sustainability.  These issues could well become problematic for climate change financing also.
3. Public financing to address climate change and the ODA additionality issue

Total public resources currently dedicated to climate change mitigation and adaptation are estimated at USD 9-10 billion per year.  Of this, about USD 4 billion in bilateral ODA flows are marked for climate change mitigation.  Climate change adaptation activities are not yet separately identifiable in OECD statistics, although work is progressing to make this possible.  Adaptation activities intrinsically overlap with development to a very high degree.  Mitigation activities, in addition, have an important global public good dimension.

Additionality of climate change financing relative to official development assistance.  There is a range of views on how to provide and account for the additional financing needs to address climate change while sustaining and increasing investments to achieve the MDGs.  

These views include such policy positions as:

· There should be complete separation between ODA and climate-change related financing on grounds of reparations due for harm done. 

· The amount of climate change related aid that can be reported as ODA should be limited in order to avoid diversion from “MDG-related” ODA.  

· All donor support for climate change should be reported as ODA, and indeed this is a necessary condition for mobilizing taxpayer support.  
· All ODA targets and commitments should be adjusted upwards to take account of climate change financing needs.  


Such views are not easily reconciled, especially given that donors are at different points in their trajectories to fulfil existing development assistance pledges.  The challenge in Copenhagen is for countries to formulate their proposals so that both existing development commitments and new climate change commitments can be adequately monitored and verified.


Any international financing framework must also factor in the challenges of integrating climate change financing with other development spending on the ground.  In order to accord the highest priority to ensuring developing country ownership and capacity development, the debate on additionality relative to ODA could usefully shift towards designing integrated approaches at the country-level, using imaginative configurations of existing channels wherever possible and new governance tools where necessary.

Background and Introduction

This paper examines the funding mechanisms and governance arrangements used to deliver finance that addresses climate change, and the role of funds and multilateral institutions in delivering scaled-up finance in the future.  It considers the institutional financing framework, not so much the resources themselves. The aim of this report is not to sway negotiators towards supporting one funding proposal over another.  Nor will it lead to a single conclusion about whether one global fund or panoply of funds is better or more efficient than another.  Rather, it seeks to examine the various levers and components of funds, focusing on public, and primarily multilateral, funds in order to map the type of configurations that could best meet developing countries’ requirements. 

There is widespread agreement among the world’s governments that a successful outcome to climate change negotiations in Copenhagen in December 2009 will depend on ambitious greenhouse gas emission reduction commitments from developed and the most advanced developing countries, and a financial package to support the most vulnerable countries in addressing the impacts of climate change.  
Greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation is a global public good – its decrease in one region of the world benefits all by reducing global GHG emissions that cause climate change.  The direct benefits of adaptation action are mainly local or regional even if the effects of climate change cross borders (see Box 1 below).  International support for adaptation in the most vulnerable countries is inarguably required for reasons of fairness, poverty reduction and historical responsibilities.  Adaptation is inextricably linked to development and security, not least because the poorest countries are the most vulnerable to the effects of climate change.  For example, in some African regions, growing food and water insecurity, coupled with the impact of migratory flows, could easily exacerbate existing ethnic and political tensions and precipitate humanitarian crises.
  In this way, financing to address climate change adaptation – at a very minimum – is inextricably linked to development.
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The flow chart below (Figure 1) illustrates three simplified elements of a funding framework.  The aim is the implementation of domestic programmes and projects anchored in national or sub-national strategies.  The intermediary step is when decisions are made about which projects and programmes should be funded by which funding sources.
Figure 1: Structure of Funding






For the reasons explained below, this paper will focus mainly on the “intermediation” box for public international flows for climate change adaptation and mitigation. A list of potential funding sources is included for information in Appendix 1.  For the purposes of this paper, we use medium-term UNFCCC additional annual climate change investments needed in developing countries in 2030 estimated at USD 82-87 billion for mitigation and USD 28-67 billion for adaptation, for a total range of USD 100-154 billion for both mitigation and adaptation.
  It is worth noting that estimates vary widely, and a recent assessment of the costs of adaptation
 concludes that the real costs in developing countries is likely to be 2-3 times greater than UNFCCC estimates by 2030.  A recent World Bank study estimates that it will cost USD 75 - 100 billion each year to adapt to climate change from 2010 to 2050.

Of course, much of the adaptation and mitigation needs will be funded through domestic sources, including millions of private transactions.  Treating external public assistance as the balancing item, the following identity gives a sense of how one would determine this need:
Strategy-based total needs – private flows – public domestic resources =
External public flows required

Private flows will include FDI and flows stimulated by cap-and-trade schemes.
 Public domestic revenues would account for some funding of climate change needs, depending on the country context.  The balance is the gap that could be filled by external public flows.  To provide some comparison or context for development practitioners, total official development assistance (ODA) in 2008 was equal to USD 120 billion and has grown in real terms by some 4 % per annum in real terms since 2005.  Of course, not all public flows to fill the gap for climate change financing are expected to score as ODA (see section 3 for a discussion on ODA and additionality). 
Attracting public (i.e. tax-generated) finance is required to reach any deal in Copenhagen.  And, even if in the long-term private finance including carbon market finance will be able to generate the incremental investment necessary, this is not likely to be the case in the short-term, when existing public finance will be critical to establish the regulatory framework necessary to attract private finance.  The implementation of countries’ national development and climate change strategies will serve as a key signal and lever to attract private flows, including debt guarantees and other incentive structures.
This report is divided into three parts:

1. Climate change financing at country-level; 
2. Arrangements for global funding of country strategies; 
3. Public financing to address climate change and the ODA additionality issue.
1. Country-level strategies and global funding models
Drawing from country-level experiences, it is clear that developing country ownership and using existing country systems are key elements for the effective implementation of programmes.  This section offers some guidance as to how flows can effectively support developing countries to pursue low carbon and climate resilient development pathways. Obviously, money alone will not reduce emissions or work towards avoiding or adapting to the effects of dangerous climate change.  For this to happen, the money and support must be “…effectively governed and channelled towards explicit mitigating activities and action…backed by comprehensive national governance and strategies.”

1.1 Integrating climate change efforts at country-level
Drawing on country experiences (Bangladesh, Mexico, Ghana, Indonesia), this section highlights the factors that contribute to effective county level action on climate change. While there is no blueprint or even proven best practice, what is emerging is a range of common approaches adapted to the country context and fully country-owned. It is too early to evaluate the impact of these approaches on reducing emissions and increasing climate resilience, but they do shed light on ways in which country-level responses to climate change can be supported.  

A key challenge for climate change planning is the need to develop national strategies for the medium to long term. This challenges all governments, in developed and developing countries alike, to balance short term needs and priorities with the longer-term implications of climate change. Ghana, Mexico and Bangladesh have taken the approach of developing climate change strategies, which are closely linked to national development policy and sectoral policies.  In Mexico, all 32 states are preparing a State Climate Change Strategy, as are the major cities.  There, decentralised planning complements national planning and ensures broad ownership and a focus on local priorities. The approach adopted in Indonesia differs in that the emphasis is on integrating climate change into the 2010-2014 Mid-Term Development Plan, rather than creating a separate climate change strategy. There is no standard approach to integrating climate change activities into development planning, and each case will present unique needs requiring flexible solutions.
Country experiences of planning under the Rio Conventions have shown that the most important success factor is genuine country ownership of plans and strategies, regardless of the form chosen.
 In fact, the tailoring of the planning process to individual country needs, rather than using a standardised approach, can increase ownership and ensure that plans are translated into action.  In Ghana, for example, national budget allocations are fully integrated in the Medium Term Expenditure Frameworks (MTEF) of the sectors involved in implementing climate change actions.  This use of country systems is in line with the principle of alignment central to the Paris Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action.  

A key indicator of the initial success of the strategies employed in the countries examined is that they have attracted both domestic and international financial resources to implement climate change actions.  In Bangladesh, the Multi-Donor Trust Fund coordinates external resources and blends these with domestic resources to implement a single national climate change strategy, which is considered to be a key innovation (see diagram below on Bangladesh’s institutional framework for climate change, including its National Adaptation Plan of Action, or “NAPA”). A similar approach is now operational in Indonesia (the Indonesia Climate Change Trust Fund) and will allow international funds to be delivered ‘horizontally’ across a range of sectors and in line with the national budget. As international finance for climate change is scaled-up in the future, it will be important to use and strengthen partners’ public financial management systems so that they can absorb larger amounts of funding and enhance their climate change efforts.
Figure 2: Institutional framework for climate change in Bangladesh




Source: ENVIRONET secretariat.

In Ghana, there is a strong focus on defining targets and measuring results for climate change and monitoring progress towards these. The Performance Assessment Frameworks (PAFs) of the sectors engaged in delivering climate change actions serve to track progress, facilitating monitoring and evaluation of specific activities.  With increased international resources for addressing climate change expected post-2012, there will be an increased demand for robust monitoring and reporting systems that should build on and strengthen country systems. 

A theme throughout all four case studies is the need for sustained capacity development; not just of those working directly on climate change, but also those engaged in sectors affected by climate change and those involved in public financial management, monitoring and reporting. A country’s capacity to address climate change and make the most of any opportunities it offers (through, for example, the carbon market) is dependent on the skills of a broad cross-section of government, the private sector and civil society. Climate change reinforces the need for development co-operation to maintain a strong focus on capacity development at all levels. 

Many aspects of these country-led approaches to addressing climate change reflect the need for development effectiveness and sound public financial management. This has been recognised by several OECD Parties to the UNFCCC that have suggested that the principles of the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action can provide useful guidance for climate change financing and reduce the risk of repeating the mistakes made in delivering development assistance in the past (Australia, EU, New Zealand in submissions to the UNFCCC). In fact many of the principles of aid effectiveness are echoed in decisions adopted by the UNFCCC.
 

Experience from development co-operation has shown that to be effective and sustainable, multi-sectoral issues such as climate change need to be mainstreamed into development efforts rather than addressed separately.
 National action plans solely motivated by a Convention obligation to address desertification, climate change and biodiversity are rarely successful.
  In comparison, when plans are prioritised and integrated into a country’s planning process and can count on the active participation of central and line ministries, civil society and the private sector, stakeholders can effectively lead the planning process.  OECD policy guidance on Integrating Climate Change Adaptation into Development Co-operation
 proposes the use of a climate lens to examine the risks arising from climate variability, the vulnerabilities and opportunities associated with new policies, plans or projects, and how to adapt existing policies and plans to address these risks and opportunities.

Independent studies have found limited involvement of developing countries in the design of some climate funds and under-representation of developing countries in the governance of the funds (with the exception of the Kyoto Protocol Adaptation Fund).
 The few case studies above suggest that lack of country ownership can impede successful implementation of mitigation and adaptation measures.  This may also affect the demand for resources from existing funds.  How can funds be designed to maximise national ownership, while ensuring they still meet international accountability requirements?
Figure 3: Funding models
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1.2 Funding models: aligning national with international priorities
Figure 3 above presents three simplified models of programme or project cycles of multilateral funds.  Cycles that start closer to the left-hand side tend to rely more closely on national-level decision-making, while those that end closer to the right rely more on international decision points farther from the country-level.  Models that are closer to the top of the figure are more likely to be provided in the context of programme-based approaches, in accordance with the Paris Declaration targets for alignment and harmonisation,
 while those at the bottom are more project-based. 
Model 1 builds on a country ownership process.

In the model at the top of Figure 3, a national development strategy integrating climate change investments or a climate-specific strategy exists for country or region x, and its existence is sufficient from the point of view of the fund’s decision-making body to merit funding.  On the basis of this strategy, a formula for the allocation of resources may be used to determine the amount of the award.  This formula might be decided on the basis of that country’s vulnerability, population, national income, global environment benefits, some portion of its national budget designated for climate change adaptation or mitigation, or some combination of these elements among others.  The trustee then issues the payment.  The verification that these resources were used for the intended purpose is based on outcomes at the country-level, and relies heavily on the self-reporting of these outcomes by key players “already on the ground” and established national fiduciary systems.
Model 2 is still a country-driven model, but more of the decision-making process takes place at the international level.

A national development or climate-specific strategy exists for country or region x, but its mere existence is not sufficient to automatically merit funding.  Rather, there is a minimum quality requirement and specific criteria need to be met before an amount, if any, is awarded.  (e.g.: Does the strategy provide specific actions to combat climate change and adapt to its effects? Is there a needs assessment of concerned sectors? Does the country have the capacity in place to implement the strategy? How is climate change integrated into sectoral strategies?)   There needs to be a transparent assessment process against such agreed criteria.  To ensure both objectivity and legitimacy, such assessments are often delegated in the first instance to panels of experts, but then subject to review and final approval by a representative governance structure.  The trustee then issues the payment and a verification process takes place, usually in the form of both an internal and external audit and evaluation.
Model 3 is the least country-led and least nationally-owned.  
A national development or climate-specific strategy may exist for country or region x, but is not formally required and does not have a direct effect on how much funding is accessed.  Funds for projects are allocated on the basis of a competitive process, and a Board makes the final decision on which proposals to fund and how much to award, often based on expert recommendations.  Donors looking for the best value for money may prefer this third model since it will, in principle, reward the best project proposal among those submitted.  On the other hand, it is more complex, transaction-intensive and more removed from the country-owned strategies and decision-making processes that are key to the success of development.  It is in this third case that the composition and governance of the Board and the quality of its expert advice will impact the allocation of resources and perceptions of fairness the most, and where the predictability and sustainability of funding from one proposal to the next is more precarious.  Evaluations are typically standardised across countries and often centralised within the trustees’ own bureaucracy. 
To illustrate these variations concretely, and to give examples of current climate change funds and how they correspond to the models consider (A) the Pilot Programme for Climate Resilience (PPCR), one of the World Bank’s Special Climate Funds; (B) Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF); and (C) the MDG Achievement Fund.  Only the last two funds have actually disbursed significant amounts, but all three have an agreed basis on which to allocate funds.  
A. The PPCR is an example of Model 2.  It allocates resources initially to 9 countries and 2 regions chosen based on their national development strategies, country investment strategies, climate plans, or national communications.  In the first phase, it funds the preparation of climate resilient development plans. The PPCR is administered by the World Bank Group, and the financing of programmes will be channelled through multilateral development banks (MDB) as determined by the partner country.  This means that the investment would follow the fiduciary standards and environmental and social safeguards of the MDB in question.  The PPCR is still discussing how to evaluate and account for its activities.  It is likely that the Board of the Adaptation Fund will be an active participant in the monitoring and evaluation of the PPCR through its participation on the steering committee. 
B. The LDCF is an interesting hybrid-case of Models 2 and 3 because in a first phase it supports the development of National Adaptation Programmes of Action in LDCs (over 39 LDCs have submitted a NAPA), which identify adaptation priorities, and once completed it supports project concepts developed on the basis of the NAPA.  The LDCF is administered by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and its LDCF Board, which can then choose to allocate the funds from its trustee (the World Bank) to one of its implementing agencies.
  The LDCF relies on the relevant implementing agency to monitor implementation and conduct a final evaluation, which is then submitted to the GEF Evaluation Office. 
C. The MDG Achievement Fund is an example of Models 1 or 2.  It covers eight thematic areas, among them environment and climate change, and resources are allocated based on UN Country Teams’ proposals and countries’ national strategies and climate change plans.  This fund is administered by the UNDP Multi-donor Trust Fund office as an inter-agency UN resource.  The MDTF Office consolidates financial reports and UN Resident Coordinators provide ongoing oversight that the programme is on track, that results are being delivered and that participating organisations are meeting their obligations.  
Finally, whether resources were channelled through an international organisation or body so that the country of origin is not clearly identified (“international”), or whether they were raised by a particular country or treasury (“national”), some degree of accountability to direct contributors and/or broader stakeholders will be required, to ensure that the award is spent according to its intent. This could be in the form of a periodic evaluation process and/or systematic internal or external audit, based on specific outcomes or benchmarks. “National” flows are what Müller (2008) refers to when he speaks of the domestic revenue problem, when funds raised in a domestic context are spent outside the country, yet still require the same degree of accountability as any other budget line spent domestically.  In any case, today there are few examples of truly “international” flows for climate change other than the 2 percent levy on the proceeds of the Clean Development Mechanism for the Kyoto Protocol Adaptation Fund.
Based on the few funds in existence and disbursing today, it is possible to separate the decision-making, implementing and financing functions of funding entities.  In fact, it is possible to allocate each role to a different entity while maintaining efficiency, as Figure 3 suggests.  Networked solutions can help guide decision-makers to adopt steps based on the strengths of different entities (e.g. expertise, legitimacy, fiduciary experience) to arrive at a model 1 type arrangement.
KEY POINTS

· Country experiences of planning under the Rio Conventions have shown that the most important success factor is genuine country ownership of plans and strategies.
· Experience from development co-operation has shown that to be effective and sustainable, multi-sectoral issues such as climate change need to be mainstreamed into development efforts rather than addressed separately.
· Project-based funding usually requires complex appraisal systems with high transaction costs for partner countries, thereby heightening the demand for balanced representation in decision-making bodies.
· Each phase of the funding cycle – from preparation and assessment of national strategies, formulas for fund allocation, proposal selection, funding inflows and subsequent verification can best be “unbundled” in a coordinated way by a network of agencies, each exploiting their comparative advantage.

2. lessons from existing climate funds
This section outlines the landscape of climate change funds today, and gives a brief overview of flows disbursed from dedicated climate change funds and other multilateral resources.  It draws on lessons learned from global funds established for other themes, notably in the health sector. Figure 4 on the next page outlines the current landscape of climate change funds.   
2.1 Existing public funds for climate change

The World Bank estimates total resources dedicated to climate change mitigation and adaptation at USD 9-10 billion per year (USD 8-9 billion for mitigation and USD 1 billion for adaptation).

Bilateral ODA for climate change mitigation has amounted to USD 3-4 billion in recent years (Appendix 2).  Adaptation activities are not yet separately identifiable in DAC statistics, but DAC members are working on a statistical marker to identify bilateral and multilateral projects targeting climate change adaptation. 
Multilateral flows for climate change mitigation and adaptation is not yet identifiable in DAC statistics, but it is clear that this is an important share of total public resources since public climate change flows are increasingly channelled through multilateral agencies and global funds.  Concessional (ODA) and non-concessional (non-ODA) climate change financing from the World Bank Group, for example, is estimated at USD 1.2 billion (Table 1).  Of course, the information below is only a partial overview of resources from multilateral development banks, and it excludes World Bank recipient executed trust funds and financial intermediary funds.
Table 1: World Bank Group climate change flows (in current prices)
[image: image4.emf]Lending commitments

FY04* FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08

IDA for climate change (concessional) 33.4 31.2 32.3 12.2 53.7

IBRD for climate change (non-concessional) 144.6 90.4 95.3 20.1 718.1

* Fiscal years are July 1 to June 30

(in millions USD)

Source: Uwe Steckhan, World Bank, "Financial Flows for Environment: World Bank, UNDP, UNEP." 

Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships Vice Presidency.


Figure 4: Chart of existing multilateral climate change funds and their institutional affiliations
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Today, cumulative disbursements by the global funds for climate change amount to USD 2.6 billion (Table 2) or about USD 258 million per year
.  
Table 2: Disbursing funds for climate change

	
	Operational since
	Core purpose
	Aggregate disbursement to date USD mln
	Review of disbursing funds

	
	
	
	
	Strategy / Proposal
	Review / Assessment responsibilities
	Trustee

	Strategic Priority on Adaptation
	July 2004
	Adapt.
	50.0
	Pilot & demonstration projects
	GEF Secretariat & Council review


	GEF

	LDC Fund
	October 2002
	Adapt.
	47.5
	(1) Support for National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs); 

(2) Project proposals on the basis of NAPAs.
	GEF Secretariat & Council review, coordinating with Convention secretariat
	GEF


	Special Climate Change Fund
	October 2002
	Adapt.
	59.8
	Project proposals concerning risk reduction strategies, adaptation measures and capacity building.
	GEF Secretariat & Council review, coordinating with Convention secretariat
	GEF

	MDG Achievement Fund


	March 2007
	Adapt. & Mitig.
	85.5
	Programme proposals from UN country teams on basis of national strategies
	Technical subcommittee reviews proposals from eligible countries
	UNDP

	GEF Trust Fund - Climate Change focal area
	1994
	Adapt. & Mitig.
	2 388.7
	Projects for mitigation and adaptation, including support for national communications
	GEF Secretariat & Council review
	GEF


Note: Appendix 4 maps countries receiving disbursements for adaptation and mitigation from these five funds

Other than those funds depicted in Figure 4, other multilateral funds include the Congo Basin Forest Fund established in 2008 at the African Development Bank with an initial commitment of USD 200 million to slow deforestation in the Congo Basin. The European Commission has established the Global Climate Change Alliance (GCCA – not yet operational), for which the EC has dedicated EUR 286 million to support developing countries in adapting to the effects of climate change and mitigating its future impact.  
As the landscape in Figure 4 illustrates, many climate change funds in existence today are outside the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the international environmental treaty aimed at stabilizing greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere.

There are three groups of signatories to the UNFCCC, including: 
· Annex 1, or industrialised countries;
· Annex 2, a subgroup of Annex 1 countries that have a special obligation to provide financial resources and facilitate technology transfer to developing countries (OECD + EU members);
· Non-Annex 1, or developing countries not included in Annex 1.

Four institutions have established multilateral climate funds: the UNFCCC, the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and the World Bank.  

Three funds are included under the Convention: the LDC Fund, Special Climate Change Fund, and the Adaptation Fund.  The first two have disbursed funds and are administered by the GEF as the interim financial mechanism of the Convention.  Arrangements for the financial mechanism of the Adaptation Fund are currently under negotiation.  Today, the Adaptation Fund’s main source of revenue is 2% of the certified emission reductions (CERs) issued for Clean Development Mechanism projects.  Depending on the market for CERs and assuming the same share of proceeds for adaptation applies, USD 80-300 million could be raised per year as soon as it begins disbursement.

The GEF oversees the Strategic Priority on Adaptation and the GEF Trust Fund (see Box 2 below for more details on the role of the GEF).  The GEF Trust Fund has disbursed the vast majority of climate funds to date, around USD 2.4 billion (cumulative).

[image: image6]
UNDP serves as the Administrative Agent on behalf of UNEP and the FAO for the United Nations Collaborative Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing Countries (UN-REDD), a multi-donor trust fund.  In addition, it disburses funds for climate change under the MDG-Achievement Fund under its environment and climate change thematic window.
The 2005 G8 Gleneagles communiqué on Climate Change, Energy and Sustainable Development provided the World Bank a key role in “…creating a new framework for clean energy and development, including investment and financing,”
 as reaffirmed at the September 2009 G20 summit in Pittsburgh.
 The Climate Investment Funds were created in 2008, and independent of these, the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility was also established to support countries preparing REDD strategies and to remunerate countries with verifiable reductions in emissions.
Despite a number of commitments and the degree to which fiduciary and management structures are already in place, actual disbursement from these funds has taken time.  To date, only five dedicated climate change funds
 (Table 2) have disbursed any significant sums, for a total of USD 2.6 billion for both climate change adaptation and mitigation.  In comparison with these, the commitments and pledges to the Climate Investment Funds of the World Bank are much larger.  Even if these potentially substantial volumes aim to fully respond to the needs, some developing countries are sceptical about delivery mechanisms “outside” the Convention, as they may have less influence over their governance and implementation (see Box 3 on the Governance of Global Funds). 
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The GEF plays a ubiquitous role at least at the review and assessment stage of all of the funds presented in Table 2 (with the exception of the MDG Fund).  As an operating entity for four of the funds, it can choose to delegate the implementation of programmes and strategies to an approved agency.
 For example, funds from any one of the four GEF-administered funds could be channelled through the World Bank, and the Bank would provide financial intermediary services including specific administrative and financial services, thereby fulfilling a limited fiduciary or operational role relative to the climate fund in question.
  In contrast to the GEF-administered funds, the World Bank’s Climate Investment Funds are placed in recipient executed trust funds, whereby trust fund committees may offer expert advice and make decisions regarding programming priorities and funding modalities before the funding is channelled to a third-party recipient.
2.2 Lessons learned from other thematic global funds

Global funds are defined as large multi-country funds that contain a significant element of earmarked funding for specific objectives with thematic, sectoral or sub-sectoral coverage.  Global funds were created by donors to focus on achieving results in a specific sector or issue, while traditional aid instruments would develop a more “horizontal” approach that covers a broad range of development themes. As global funds have increased in number and expanded in size, this has led to an increase in the importance of the specific interventions they support in proportion to the overall funding received by a given country.

The experience with global funds in the health sector
 may be useful in informing future discussions. There is a useful body of work to draw upon since the OECD selected health as a tracer sector for examining aid effectiveness.
  Overall levels of health funding have increased at a rate of 14% per year from 2000 to 2007 from USD 5.5 billion to USD 13.5 billion. This has helped in scaling up investments to reach health outcomes.  However, because the bulk of this increase benefited global funds as well as similarly earmarked bilateral funding instruments, the situation also presents challenges for partner countries.  The number, diversity and relative inflexibility of aid channels have increased in parallel, thereby putting a greater administrative burden on all concerned. 
Ownership – So far, global funds have typically financed specific project or programme proposals rather than overall sector or country strategies.  This approach can pose a direct challenge to country ownership.
 In the health sector, there is a promise of change as the boards of important global funds have agreed to move towards funding national strategies rather than specific proposals. In the case of climate change, choices should also be country driven, based on their particular circumstances, needs and priorities. Initiatives that rely on the leadership of single politicians or a small group of technocrats appear to be more vulnerable to pressures within and outside the country.
  This is also a challenge for climate change financing, for which governments must involve a broad range of stakeholders, including powerful central ministries, to ensure that their strategies are fully integrated into plans, budgets and policies.  
Alignment and Harmonization – Some global funds still operate independently of national plans and off-budget even when developing countries place a very high value on funding from global funds being on-budget
 with adequate oversight on commitments and expenditures to allow full country ownership. The specific mandates and processes of global funds as well as their typical lack of a direct field presence make alignment and harmonization at the country level difficult.
 Global funds are not usually engaged in programme-based approaches such as general and sector budget support and SWAps. Experience has shown that in the presence of multiple funding mechanisms, each with its own administrative and reporting requirements, the resulting workload overburdens partner countries’ administrative capacity.
 Some global funds are starting to make progress by using country procurement systems and budget cycles
 and seeking more joint and harmonized procedures.  This can provide guidance for the integration of climate change financing into existing country-level processes, to minimize the administrative burden partner countries face. 

Specifically, assessing predictability and sustainability, global funds are typically proposal-based and strictly conditional on results, so ensuring predictability and sustainability of access to funding may be a challenge for them.  First, access to this funding can be unpredictable if a proposal competes for limited funds with another party whose proposal might be more compelling. Second, if one has to demonstrate results, how does one ensure that a multi-year project is not switched off just when it’s most needed? In other words, how does one maintain spending for, for example, multi-year AIDS programmes yet keep a results / performance based approach? Can continued success in proposals to global funds be relied upon sufficiently enough by the parties receiving awards to factor into the country’s medium-term planning? The high volume of such flows for health has in the recent past delayed these important questions that are implicitly a key part of the development effectiveness debate. On the other hand, both GAVI and the Global Fund are able to provide more sustainable and predictable funding because of donors’ commitments to innovative financing mechanisms such as the IFFIm and UNITAID.
Managing for Results – Global funds in the health sector place a large emphasis on incorporating results and performance in their funding processes.
 Because funding is tied to specific goals, often with concrete measurable outputs (e.g. such as vaccination coverage), measuring results and impacts may be more straightforward than for more general development assistance. While measuring results and impacts achievable for climate change mitigation (e.g. measuring GHG emissions), it is more difficult to measure adaptation results as they can only be determined post facto are difficult to quantify and are closely interrelated to development outcomes.  Global funds do not always make sufficient use of government and joint donor systems of monitoring and auditing, even when these are of good quality.
  This is an important lesson to draw for climate change funds and flows for climate change more generally since efforts to “Measure, Report and Verify” (MRV) mitigation actions
 are expected to build on and strengthen country systems.   

Mutual accountability - Mutual accountability relative to global funds can be more difficult, due to their lack of in-country presence.
  Global funds generally demonstrate strong accountability to their international constituencies and high levels of transparency. Some global funds are even participating in discussions regarding strengthening health systems. In addition, through the International Health Partnership and related initiatives (IHP+), global funds are now looking for ways to be involved more directly or indirectly in discussions at country-level. In the context of climate change, developing countries are accountable to both their own citizens and to the international community for the support they receive to address climate change.  Contributing countries will need to provide information on the funds they provide to address climate change in developing countries, through National Communications and other forms of reporting such as the OECD DAC Creditor Reporting System.  
Parties to the UNFCCC are considering the extent to which existing institutions supporting climate change mitigation and adaptation finance will meet the needs of the post 2012 regime. Some Parties have suggested that existing institutions may need to be modified or reformed in order to have adequate capacity to manage significantly larger resources, or that new funds may need to be created. Given the current low levels of disbursements from existing funds, it is not surprising that there is a perceived need to create new funding mechanisms, especially where efforts to adjust and improve existing ones are challenging. Nevertheless, one should be wary of arguments to create a new fund simply because the financial gap for climate change mitigation and adaptation is so large
, when other solutions and configurations, including a “network” approach of separating out functions and institutional responsibilities may be more desirable and/or manageable.  The key test remains, for any given expected result, will this institutional arrangement improve the prospects for full national ownership, alignment, harmonisation and effective management on the whole, or could it make it more difficult?
KEY POINTS
· Total public resources currently dedicated to climate change mitigation and adaptation are estimated at USD 9-10 billion per year.
· Existing climate change funds have disbursed around USD 258 million per year.

· Climate change funds face unique challenges in adopting principles of best practice for development effectiveness, which lessons and parallels drawn from global health funds can help address.
· Proposals to create new climate change funds because of the huge financial need for resources should first explore creative solutions that could include a “network” approach of separating out functions and allocating institutional responsibilities.
3.  public financing to address climate change and the oda additionality issue
This section looks at public flows for climate change as they are reported to the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC).  It also looks at the additionality issue as it relates to official development assistance. Essentially all development finance institutions active in climate change financing report data to the DAC, though the degree of detail and specificity in their reporting varies.
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Climate change negotiators will be more familiar with “non-Annex 1 countries,” than the DAC list of ODA recipients,” composed of a slightly different group of countries.  Six ODA-recipients are not included in non-Annex 1 countries: Mayotte, Montenegro, Montserrat, St. Helena, Turkey, Iraq, Ukraine and Somalia. Conversely, 13 non-Annex 1 countries are not eligible to receive ODA.
  The sectors and destinations of these flows marked for climate change are discussed in more detail in Appendix 3.
3.1 Rio marker for climate change
When developed countries signed the three Rio Conventions in 1992, they agreed to support developing countries in the implementation of these Conventions.  For the purposes of this report, monitoring data relative to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change is the most relevant.  Since 1998, the DAC has monitored aid targeting the objectives of the Rio Conventions by integrating the “Rio markers” into its Creditor Reporting System (CRS) as detailed in Box 5. In 2006,  total activities marked for climate change were equivalent to just under USD 4 billion, representing about 3 percent of total ODA that year.  To date, Japan and Germany combined account for the majority of flows marked for climate change.
 While adaptation activities are not yet separately identifiable in DAC statistics, members are working on a statistical marker to identify investments targeting climate change adaptation.
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Multilateral donors do not report data using the Rio markers. For example, from what the World Bank was able to provide specifically for this paper, IBRD funding is equal to one-quarter of total bilateral flows marked for climate change mitigation, but this is not traceable in the DAC/CRS databases.  As with all policy markers, the Rio markers are not applicable to general budget support, which, by definition, is not allocated by sector.
Other financial flows to developing countries that do not meet the criteria for ODA-eligibility are reported as other official flows (OOF – today primarily composed of export credit flows).  New sources of climate change financing that are either non-concessional or not primarily development-oriented could also be reportable as OOF and, in the future, marked with the appropriate Rio marker.  Appendix 2 contains a more detailed analysis on the Rio markers. 

3.2 Additionality and the use of ODA in relation to climate change
This section approaches the issue of additionality of public climate change financing with respect to ODA.  Measuring the degree to which developed countries
 meet their responsibilities is central to the debate on additionality.  The scope of commitments for additional funding for climate change to developing countries has gradually broadened. The UN Framework Convention on Climate Change in 1992 already committed donors to “provide new and additional financial resources to meet the agreed full costs incurred by developing country Parties in complying with their obligations.”
Article 3.1 of the UNFCCC Convention states that “…Parties should protect the climate system for the benefit of present and future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities [emphasis added] and respective capabilities.  For this reason, developed country Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse effects thereof.”  
Recently the Bali Action Plan (2007) decided on “Enhanced action [for] the provision of financial resources and investment to support action on mitigation and adaptation and technology cooperation, including, inter alia, consideration of improved access to adequate, predictable and sustainable financial resources and financial and technical support, and the provision of new and additional [emphasis added] resources, including official and concessional funding for developing country Parties.”
  This can be interpreted to suggest that at least part of the funding for climate change adaptation would come from additional ODA and another part would be additional to ODA.  
An implication of this logic is that current donors or contributors tend to consider “additional” funding to be additional to their previous funding intentions (these intentions may be over and above their “existing” ODA flows), rather than outside ODA commitments altogether.  There is a growing temptation for developed countries to count as much as possible as ODA, which could lead to a crowding-out of “MDG-related” aid  and change the geographical and sectoral composition of ODA flows.  On the other hand, developing countries must adapt to and mitigate the effects of climate change, which they did not have a hand in creating. They see support for adaptation as support for damage inflicted on them by the industrialised world, and reject the idea that this compensation can be considered as part of ODA. 
  
Key concepts for measuring additionality
Of course, measuring additionality presupposes that one can accurately identify and quantify climate change investments, which is at times open to interpretation.  When discussing the concept of additionality, it is useful to keep in mind the key differences between investments for climate change adaptation and mitigation:

· From a purely technical point of view, climate change adaptation assistance to developing countries or assistance that helps fulfil UNFCCC obligations (including through technical assistance to help compile GHG inventories), has been reported as ODA as a matter of course, since it meets the basic ODA definition of having “the economic development and welfare of developing countries” as its main objective.  
· Assistance for mitigation activities is more ambiguous.  Insofar as mitigation activities are basically development projects (e.g. activities shifting industry away from resource-intensive practices, investing in clean energy generation or forestry), donor financing can count as ODA, as adaptation does.  However, if the promotion of economic development and welfare of developing countries is not the main objective, such activities would not meet the development test, and would therefore not count as ODA.  The purchase of certified emission reduction units generated under the CDM, for example, does not qualify as an ODA transaction.

The two simplified scenarios below show alternative degrees of overlap between public climate change financing (PCCF) and ODA. 

Figure 5: Two scenarios



              Low overlap



          High overlap
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The low overlap case between ODA and PCCF in Figure 5 above could indicate that a donor has limited the share of ODA investments that address climate change: the bulk of its climate change investments is outside the scope of ODA.  The high overlap case could reflect the larger portfolio of new climate change investments qualifying as ODA as well as a higher proportion of pre-existing ODA priorities that are being “climate-proofed.” 
Views on additionality

There is a range of Parties’ views on how to provide and account for the additional aid needed to meet and sustain the MDGs in a climate change context.  

These views are illustrated in the following four stylized policy positions:
· There should be complete separation between ODA and climate-change related financing on grounds of reparations due for harm done. 

· The amount of climate change related aid that can be reported as ODA should be limited in order to avoid diversion from “MDG-related” ODA.  

· All donor support for climate change should be reported as ODA, and indeed this is a necessary condition for mobilizing taxpayer support.  
· All ODA targets and commitments should be adjusted upwards to take account of climate change financing needs.  
Such views are not easily reconciled, especially given that donors are at different points in their trajectories to fulfil existing development assistance pledges.  The challenge in Copenhagen is for countries to formulate their proposals so that both existing development commitments and new climate change commitments can be adequately monitored and verified.  
Not integrating climate change funds for developing countries into development investments at a regional, national or local level, in the name of trying to measure additionality, is neither desirable nor necessary.  In fact, segregating public financial management, both internationally and within developing countries, across the climate change versus other development spending divide will inevitably reduce integration on the ground and impair overall public finance effectiveness.  Flows do not need to be external to the current aid system in order to be additional, even if this does increase their visibility.  Of course, significant challenges lie ahead in reconciling donors’ existing ODA commitments with any future commitments for climate change financing.
3.4 Future work

The future architecture of climate change financing is complex.  New climate change funds will begin to disburse resources, existing channels will disburse a higher volume of funding, and new networks of funding may evolve.  Further studies could look more closely at the intersection and convergence of the mandates of existing funds for adaptation and mitigation.  It will also be important to extract more lessons from developing countries that are well-advanced in the integration of climate change adaptation and mitigation in their planning and resource mobilization efforts (e.g. Bangladesh).  This will be relevant for south-south cooperation among developing countries and to provide useful insights into the aid effectiveness agenda for climate change.  
Within the next few years, as the reporting of climate change flows improves (and, in particular, with the introduction of adaptation markers for ODA flows) more analysis on the distribution of such commitments and disbursements will be possible.  This should be complemented by more in-depth partner country case studies on the realities of climate change financing on the ground and how best to promote transparency between developed and developing countries in each stage of the funding cycle.  
KEY POINTS
· Current OECD Development Assistance Committee data shows that close to USD 4 billion of bilateral ODA is spent on measures to mitigate the effect of climate change.  
· Developing countries reject the idea that this compensation can be considered as part of ODA, but this raises questions of how one should treat adaptation and mitigation flows already included in ODA, as well as future public climate change financing and ODA.

· Funds for adaptation to, and mitigation of, the effects of climate change should be fully integrated at the implementation stage of a country’s development strategy and programme.
Conclusion

Delivering on commitments to scale up aid for development (e.g. Monterrey 2002, EU June 2005, and G8 Gleneagles in 2005) and integrating climate change into development priorities and measures will help ensure consistency between climate change adaptation and mitigation actions and growth and poverty reduction in all of its dimensions.

Not surprisingly, country ownership matters for effective implementation of climate change programmes in developing countries.  Funding cycles that capitalize and build on national planning processes and climate-specific strategies or plans are more likely to be sustainable in the longer-term.  Lessons drawn from existing global funds and from country ownership models offer sign posts for decision-makers on future funding channels in a post-Kyoto regime.  
As development partners stress the need to safeguard both ODA and public flows to address climate change, pieces of the puzzle will change shape and size over the next decade. It is neither advisable nor desirable to create completely separate channels in the name of trying to measure additionality.  Comprehensive country strategies that offer reliable accounting for financing from all sources and for results at country level (regardless of where the funds come from or which institutions manage which part of the international accountability risks) could help shift the debate towards achieving more imaginative configurations of existing channels within an effective and well-coordinated landscape of climate change financing.
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Appendix 1: Potential sources of funding

The Chinese +0.5%-1% GDP Proposal: Developed countries should annually provide financial support to support actions by developing countries to address climate change.  This would lead to USD 185-402z billion per annum.

The Mexican Multilateral Climate Change Fund: Withdrawals limited to countries that contribute amounts to be determined by a formula based on current GHG emissions, population and gross domestic product.  It would aim to mobilise no less than USD 10 billion per annum.  LDCs would have a quota of the revenue at their disposal without being expected to contribute.

Carbon Auction Levy: Auction a percentage of annual emission allowances for climate change activities.

Clean Development Mechanism: Defined in Article 12 of the Protocol, it allows a country with an emission-reduction or emission-limitation commitment under the Kyoto Protocol (Annex B Party) to implement an emission-reduction project in developing countries. Such projects can earn saleable certified emission reduction (CER) credits, each equivalent to one tonne of CO2, which can be counted towards meeting Kyoto targets. Two percent of the share of proceeds of CERs issued for a CDM project activity goes to the Adaptation Fund.

The Swiss Proposal Global Carbon Adaptation Tax Proposal: Uniform global carbon tax of $2 per ton of CO2 on all fossil fuel emissions.  Countries emitting less than 1.5 tons CO2 would be exempt from the tax.  Expected revenues would be USD 48.5 billion per annum.

The EU Global Climate Financing Mechanism: Building on the International Financing Facility, expand the global carbon market by issuing bonds to capital markets against legally binding pledges for future repayment by (donor) countries to frontload funding.

The Norwegian Proposal: At the international level, a small portion of “assigned amount units” could be withheld from national quota allocation and auctioned by the appropriate institution.  Expected revenues would be USD 14 billion per annum.

Burden Sharing Mechanism (Tuvalu Adaptation Blueprint): A collection of levies on international aviation and maritime transport. Expected to raise USD 40 million from Annex 2 and USD 30 million from non-Annex 1.

International Air Travel Adaptation Levy: Levy funds from polluting individuals better off to help the less well-off victims of their pollution purely on grounds. Expected to raise USD 8-10 billion per annum.

International Maritime Emission Reduction Schemes: Global bunker levy using the global average price of carbon to achieve GHG emission reductions through the maritime industry and raise USD 9 billion annually if applied world-wide.

Source: UNFCCC website and Müller (2008), “International Adaptation Finance”

Appendix 2: Rio markers for climate change

Markers are notified when each activity is screened by a DAC member to see if the activity directly aims or contributes to the four outcomes mentioned in Box 5 of this paper.  If so, it is marked depending on whether climate change is a “principal”, “significant” objective, or not targeted at all.  The graph below shows trends in bilateral aid targeting the Framework Convention on Climate Change.  Since two countries delayed their reporting for 2007, the most representative year to look at is 2006.  In this year, one observes that total activities marked for climate change equal just over USD 4 billion, representing about 3 percent of total ODA that year.  At its highest point in 1999, according to the pilot study conducted in 2002, close to 5 percent of ODA was marked for climate change.  Given the relatively recent introduction of the climate change marker, however, it is difficult to determine trends at this early stage.

Figure 1
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Note: Measuring aid targeting the objectives of the Rio Conventions, published by the Development Assistance 


Committee Secretariat in May 2009.
 



Includes data for 1998 to 2001 from a special pilot study in 2002 that are no longer in the online data series.  


Data for 2007 does not include Germany, compared to previous years.




Source: Creditor Reporting System database.

In practice, there are some limitations to the climate change marker because it is applicable only to mitigation
, not adaptation flows (which are efforts to adapt as a result of climate change and not as an effort to change it).  The DAC Secretariat is currently deciding how to measure adaptation projects, and a “Copenhagen marker” for adaptation is under discussion.  In addition, multilateral agencies (apart from the EC) do not use the marker when they report their flows to the DAC.   The Rio markers were in a long pilot phase, and reporting is yet incomplete: three members (Norway, Luxembourg and the United States) do not report on climate change markers to the CRS over the period 2005-7.  One should also be careful in comparing data across countries since each member could interpret the definition and its application differently, which is why this information is not given for a cross-country comparison in this report.  Nonetheless, marker data gives a best estimate of the policy objectives of aid, even if it does not allow for an automatic quantification of these flows.
Appendix 3: OECD climate change flows by destination and sector
ODA marked for climate change mitigation tended to go to the Far East (China, Indonesia) or South and Central Asia (India), followed by Europe (Turkey) and an equal share for North Africa and sub-Saharan Africa.  This corroborates the mitigation disbursements from existing funds illustrated in the Appendix 4 maps, which have gone primarily to middle-income countries.  
Figure 2
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Source:  Creditor Reporting System database.

Sector distribution of flows marked for climate change
Flows marked for climate change mitigation are mainly coded for the sectors of energy, transport, and environment multi-sector codes.  This is logical considering the focus on climate change mitigation, and the objective of reducing sources of GHG by switching to more renewable energy sources, using fuels more efficiently, and enhancing sinks to remove more carbon dioxide from the air (one would expect the environment multi-sector code to include some of these cross-cutting carbon capture or storage elements).  

Figure 3
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Source:  Creditor Reporting System database.

Appendix 4: Where the flows have gone so far…. 
FOR ADAPTATION

[image: image15.jpg]



Total disbursements for adaptation = USD 255.3 million

Disbursements for adaptation based on data from the Strategic Priority on Adaptation (SPA), the LDC Fund, the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), the MDG-Fund, and the GEF Trust Fund.  Numbers on countries refer to number of projects / programmes funded.
Source: www.climatefundsupdate.org
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Total disbursements for mitigation = USD 2.4 billion

Disbursements for mitigation based on data from the Strategic Priority on Adaptation (SPA), the LDC Fund, the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), the MDG-Fund, and the GEF Trust Fund.  Numbers on countries refer to number of projects / programmes funded.

Source :www.climatefundsupdate.org
Box 1: Mitigation and Adaptation


Mitigation: In the context of climate change, a human intervention to reduce the sources or enhance the sinks of greenhouse gases.  Examples include using fossil fuels more efficiently for industrial processes or electricity generation, switching to solar energy or wind power, improving the insulation of buildings, and expanding forests and other "sinks" to remove greater amounts of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.





Adaptation: Adjustment in natural or human systems in response to actual or expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or exploits beneficial opportunities. Examples include (1) shore protection (e.g., dikes, sea walls, beach nourishment), which can prevent sea level rise from inundating low-lying coastal areas, eroding beaches, or worsen flooding; and (2) farmers planting more climate-resilient crops.





Source: UNFCCC website.
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Box 3: Governance of climate change funds





A key criticism of some existing climate funds is their lack of balanced governance. The GEF Council has regional representation, which means that if consultation within constituencies is inadequate, country voices could remain unheard.  In addition the GEF has a double majority voting system: the majority of all countries and the majority of contributing countries.  This means that donors as a group have veto power. In contrast,  the Adaptation Fund Board is balanced towards developing country representatives, who occupy 11 out of 16 seats, or 69%.the new World Bank Climate Investment Funds came under criticism when they were first created due to the alleged under-representation of developing countries in their governance structures.  As a result, governance arrangements were revised to feature numerical parity between developed and developing countries.  





Country-driven demands








Box 2: The role of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) in climate change financing


The GEF was created in 1991 by the World Bank, the United Nations Environment Programme and the United Nations Development Programme to fund projects that provide global environmental benefits. In 1996, the Conference of Parties (COP) to the UNFCCC signed a memorandum of understanding with the GEF whereby according to Article 11.1 of the Convention the COP decides on policies, programme priorities and eligibility criteria for the financial mechanism of the Convention entrusted to the GEF on an ongoing basis and subject to review every four years.  The GEF must report annually to the COP, covering all GEF-financed activities, whether they are carried out by the GEF Implementing Agencies, the GEF Secretariat or by executing agencies implementing GEF-financed projects. 





Source: UNFCCC website





Box 4: Official development assistance (ODA)





Defined as those flows to countries and territories on the DAC List of ODA Recipients and to multilateral development institutions on the condition that they are:





	i. 	provided by official agencies, including state and local governments, or by their executing agencies; and


	ii.	each transaction of which


		a. 	is administered with the promotion of the economic development and welfare of developing countries as its main objective; and


		b.	is concessional in character and conveys a grant element of at least 25% (calculated at a discount rate of 10%)





Source: DAC Statistical Reporting Directives, OECD.








Box 5: Criteria for eligibility for flows marked with the climate change marker





According to the definition, an activity should be classified as climate-change-related if “it contributes to the objective of stabilisation of greenhouse gas (GHG) concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system by promoting efforts to reduce or limit GHG emissions or to enhance GHG sequestration.”





The mitigation of climate change by limiting anthropogenic emissions of GHGs, including gases regulated by the Montreal Protocol; or


The protection and/or enhancement of GHG sinks and reservoirs; or


The integration of climate change concerns with the recipient countries’ development objectives through institution building, capacity development, strengthening the regulatory and policy framework, or research; or


Developing countries’ efforts to meet their obligations under the Convention.





Source: Reporting Directives for the CRS – Addendum
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National Climate Change Strategy  -   2008





37 Government programmes in


6 thematic areas (food security, social protection, disaster mgmt, mitigation / low carbon dev’mt, capacity dev’mt)











National Water Policy 





Coastal Zone Policy 2005








National Environment Committee (Prime minister, MPs, line ministries, CSOs)





Inter-Ministerial Committee on Climate change (MoEnv, line ministries, CSOs)





Comprehensive Disaster Management Programme





National Budget (MoFinance) and Multi-Donor Trust Fund (MDTF)





National development / climate change strategy





Money released for programmes or projects: monitoring and reporting





Intermediation





Governance of funds, criteria for awards, carbon-trading schemes





Funding sources





Public contributions, private contributions, domestic revenue, new international sources
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