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AGENCE FRANCAISE DE DEVELOPPEMENT 
Inputs to the Standing Committee on Finance 

regarding climate finance flows tracking options 

Preliminary paper 

 

Disclaimer: This contribution expresses the view and insights by the French Development 
Agency as International Financial Institution and does, by no means, prejudge the position 
the French government may or will take in future debates inside or outside the UNFCCC on « 
MRV of climate finance ». 

 

At COP 17, Parties decided that the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF) is to prepare a 
biennial assessment and overview of climate finance flows within the context of its overall 
mandate to assist the COP in exercising its functions with respect to the financial mechanism 
of the Convention in terms of measurement, reporting and verification of support provided to 
developing country Parties. In accordance with this mandate, the SCF will, based on its work 
program for 2013-2015, present the outcomes of the first biennial assessment and overview of 
climate finance flows at COP 20 (December 2014). 

In order to perform this task, the SCF agreed, at its fifth meeting from 27 to 30 August 2013, 
to actively reach out to external stakeholders to consider ongoing technical work on 
operational definitions of climate finance, including private finance mobilized by public 
interventions, to assess how adaptation and mitigation needs can most effectively be met by 
climate finance, and to include the results in its annual report to the COP. 

Country parties and several both public and private institutions have started to establish and 
use different methodologies in order to track and report on climate finance. Accordingly, the 
SCF invited AFD to provide preliminary inputs and information. This paper aims at providing 
inputs to the SCF work based on AFD’s experience in the field of climate finance and at 
illustrating some of the most developed approaches to track climate finance, differences and 
commonalities, as well as discussing future steps towards a harmonized MRV-system, taking 
into account the requirements in context of UNFCCC. 

Due to time constraints, this preliminary document focuses on the following issues raised by 
the SCF and mainly on tracking public flows: 

- Feedback on the draft outline of the report; 

- Recommendation on criteria and process to assess climate finance flows including 
technical and analytical studies on definitions of climate finance; 

- Ideas for strengthening methodologies for measuring, reporting and verifying climate 
finance; 

- Contributions for the overview section of the report (data, recent and upcoming 
reports, on-going research). 
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1. Feedback on the draft outline of the report  

In order to reach the objectives of the SCF through this report and analyze options to define, 
classify and track climate finance, AFD recommends adopting the following approach which 
in consequence will structure this input paper: 

- Discuss options and propose definition of what is a climate action investment 

- Discuss options and propose definition of climate finance and of tracking and 
reporting methods  

- Discuss options and propose how to attribute climate finance flows to parties: 

o Direct financial support from countries to climate action projects 

o Financial support by IFIs, regional, multilateral funds and national (countries 
owned) public financial institutions  

o Financial support by private financial institutions and private investors  

Concerning specific elements of the draft outline of the report, the following points could be 
taken into account: 

- With respect to “Objective”: 

o Information on “Mandate” should be updated so that they also reflect relevant 
decisions by COP19 (in particular §11 of the decision concerning the Work 
program on long-term finance).  

- With respect to “Scope”: 

o It could be mentioned explicitly that the choice of the year 2007 as starting 
point of the overview does not prejudice a point of reference in the context of a 
potential definition of “new and additional”. 

o The “big picture in climate finance” could – at least with respect to public 
financial support (bilateral and multilateral) for developing countries – be 
based on data provided by developed country parties in their first biennial 
reports. Based on these reports, the first biennial assessment of climate flows 
by the Standing Committee on Finance could provide some kind of general 
overview, e.g. by providing aggregated data for key figures. 

o With respect to “fast start financing (FSF)” and “FSF period” it should to be 
taken into account that these are two different things. Some countries have for 
example provided climate finance in the “FSF period” which was higher than 
“fast start financing”. This could be illustrated explicitly in the “big picture in 
climate finance”. 

2. Recommendations on criteria and process to assess climate finance flows 
including technical and analytical studies on definitions of climate finance  

a. Definition of what is a climate project 

One of the key outcomes from report of the Standing Committee on Finance (which is not 
explicitly mentioned in the provided draft outline) could be a proper definition of what is 
considered as “climate finance”.  

Several global definitions co-exist. However, a climate project or activity can broadly be 
defined as development projects with co-benefit on the climate change agenda, either: 

- on mitigation: when contributing to avoid or reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
compared to the situation without the project 
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- on adaptation: when reducing vulnerability of human, goods and natural systems to the 
effects of climate change 

- on policies: when supporting transformational change in policies at regional, national, 
sub-regional and local levels, that leads to mitigation or adaptation  

- on capacity building: when supporting institutional processes to ensure sustainability 
of mitigation, adaptation and climate related policies   

This means that “climate” is usually not the main objective of the project or activity but a co-
benefit with more or less impact/efficiency.  

Climate activities can take place at different levels (local, territorial, national, regional...), 
with different actors (NGOs, private sector, local authorities, states and state owned 
companies), and include activities with climate effects that may comprise physical 
investment, technical assistance, activities for management system changes or planning 
procedures or even policy support... 

3. Existing methodologies for measuring, reporting and verifying climate finance 

The main principle used by countries and IFIs around the world to determine climate finance 
is to account as climate finance all financial support brought to the climate related  
project/activity/component: 

- Whatever the type of instruments used such as grants, loans (commercial, non-profit 
or subsidized), mezzanine finance, equity participation, comprehensive or partial 
guarantees, budget support and policy based instruments or insurance mechanisms; 

- And whoever is delivering this financial support: directly finance by a country, local 
authority, organization or NGOs or through intermediaries such as international 
financial institutions or national development banks... 

 

a. Regarding mitigation activities three main types of definition and 
classification methodology have been developed: 

i. Expert based methodology (ex : OECD rio marker framework) 

Those methodologies are based on a global definition of what is a mitigation activity with 
usually more or less detailed guidelines/examples of what can be considered as climate 
project but no comprehensive neither prescriptive ex ante detailed definition of climate 
activities or single criteria to classified. Then because of the large possibility of interpretation 
of what is or not a climate project this methodology leads to obligation for each organization 
(country or institution) to put in place its own expert based assessment methodology 
preventing harmonization among organization. Moreover this lead to the strong disadvantage 
to not ensuring comparability among data provided by organization.  

This is typically the case of DAC-OECD rio marker methodology. Climate activity being 
reported to the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) should be screened and marked as either (i.) 
targeting the Conventions as a 'principal objective' or a 'significant objective', or (ii.) not 
targeting the objective. A principal (prime) objective score (=score 2) is given when the 
objective is the principal reason for undertaking the activity. Activities marked “significant” 
(=score 1) have other prime objectives, but have been formulated or adjusted to help meet 
climate concerns. The DAC has established a definition of both “climate change mitigation-
related aid” and “climate change adaptation-related aid” as well as guidelines for eligibility. 
In the case of rio marker, this interpretation/comparability issue is even much more the case 
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considering the option put in place to classify project with only “significant objective” on 
climate. 

ii. Comprehensive list of climate projects/activities (ex : IDFC or MDBs 
methodologies) 

This accounting methodology is simply based on a common “positive-list” of detailed 
activities at the intersection of what the group of organization involved considers as 
mitigation due to their experience. 

By providing and ex-ante comprehensive list of climate activities/projects this methodology 
solved the problem of interpretation and ensure a reasonable comparability among data. This 
methodology ensures also an easy use facilitating the integration into information system at a 
relative low cost and quick result. However, it could lead to misinterpretation as every type of 
project proposed in the positive list is supposed to have a climate co-benefit regardless of 
context or project characteristics (it could, in particular be an issue for some energy efficiency 
projects or transports projects).    

Those methodologies are typically used by large group of financial institutions such as 
Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) or members of the International Development 
Finance Club (IDFC) to allow a joint reporting on their climate related activities following a 
common methodology. One can then consider that those methodologies facilitated a first 
massive step towards harmonization and comparable data.       

iii. Impact based assessment (ex ICCF or AFD or partially EBRD, EIB...) 

This methodology is based on a systematic ex ante measurement of the impact on greenhouse 
gas (GHG) of the project/activity from an emissions or carbon sequestration perspective. A 
project contributes to mitigation when the emission reductions it brings about are higher than 
the emissions it generates during its lifespan. Thus, with respect to mitigation, accounting 
could rely on a systematic quantification of the carbon footprint of a project. A project is 
recognized as a “climate/mitigation” project when the estimation of its carbon footprint shows 
that it reduces or avoids (for renewable energy projects) GHG emissions compared to a 
without project situation or specific reference. 

This methodology has the advantage to ensure a very strong justification of the definition of a 
climate project avoiding consideration above about reality of climate impact of some type of 
projects in some circumstances. This is also very aligned to methodological principles 
developed under CDM approaches to define the climate co-benefit of projects. At the contrary 
it has the disadvantage to imply an expert capacity to assess the carbon footprint of projects 
and to work on methodological harmonization for assessing carbon footprint. 

This methodology is systematically used by some institutions or organizations such as AFD 
but generally used as additional helpful information to classified climate projects (IFC, 
EBRD, EIB, CIF, GEF, some countries...).   

 

b. Regarding adaptation activities 

At the opposite of mitigation projects, assessing what is an adaptation project is much more 
complicated and un-easy to justify. This is mainly due to the fact that: 

- We don’t know yet precisely what would be the effective changes of climate 
parameter in the long term and at the needed territorial level. Even, if the climate 
modelisation science will make huge progress, it is likely that those parameters will 
even never been known with the right precision; 
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- We don’t know neither (even less more) what would be the effective impact of 
changes of climate parameters to economic activities, human vulnerability, 
functioning level of infrastructure and services or extreme events; 

- Consequently, countries, local authorities, communities and private and public 
organization faces difficulties in defining and implementing adaptation strategies and 
action plans strongly justified by an ex ante assessment of a potential impact on 
climate change vulnerabilities. They must then take decisions both in an uncertain 
context and with uncertain efficiency with maximizing benefits for both short and long 
term at an affordable cost;  

- Moreover, as climate change effects will potentially impact both economical 
investments, human behavior and capacity, infrastructure, urban and rural area 
organization... the bulk of adaptation activities will concern all type of policies, 
investments and institutional choices with a real impossibility, in general, to separate a 
specific adaptation activity to the global “development activity”. These imply that any 
accounting methodology based on specific adaptation project or even incremental cost 
will probably not cease the reality of adaptation efforts by countries, local authorities 
or organization.              

Provided those elements we can identify two main types of definition and classification 
methodology for adaptation projects. 

i. Classification based on existing countries/local 
authorities/organization adaptation action plan 

In this case, a project is classified when considered by the country/local authority or 
organization as part of its adaptation action plan.  This country driven approach is consistent 
with the main difficulties in assessing “scientifically” what is an adaptation project. However, 
this simple methodology raises a lot of issue regarding the ability/capacity of country/local 
authorities or organization to define their action plan and acceptance by donors.  

ii. Classification based on vulnerability assessment   

Main IFIs agreed on similar definition of adaptation projects with some further improvement 
to allow a more robust classification: (1) taking into account the context of climate 
vulnerability (climate data, exposure and sensitivity), considering both the impacts from 
climate change as well as climate variability risks; (2) link project activities to the context of 
climate vulnerability (e.g., socio-economic conditions and geographical location), reflecting 
only direct contributions to climate resilience. For a project to be recognized as a 
“climate/adaptation” project, the analysis must therefore demonstrate that it potentially 
contributes to reducing the vulnerability to climate change identified in the project area. A 
comparative analysis is conducted for this: (i) a study of the vulnerabilities to climate change 
of the project’s geographical area with (ii) an analysis of the activities planned by the project 
in the light of a positive list of actions that can contribute to reducing vulnerability or to 
strengthening the resilience of communities, goods or ecosystems to climate change. 

 

c. Regarding policy support activities  

This refers to projects/activities that help designing or implementing national or territorial 
policies with climate co-benefits. Assessing this climate co-benefit is therefore the main 
challenge to determine the climate classification of the project/activity.  

One can therefore distinguished two issues: 
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i. Projects/activities that support a dedicated climate policy (LEDs, 
NAMAs) 

In this case any support is generally accounted as climate. 

ii. Projects/activities that support a sectorial policy with potential climate 
co-benefit (sustainable urban development, low carbon transport, 
energy sector…) 

Due to the lack of possibility to have an easy ex ante quantitative assessment of the impact of 
the policy, the main tracking methodology that was developed for this kind of policy support 
(provided at regional, national or local level) is based on an assessment of the share of climate 
related triggers and prior actions included in the policy dialogue (policy matrix) between the 
provider of financial support and the counterpart which leads to a prorata accounting of the 
financial amount committed. Those climate triggers or prior actions are usually determined 
depending of a positive list of climate related actions.  

This methodology is used by several IFI providing budget support for policy designing 
implementation to countries or local authorities.  

 

4. Discuss options and propose how to attribute climate finance flows to parties 

Regarding the attribution of climate finance flows to parties to the convention, one has to 
distinguish between three cases.  

a. Direct financial support by countries to climate projects 

While considering direct financial support provided by a country to a project or an activity in 
another country, those flows can be easily tracked using the above mentioned methodologies. 
The main issue is then to properly define for the 100 billion dollars target which is the scope 
of countries considered as included in the origin of the flows and which is the scope of 
countries eligibles for receiving those flows.    

b. Financial support by IFIs, regional, multilateral funds and national public 
financial institution (countries owned financial institution) 

One key question is whether the MRV-system of finance should only focus on delivering 
information on accounting direct financial support (final financial flows) by contributors 
financial institution/funds and donor countries or if any final financial flows should also be 
attribute to a donor countries, especially multilateral public flows delivered by MDBs or 
international/regional channels (and private financial flows mobilized by public ones). As the 
new UNFCCC reporting system asks developed country parties to provide information on 
public financial support provided also via international channels, attribution of funds to 
donors has already become an (implicit) element in the reporting system. This question is 
however technically complex and politically a big challenge. One intermediate option for 
public finance could then be to report both but separeletly, inflows and outflows with respect 
to international organizations.  It could help to (1) avoid double counting of bilateral and 
corresponding international flows and (2) attribute international flows to specific donor 
countries. Moreover, it could be discussed how developed country parties could use the 
expertise and data provided by multilateral institutions to fulfill their own reporting 
requirements with respect to multilateral flows, under UNFCCC. In this context, a common 
understanding of how to border bi- and multilateral flows would also be helpful (in particular, 
how to treat earmarked contributions channelled through multilateral organisations and how 
to deal with core contributions). 
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c. Financial support by private financial institution and private investors 

For private climate finance more specifically, a research work coordinated by the OECD, the 
Research Collaborative, is currently contributing to the development of more comprehensive 
methodologies and systems to: 

- measure private climate finance flows to, between and in developing counties; and 

- determine private flows mobilized by developed countries’ public interventions. 

In doing so, the project intends to complement other work that has as central objective to track 
public flows, and thereby contribute to building a more transparent, comprehensive and 
trusted international measurement and reporting system for climate finance. 

The project is focused on identifying, developing, testing and evaluating possible 
methodological options as input to political discussions. Decisions and choices on key 
definitional issues and acceptable measurement and reporting methodologies (in particular for 
accounting purposes under the UNFCCC) are out of the scope of this project but could be 
addressed by the SCF as part of its workplan, using the Research Collaborative’s work. 

 

5. Ideas for strengthening methodologies : proposition for a convergence of climate 
tracking methodologies 

A major objective of MRV is to ensure transparency and finally credibility in delivering 
financial support. In this context, comparability of data reported by contributor country parties 
or other private and public institutions1 is a prerequisite. Therefore, efforts to converge the 
different existing methodologies should be strengthened. When comparing the different 
approaches described above, in particular with respect to mitigation, three different types of 
methodologies of tracking can be distinguished: the “Rio Marker”-system, the “positive list”-
approach and the “carbon footprint”-approach. In any case, the move towards a robust and 
transparent MRV-system still faces significant methodological hurdles, in particular 
concerning the definition of underlying terms. However, the different methodologies illustrate 
the big efforts in developing a tracking and reporting system already being made, at least on a 
technical level. It has to be emphasized that the different methodologies are not mutually 
exclusive. They can be combined or transformed (e.g. the AFD can report data compatible 
with a positive list approach or even under the “Rio Maker”-system based on its “carbon 
footprint”-approach). Hence, a convergence towards a harmonized system is possible. 

 

a. For mitigation, a hybrid methodology could be implemented as a combination 
of the positive list and carbon footprint methods 

When elaborating a more sophisticated tracking framework, it should be ensured that the 
resulting data are comparable and consistent among financial institution/funds and 
contributors country parties. It has to be decided in particular if the total project cost is 
reported with agreed weighing factors according to Rio Markers (1 or 2) or the project cost is 
broken down and only directly climate-related components are reported as defined in the 
positive list method.  

In the short run, it therefore seems to be promising to improve the overall reporting by 
focusing on existing reporting gaps. The “positive list”-approach may not totally accurately 
                                                 
1 In the UNFCCC, context, only countries parties are reporting, i.e. governments but not e.g. institutions like 
MDBs. 
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measure the financial support related to climate change. However, given the underlying 
documentation (criteria for eligibility, examples of typical activities, etc.), this approach 
seems to be the easiest to implement. Therefore, it seems doable that a harmonized tracking 
system, at least for mitigation projects, evolved to a “positive list” approach with a need to 
justify the mitigation co-benefit by performing a carbon footprint calculation for types of 
project which do not systematically lead to emission reductions (eg. Hydropower, energy 
efficiency, transport…). This hybrid tracking methodology has already been implemented by 
the Interact Climat Change Facility (ICCF), a risk sharing facility established in 2011 by the 
EDFI (European Development Financial Institutions), the European Investment Bank (EIB) 
and the Agence Française de Développement (AFD) as shareholders. The methodology for 
selecting projects eligible to ICCF financing is based on a positive list of projects, including, 
for some categories of projects, the restriction that the net carbon footprint assessment should 
be negative (i.e. demonstration that GHG emissions annually induced by the Project are 
smaller than the emissions annually avoided or reduced compared to a no project situation, i.e. 
there are lower emissions due to the Project compared to the situation with no investment).  

b. For adaptation 

With respect to adaptation, tracking and reporting is particularly difficult given that support 
for adaptation is highly context specific and covers a broad diversity of activities which can 
significantly overlap with traditional development activities. Three key elements that help 
characterizing adaptation projects are: an analysis of the context of vulnerability, an analysis 
of project characteristics that lead to an increase of the resilience and the intension that should 
be properly described as an objective/co-benefit of the project. To avoid ‘over-reporting’, an 
individual assessment of each activity is necessary. Given the specific challenge in this 
context, a deeper exchange between country parties and institutions seems to be useful in 
order to further precise and harmonize the existing guidelines and their application. In any 
case, the elaboration of a more sophisticated tracking framework should not overcharge the 
administration being in charge of the reporting; otherwise, the comparability of data between 
countries cannot be ensured. 

c. For policy support 

The only existing methodology is described above based on an assessment of the climate 
potential co-benefit of the policy matrix. This could be chosen as a first step for reporting 
which should not prevent further work to establish a more robust methodology. Harmonize of 
the status of funding provided 

Proposal provided above may lead to a first step in harmonization.  

Some progress on a more technical level is also necessary. There should be an agreement in 
particular on : 

- how to use the exchange rates (local vs US$) in order to allow for reporting in the 
same currency for all countries 

- the price deflators in order to allow for multiannual reporting in constant prices 

- the choice to report funding either committed, engaged, signed or disbursed 

- the choice to report on loan amount or only on the budgetary effort 
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6. Contributions for the overview section of the report (data, recent and upcoming 
reports, on-going research) 

a. AFD’s activity in the field of climate finance 

i. Presentation of the French Development Agency 

The Agence Française de Développement (French Agency for Development - AFD) is an 
International finanacial Institution and a public development bank owned by the French 
government. AFD has been working to fight poverty and foster economic growth in 
developing countries and the French Overseas Provinces for seventy years. AFD’s teams are 
based in Paris and in a network of seventy agencies and representations in developing 
countries and the French overseas provinces. The AFD Group also comprises a private sector 
financing arm, Proparco, and hots the secretariat of the French Global Environment Facility 
(French GEF), which cofinances projects that reconcile environment and development. 

AFD has been entrusted with a mandate by the French national authorities to contribute to 
economic and social development in its geographical areas of operation. It achieves this by 
financing and supporting development projects and programs, participating in the debate, 
research and dialogue with the relevant stakeholders. The aim of these actions is to contribute 
to more sustainable and shared economic growth, improve living conditions in the poorest 
regions and countries, contribute to preserving the planet and help stabilize fragile or post-
conflict countries. 

AFD carries out this mandate through its financing, risk analysis and hedging instruments, 
and expertise in training and capacity building, which it provides to both public and private 
stakeholders. In the poorest countries, primarily in Sub-Saharan Africa, AFD mainly operates 
through grants and concessional instruments. In middle-income countries, it allocates soft 
loans and provides technical assistance, which strengthens the contracting authorities for the 
funded projects and develops cooperation on common challenges in these countries. In 
emerging countries, it allocates market-rate loans with a strong focus on financing projects 
that contribute to green growth and fight against climate change. In the French overseas 
provinces, it implements support, advisory and financing activities for local public and private 
stakeholders and promotes initiatives for cooperation and regional integration. 

In 2012, AFD Group approved a total of EUR 7.8bn of financing, including EUR 1.5bn in the 
French overseas provinces.  

ii. Tracking methodology 

The monitoring of AFD Group’s climate related activity is based on a systematic review, 
during the appraisal process, of the climate impact of all financing allocated by AFD and 
Proparco (private sector subsidiary). The Group qualifies as climate finance all financial flows 
dedicated to development projects that have one or several of the following three types of co-
benefits: 

- Mitigation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions or carbon sequestration. A project 
contributes to mitigation when the emission reductions it brings about are higher than 
the emissions it generates during its lifespan. Thus, with respect to mitigation, 
accounting relies on a systematic quantification (when possible) of the carbon 
footprint of a project. A project is recognized as a “climate/mitigation” project when: 
(1) either the estimation of its carbon footprint shows that it reduces or avoids (for 
renewable energy projects) GHG emissions compared to the without project situation; 
(2) or if the carbon footprint cannot be estimated when the commitment is approved, 
this financing is earmarked for actions that contribute to mitigation (studies, capacity 
building and intermediated bank credit lines for renewable energy and energy 
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efficiency projects). Hence, only projects leading to a potential reduction in net GHG 
emissions are qualified by AFD as "climate" projects. Projects improving the carbon 
intensity of an activity but resulting in a net increase in GHG emissions between the 
project implementation and the reference situation (defined as the situation without 
any investment, which could be dynamic in time) are not qualified as "climate" 
projects. 

- Adaptation to climate change. Projects (or project components) that limit the 
vulnerability of goods, persons and ecosystems to the consequences of climate change 
are considered as contributing to adaptation. For a project to be recognized as a 
“climate/adaptation” project, the analysis must therefore demonstrate that it potentially 
contributes to reducing the vulnerability to climate change identified in the project 
area. A comparative analysis is conducted for this: (i) a study of the vulnerabilities to 
climate change of the project’s geographical area with (ii) an analysis of the activities 
planned by the project in the light of a positive list of actions that can contribute to 
reducing vulnerability or to strengthening the resilience of communities, goods or 
ecosystems to climate change. 

- Support for the implementation of climate policies. There are three possibilities for 
the recognition of budget support and sectoral aid: (1) Budget support specifically 
designed for setting up or implementing climate policies (climate change policy loans 
or support for national/local climate action plans) is 100% recognized; (2) For the 
other budget support or for the support to local authorities, the methodology used aims 
to reflect the content of the political and sectoral dialogue with the counterpart (joint 
monitoring of indicators) and the impacts on the fight against climate change from the 
integrated approach that this promotes. The climate related share of the financing is 
calculated based on a proportional accounting of the climate related monitoring 
indicators compared to all the indicators in the monitoring matrix for the public policy 
that is implemented. It is backed up by a positive list of actions which, by their nature, 
are considered to have a climate co-benefit; (3) In the absence of standardized 
indicators shared with the counterpart to monitor its public policy, there is the 
possibility to assess the financing provided at up to 40%, provided there is a cross-
cutting “climate” activity that allows the dynamics underlying the action of the local 
authority or government to be assessed. 

As the AFD Group qualifies as climate finance any financial commitment (or part of it in case 
of different components) to a development project that have climate related co-benefit, either 
a project is recognized as a climate project or not. Hence, there is no distinction between a 
project having mitigation or adaptation as 'principal objective' or as 'significant objective'. 
When translating its approach to the “Rio Marker”-system, the AFD only distinguishes 
between score 2 (principal objective) and score 0 (not targeted). 

iii. Climate related financial flows 

AFD publishes each year a detailed analysis of its climate related financial activity2. In 2012, 
AFD Group approved commitments worth EUR 2.428bn for 54 “climate” projects 
(development projects that have co-benefits for the fight against climate change). This amount 
is up by 22% compared to 2011, and brings the total amount of AFD Group climate 
commitment approvals up to over EUR 12bn since 2005. In 2012, AFD’s “climate” related 
financing activity in developing countries (EUR 2,064m) accounted for 48% of AFD’s 
commitment approvals in these geographical areas (excluding general budget support, debt 

                                                 
2 Available on AFD website: http://climat.afd.fr 
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reduction mechanisms, guarantees and Proparco sub-participation). This is close to the annual 
target of 50% set out in the 2012-2016 “Climate-Development” strategy. 

The “climate” financing of Proparco, the Group’s private sector arm, (EUR 331m) accounted 
for 32% of its commitment approvals in 2012 (+85% compared to 2011), exceeding the 30% 
target. This activity mainly covers financing for energy efficiency projects and power 
generation projects using renewable sources led by private stakeholders.  

In 2012, AFD Group financing with a co-benefit for mitigation reached EUR 1,850m (up 29% 
compared to 2011). Financing of adaptation to climate change stood at EUR 146m. Finally, 
budget and sectoral support to governments and local authorities for the implementation of 
climate change policies amounted to EUR 473m, which accounted for 20% of “climate” 
commitment approvals.  

 

b. Different information systems/mechanism providing data on public climate 
action related financial flows 

To collect data (and in the absence of a single methodology of tracking), there are different 
types of information systems/mechanism that provide data on public financial flows:  

- The UNFCCC reporting system based on national communication and biennial reports 
that track climate finance through countries own type methodology with a wide 
variety of approaches (flows/resources, tracking methodology...); 

- The OECD creditor reporting system that report on flows delivered mainly by 
members via a specific accounting methodology of climate financial flows;  

- Voluntary reporting by financial institutions, development agencies and funds or even 
countries based on own type methodologies adapted to their mandate and information 
system. In this field, it has to be mentioned first steps in terms of harmonization in the 
form of annual reporting by groups of institution such as for instance:  

o Multilateral Development Banks climate annual report 

o Bilateral Financial Institutions - UNEP climate annual report  

o International Development Finance Club (a group of 20 international and 
national development banks) climate and green finance annual report  

First attempt have been made also by think tanks such as the Climate Policy Initiative (CPI) in 
compiling meta-datas coming from diverse sources with many issues on consistency. 

i. UNFCCC national communications and biennial reports  

All countries have reporting requirements under the UNFCCC, also with respect to financial 
flows. National communications by Annex I countries and biennial reports by developed 
countries parties are the main channels to communicate information on the provision of 
financial resources3. Currently, this reporting system does not provide comparable data, in 
particular due to heterogeneous reporting by Annex II parties4. The National Communications 
Module of the Finance Portal for Climate Change tries to capture the information 
communicated by Annex II parties on the provision of financial resources. Although “every 
effort has been made to ensure accuracy and consistency to the extent possible”, data are still 

                                                 
3 In addition to this reporting; a specific reporting system for “Fast Start Finance” (2010-2012) was used. 
4 See UNFCCC Finance Portal: Footnotes. National communications by Annex I-countries also comprise 
reporting on progress in achieving emission reductions. However, the provision of financial support only refers 
to the subgroup of “developed country Parties and other developed Parties included in Annex II of the 
convention” (Annex II countries). 
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hardly comparable and comprehensible (e.g. due to reporting for different periods and in 
different currencies). As a consequence, the reporting system has been reviewed and 
modified5. In this context, new guidelines were adopted at COP 176. Moreover, a common 
tabular format (CTF), including also several tables on the provision of different types of 
financial support, was adopted at COP 187. Under UNFCCC, Annex II-parties are also asked 
to provide information on financial resources which are provided through multilateral 
channels and the GEF.  

ii. OECD Creditor Reporting System 

The OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) monitors and reports the provision of 
resources that support development aid from its members. It collects and publishes data on 
Official Development Assistance (ODA) and Other Official Flows (OOF) via its Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS).8 Since 1998, the DAC has also been tracking global environmental 
objectives being established by the three “Rio Conventions”9 in 1992: biodiversity, climate 
change mitigation and adaptation, and desertification. Three so-called “Rio Markers” were 
created to identify whether the development aid being reported also contributes to the 
objectives of the conventions. Every aid activity being reported to the CRS should be 
screened and marked as either (i.) targeting the Conventions as a 'principal objective' or a 
'significant objective', or (ii.) not targeting the objective. A principal (prime) objective score 
(=score 2) is given when the objective is the principal reason for undertaking the activity. 
Activities marked “significant” (=score 1) have other prime objectives, but have been 
formulated or adjusted to help meet climate concerns. Since 1998, the DAC has monitored 
development aid related to climate by using a “Rio Marker” for climate change mitigation10. 
Since 2010, an additional “Rio Marker” for climate change adaptation has been used. The 
DAC has established a definition of both “climate change mitigation-related aid” and “climate 
change adaptation-related aid” as well as criteria for eligibility.11 However, for the moment, 
the “Rio Markers” are just applied to ODA flows and only collect data from its members.12 
Moreover, as described below, the rio marker methodology has the strong disadvantage to not 
ensuring comparability among data. Indeed, because of the large possibility of interpretation 
of what is or not a climate project this methodology leads to obligation for each country or 
institution to put in place its own assessment methodology preventing harmonization. This 
interpretation issue is even much more the case considering the option put in place to classify 
project with only “significant objective” on climate. 

Finally, it has to be mentioned that those data both include direct flows from countries to 
climate investment, resources committed to international climate funds (but not to multilateral 

                                                 
5 According to 1/CP.16, it was decided to “enhance reporting in the national communications […] on mitigation 
targets and on the provision of financial, technological and capacity-building support to developing country 
Parties” based on “existing reporting and review guidelines, processes and experiences”. 
6 See UNFCCC (2012), Decision 2/CP.17 concerning the biennial reporting guidelines for developed countries. 
7 See UNFCCC (2012), SBSTA-Report: Methodological issues under the Convention and UNFCCC: Recent 
Developments on National Communications.  
8 See also OECD: Focus on Aid Targeting the Objectives of the Rio Conventions and OECD (2012), 
Development Co-operation Report 2012: Lessons in Linking Sustainability and Development, pp.55-68. See 
OECD: DAC Glossary of Key Terms and Concepts. Data in the database are updated more frequently than in 
OECD factsheet or flyers; this can explain differences in published flows.  
9 The three “Rio Conventions” are: UN Convention on Biological Diversity (UNCBD), UN Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD). 
10 Data for years 1998-2006 were obtained on a trial basis; reporting became mandatory starting with 2007 flows. 
Data on activity level are available since 2002. 
11 See for detailed information OECD (2011), Handbook on the OECD-DAC Climate Markers. 
12 See e.g. OECD (2012), Tracking climate finance: What and how? There: table 2 and Annex 1. However, the 
system is being expanded to other official flows. 
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or regional banks or agencies) and part of climate flows from bilateral agencies and banks. 
Those different types of channels don’t ensure a meaningful information system.    

According to these data, total bilateral climate related aid by all members of the OECD DAC 
was around USD 17.1 billion in 2011 (see figure 1 in the Statistical Annex). Around 55 % of 
this sum was delivered by EU members of the OECD DAC. Of the total amount; two-thirds 
was for mitigation; and one-third for adaptation.  

The OECD CRS-database also tracks multilateral development aid – data on government core 
contribution to multilateral institutions as well as flows from multilateral institutions to 
recipient countries.13 However, data on government contributions to multilateral institutions 
are not marked for climate change or are included in the bilateral assessment.14 Moreover, 
even though having access to the CRS, according to OECD, MDBs neither many IFIs do not 
systematically use the system and the corresponding data are thought to be incomplete; in 
addition, the “Rio Markers” have not been widely used by the MDBs neither by some IFIs.15 
The DAC is working on the climate change markers with MDBs and other IFIs to redefine the 
data on multilateral and regional development banks flows and more widely on IFIs. Given 
the existing data gap, the OECD currently uses an alternative approach to estimate the total of 
DAC members’ contribution to climate finance provided by via multilateral institutions. The 
contribution is calculated as the sum of contributions to specific climate funds and the 
climate-related share of DAC members’ core contributions to multilateral organizations. The 
latter is calculated by applying the outflow of an institution targeted at climate change as 
share of total outflows to the members’ contribution to the institution. In 2011, according to 
this approach, DAC countries’ multilateral aid to climate change was USD 882 million, after 
USD 718 million in 2010.16   

iii. Flows from financial institution and agencies 

Main part of finance for climate change mitigation and adaption flows through international, 
regional and national public financial institutions or Banks and development agencies. Several 
institutions are tracking and reporting the corresponding data using different type of 
methodology. In the recent years, first steps in terms of harmonization have been made in the 
form of annual reporting by groups of institution such as for instance: MDBs climate annual 
report, BFI-UNEP climate annual report or IDFC (a club of 19 international and national 
development banks) climate and green finance annual report. 

1. Multilateral Development Banks initiative 

A group of seven MDBs has agreed to undertake joint efforts leading towards developing a 
joint methodology for tracking climate change mitigation and adaptation finance.17 With 
respect to mitigation, accounting and reporting is based on a common “positive-list” of 

                                                 
13 See OECD: Statistics on resource flows to developing countries: table 14-16 concerning the flows of financial 
resources from governments to multilateral institutions and table 17 for flows of multilateral institutions to 
recipient countries. 
14 See e.g. OECD and IEA (2012), Tracking climate finance: What and how? 
15 See e.g. OECD and IEA (2011), Monitoring and tracking long-term finance to support climate action, OECD 
and IEA (2012), Tracking climate finance: What and how? 
16 See OECD (2013), OECD DAC statistics on climate‐related aid for 2011 and OECD (2012), First‐ever 
comprehensive data on aid for climate change adaptation. 
17 See AfDB (2012), Multilateral Development Banks Join Forces to Track Climate Financing.  The MDBs 
involved are African Development Bank (AfDB), Asian Development Bank (ADB), European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), European Investment Bank (EIB), Inter-American Development 
Bank (IDB), International Finance Corporation (IFC) and the World Bank.  Concerning the World Bank 
approach, see World Bank (2012), Tracking Climate Finance at the World Bank. 
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activities at the intersection of what all MDBs involved consider mitigation.18 With respect to 
adaptation, a project must fulfill three criteria:  setting out a context of climate vulnerability; 
addressing or improving climate resilience and linking activities to climate vulnerability.19 
Activities should reflect at least one of specific and pre-determined adaptation categories. In 
addition, a non-exhaustive list of indicative examples provides further guidance. Concerning 
reporting both mitigation and adaptation, the following aspects have been agreed:  

- Reporting period is the fiscal year. 

- Reporting is linked to MDB commitments, board approval not signature of the project 
convention. Financial flows are measured at time of Board approval or signature. All 
types of capital are eligible for reporting irrespective of origin. Both, MDBs’ own 
resources as well as external resources managed by the MDBs are reported. To 
prevent double counting, both types of resources are clearly separated from each other. 
All types of instruments deployed by MDBs may be included. 

- Data reported correspond to the financing of those (sub-) components within 
projects/activities that provide mitigation or adaptation co-benefits rather than the 
entire project cost.  

- Some activities provide both mitigation and adaptation co‐ benefits. As a result, the 
financing for adaptation and mitigation should not be added together to prevent double 
counting. Although not been possible for all MDBs in this first trial year, it is expected 
that, going forward, where reported, climate finance figures would have any overlap 
netted out.  

When considering only the own resources of the MDBs, USD 18.5 billion were committed to 
mitigation and USD 4.2 billion to adaptation in 2011 (table 3). 

2. UNEP Bilateral Finance Institutions Climate Change Working 
Group 

The “UNEP Bilateral Finance Institutions Climate Change Working Group” (UNECP BFI 
CCWG) currently comprises four international finance institutions: Agence Française de 
Développement (AFD), Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA), KfW 
Entwicklungsbank (Germany’s Development Bank), and Nordic Environment Finance 
Corporation (NEFCO). These financing institutions act, and provide financing, on behalf of 
their respective governments.20 

Financial support is recognized as “climate finance” if it is flowing from developed to 
developing countries and supports mitigation and adaptation. Also included is direct 
budgetary support for climate policy (e.g. capacity-building). To determine what qualifies as 
mitigation and adaptation, the group uses the “Rio Markers” and a “positive list”-approach. 
Where funds support an activity with both an adaptation and mitigation benefit, members of 
UNECP BFI CCWG report half of the total amount as mitigation and half of the amount as 
adaptation. The data provided are data on committed funds.  

3. IDFC - International Development Finance Club  

                                                 
18 See for further details see AfDB et al. (2012), Joint MDB report on mitigation finance 2011. 
19 See for further details see AfDB et al. (2012), Joint MDB report on adaptation finance 2011. To prevent the 
mislabeling of development activities as adaption, activities that do not explicitly meet all three criteria are not 
included in reporting. To support the identification of adaptation projects; a list of both adaptation categories and 
indicative examples of climate resilience actives has been developed. 
20 See e.g. KfW (2012), Bilateral Finance Institutions and Climate Change: A mapping of 2011 climate financial 
Flows to developing countries. 
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IDFC was formed in 2011, and comprises nineteen like-minded development banks of 
national, subregional and international origin (Europe, Asia, Central and South America, and 
Africa). In 2012, IDFC members performed a mapping of their green finance contributions by 
collating and disclosing their aggregated green finance (including mitigation and adaptation to 
climate change) flows for 2011.21  

For climate finance, the methodology of this mapping exercise adopted a two-step approach 
based on: 

- A global definition of mitigation and adaptation based on OECD-DAC climate 
markers 

- A core list of eligible project categories or sub-sectors that were consensually accepted 
by all IDFC members as projects that typically contribute to tackling climate change.  

Integrated into this approach was the option for IDFC members to add other considered 
climate related investments along with an explanation on their climate accounting 
methodology. 

In 2011, IDFC members made new commitments of 74 billion USD of investments in green 
energy and projects leading to mitigation of GHG emissions and 8,9 billion USD of 
investments in adaptation to climate change projects. 

4. The Interact Climat Change Facility (ICCF) 

The Interact Climate Change Facility (ICCF) is a risk sharing facility supporting private 
sector investments in mitigation projects in developing countries and emerging markets. It 
was established in 2011 by the EDFI (European Development Financial Institutions), the 
European Investment Bank (EIB) and the Agence Française de Développement (AFD) as 
shareholders 

The methodology for selecting projects eligible to ICCF financing is based on a positive list 
of projects, including, for some categories of projects (energy efficiency, urban transports for 
instance) the restriction that the net carbon footprint assessment should be negative (i.e. 
demonstration that GHG emissions annually induced by the Project are smaller than the 
emissions annually avoided or reduced by the no project situation, i.e. there are lower 
emissions due to the Project compared to the situation with no investment).  

By the end of 2012, ICCF has approved 9 projects for a total amount of 198 million Euros22. 

 

                                                 
21See ECOFYS (2012), Mapping of Green Finance Delivered by IDFC Members in 2011. 
22 See annual report EDFI 2012 :  http://www.edfi.be/news/news/30-2012-annual-report.html 
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7. Tentative benchmark of current methodologies of tracking and reporting public flows 

Methodology Usage Key principals Strengths Limitations 

Mitigation and 
adaptation : 

Rio Markers  

Used by 
countries and 
European 
Commission, 
for the OECD 
system (tracking 
bilateral as well 
as multilateral 
development 
aid). 

Some IFIs and 
development 
agencies such as 
JICA and KfW 
are using this 
system for their 
own tracking of 
climate related 
flows. 

 

The OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
monitors and reports the provision of resources that support 
development aid from its members. Since 1998, the DAC has 
also been tracking global environmental objectives being 
established by the three “Rio Conventions”  in 1992: 
biodiversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation, and 
desertification. Three so-called “Rio Markers”23 were created 
to identify whether the development aid being reported also 
contributes to the objectives of the conventions. Every aid 
activity being reported to the CRS should be screened and 
marked as either (i.) targeting the Conventions as a 'principal 
objective' or a 'significant objective', or (ii.) not targeting the 
objective. A principal (prime) objective score (=score 2) is 
given when the objective is the principal reason for 
undertaking the activity. Activities marked “significant” 
(=score 1) have other prime objectives, but have been 
formulated or adjusted to help meet climate concerns. Since 
1998, the DAC has monitored development aid related to 
climate by using a “Rio Marker” for climate change 
mitigation. Since 2010, an additional “Rio Marker” for 
climate change adaptation has been used. The DAC has 
established a definition of both “climate change mitigation-
related aid” and “climate change adaptation-related aid” as 
well as criteria for eligibility.   

The OECD CRS is currently the most 
used reporting system across countries 
and sectors for direct bilateral flows. 
Given the mandatory application of Rio 
Markers by all OECD countries in 
reporting their ODA and its relatively 
simple and transparent access, this 
system could be considered as a first 
starting point to track and report country 
bilateral public flows. 

This tracking methodology does not 
enable to report as climate finance only 
a part of the whole project financing 
support. 

It does not ensure comparability among 
data because of the large possibility of 
interpretation of what is or not a 
climate project. This methodology led 
to the obligation for each country or 
institution to put in place its own 
assessment methodology or just base it 
on expert judgment, preventing 
harmonization. This interpretation 
issue is even much more the case 
considering the option put in place to 
classify project with only “significant 
objective” on climate. 

 

Mitigation : 

Positive list of 
eligible climate 
action related 
sub-sectors or 
type of projects 

Multilateral 
Development 
Banks climate 
annual report 

Bilateral 
Financial 

A positive list of eligible sub-sectors or type of projects can be 
applied especially for climate change mitigation finance. This 
methodology aim to disaggregate climate activities from non-
climate activities through a reasonable level of granularity by 
dissecting projects into main components.  

In 2012, the Multilateral Development Banks agreed to 

Those methodologies allow for a better 
harmonization among data provided by 
institutions. 

It allows disaggregating climate 
activities from non-climate activities 
through a reasonable level of granularity 

The typology of mitigation projects is 
composed of types of projects or 
actions to be financed that are 
supposed to have positive climate co-
benefit but without a case by case 
measurement of the reality of this co-
benefit. This can lead to two opposed 

                                                 
23 See World Bank (2010), Monitoring Climate Finance and ODA, p. 11 and OECD (2011), Handbook on the OECD-DAC Climate Markers, p. 11. 
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Methodology Usage Key principals Strengths Limitations 

for mitigation Institutions - 
UNEP climate 
annual report  

International 
Development 
Finance Club 
climate and 
green finance 
annual report 

disclose jointly their climate flows through a “positive list” 
approach for mitigation.24 This can be seen as a minimum 
requirement approach as each MDB can still keep on with its 
own climate tracking methodology to disclose its official data. 

A comparable typology has been used (less detailed) and 
published by other International Finance Institutions e.g. the 
UNEP BFI and IDFC (a group of 19 national and international 
financial institutions).25 This also can be seen as a minimum 
requirement approach as each UNEP BFI member or IDFC 
member can still keep on with its own climate tracking 
methodology to disclose its official data.  

 

by dissecting projects into main 
components. 

biases: i) a restricted list with only 
projects that are always mitigation 
projects which is not comprehensive or 
ii) a large list including projects that 
not always generate reduction or 
avoidance of GHG emission (for 
instance in energy efficiency, transport 
or even renewable energy projects such 
as large hydro).  

Mitigation : 

Impact related 
tracking 

AFD is using it 
for climate 
finance tracking 
on mitigation 

Climate action 
specific 
facilities such as 
Interact Climate 
Change Facility 
(ICCF) or Clean 
Technology 
Fund (CTF) are 
using it for 
project 
eligibility 

This methodology is based on an ex ante assessment of the 
carbon footprint of all projects thus allowing to know whether 
the project should have or not a positive impact on reducing or 
avoiding greenhouse gas emission. 

This methodology allows a more robust 
classification of mitigation finance based 
on the reality of its effect on climate 
change and reduces issues of 
interpretation, inconsistencies and 
granularity of project type list. 

This implies a robust internal process 
to allow this ex ante assessment and 
definition of a harmonized carbon 
footprint methodology. This has to be 
linked with the commitments made by 
IFIs by end of 2011 for a framework of 
harmonization on carbon footprint 
measurement. 

Adaptation :  

Rio Markers 

European 
Commission 

According to the Rio Marker definition, an activity is eligible 
for the adaptation marker if: (1) the climate change adaptation 
objective is explicitly indicated in the activity documentation; 

This approach focuses on the intention: 
the adaptation should be presented as one 

Adaptation tracking still need an 
“expert based assessment system” with 
the problem of consistency, however, 

                                                 
24 Joint MDB Report on Mitigation Finance 
 http://climatechange.worldbank.org/sites/default/files/MMF_2011_version_21.pdf 
25 IDFC Report: http://www.idfc.org/Downloads/IDFC_green_finance_mapping_report__2012_06_14.pdf 
UNEP- BFI Reports: http://www.unep-fin.org/publications/unep-bfi-ccwg.html 
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Methodology Usage Key principals Strengths Limitations 

and KfW and (2) the activity contains specific measures targeting the 
reduction of climate vulnerability. 

  

of the objective of the project. carrying out a climate change 
adaptation analysis, either separately or 
as an integral part of agencies’ standard 
procedures, facilitates this approach. 

The difference between “principal 
objective” and “significant objective” 
is even more difficult to evaluate in the 
case of adaptation. 

Adaptation :  

Positive list of 
eligible 
activities 

IDFC The IDFC approach is based on categories of sectors where 
adaptation co-benefits could be found (water preservation; 
agriculture, natural resources and ecosystem based adaptation; 
coastal protection) and exemple of activities / project that are 
considered as adaptation depending on the context.  

This approach, based on a predefined 
scope of activities that or considered as 
contributing to adaptation is fast to 
implement.   

Potential over counting if local context 
is not taken into account. 

Adaptation :  

Positive list of 
eligible 
activities 
crossed with 
local 
vulnerability 

AFD and MDBs Main IFIs agreed on similar definition of adaptation projects 
with some further improvement to allow a more robust 
classification: (1) taking into account the context of climate 
vulnerability (climate data, exposure and sensitivity), 
considering both the impacts from climate change as well as 
climate variability risks; (2) Link project activities to the 
context of climate vulnerability (e.g., socio-economic 
conditions and geographical location), reflecting only direct 
contributions to climate resilience. 

There is still a strong debates between institution on whether 
you should include in adaptation finance investment in climate 
proofed infrastructure   

The analysis of local vulnerability to 
climate change is a key element of 
adaptation action as well as an analysis 
of project characteristics that lead to an 
increase of the resilience of 
communities.  

 

The main limit of this methodology is 
that there is no metric for adaptation, 
all analysis are always qualitative and 
the robustness of this approach depends 
on the level of analysis. 

Adaptation : 

Actions 
specified by the 
country in its 
ad-hoc national 
or local action 
plan for 
adaptation 

GEF and 
Adaptation fund 

In this case, a project is classified when considered by the 
country/local authority or organization as part of its adaptation 
action plan.  This country driven approach is consistent with 
the main difficulties in assessing “scientifically” what is an 
adaptation project. However, this simple methodology raises a 
lot of issue regarding the ability/capacity of country/local 
authorities or organization to define their action plan and 
acceptance by donors. 

Adaptation action should not only be 
tackled at project level but also at a 
comprehensive policy level to ensure 
overall consistency. 

At the present time, these plans do not 
always have overall coherence.  

Tracking of The World Policy based instruments such as budget support through loan This methodology is shared among the It is very challenging ex ante 
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policy based 
operations 

Bank, the Inter-
American Bank 
and AFD 

or grant and capacity building are also instruments used for 
“climate co-benefit” purpose. However, those instruments are 
not always dedicated to a climate dedicated policy or action 
but can serve also to help development policies with strong 
climate co-benefits (sustainable urban development, low 
carbon transport, energy sector…). It seems important to find 
a tracking methodology that allow for an accounting of this 
kind of support provided at regional, national or local level. At 
this stage the main approach is based on an assessment of the 
share of climate related triggers and prior actions include in 
the policy dialogue (policy matrix) between the financer and 
the counterpart which leads to a prorata accounting of the 
financial amount committed.  

public international financial institutions. quantitatively assess the 
transformational climate related impact 
of a policy. This methodology is based 
on an evaluation of the means used, not 
of the impacts.  

 


