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Abstract 

Available data show that Vietnam emerges as one of the first recipients of climate change 
adaptation-related aid. In addition, reporting by OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
members based on the Rio marker methodology indicates that Vietnam attracted a significantly largest 
share of “international adaptation finance” than of bilateral official development aid (ODA) while this 
country is at the same time one of the first recipients of bilateral ODA in the world (third biggest 
recipient in 2010-2013). 

Our screening of aid activities labelled by DAC donors as adaptation-related in Vietnam shows that 
these observations need to be qualified. The case of Vietnam illustrates some of the practical 
challenges of monitoring international climate finance and some of the weaknesses of current 
reporting systems in this regard. Any estimates of international climate finance should therefore be 
considered with caution. 

This paper also highlights the limits of a strictly accounting approach to international climate 
finance – an approach that is however particularly apparent in negotiations under the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). This approach could indeed provide a 
disincentive to use some types of aid (such as general budget support or debt relief) that are potentially 
highly relevant to address intersectoral issues such as climate change adaptation and mitigation. 



 4

Table of Contents 

Abstract ................................................................................................................................................... 2 
 
Table of Contents .................................................................................................................................... 4 
 
1. Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 5 

Climate Finance: The US$ 100 Billion Question ............................................................................... 5 
The “Definitional Role” of Statistics .................................................................................................. 6 

Box 1. The OECD DAC Rio Marker Methodology ...................................................................................... 6 
Table 1. Top 10 recipient countries of bilateral ODA and of adaptation-related bilateral ODA 
(commitments, 2010-2013) ........................................................................................................................... 7 

 
2. Adaptation-related Aid Committed to Vietnam (2010-2013) ............................................................. 8 

Table 2. Top 10 donor countries of bilateral ODA and of adaptation-related bilateral ODA in Vietnam 
(commitments, 2010-2013) ........................................................................................................................... 8 

Score “2” of the Rio Marker “Adaptation” ....................................................................................... 8 
Score “1” of the Rio Marker “Adaptation” ....................................................................................... 9 
The Key Issue of Reporting General Budget Supports ........................................................................ 9 

 
3. Conclusion ......................................................................................................................................... 10 

An Illustration of the Practical Challenges of Monitoring Climate Finance ................................... 10 
Improvements Underway .................................................................................................................. 10 

 
References ............................................................................................................................................. 12 
 
Annex 1. The twenty most expensive aid activities reported as “principally” targeting adaptation by 
DAC donors in Vietnam (2010-2013) ................................................................................................... 14 
 



 5

1. Introduction 

Climate Finance: The US$ 100 Billion Question 

The inter-recipient distribution of climate adaptation finance provided by developed countries has 
always proved to be particularly controversial under the UNFCCC negotiations, especially given the 
high adaptation costs expected in developing countries (Weikmans, 2012). Developed countries have 
committed for more than twenty years to “(…) assist the developing country Parties that are 
particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change in meeting costs of adaptation to those 
adverse effects” (UNFCCC, 1992: Art. 4.4). In the international aid community, many observers 
frequently raise the concern that individual and largely independent decisions on how donors allocate 
their aid may lead to a “sub-optimal” distribution of aid, with some recipients receiving too much aid 
(donor darlings) while others get too little (aid orphans) (Collier & Dollar, 2001; Utz, 2010). 

In Copenhagen (COP 15, December 2009), developed countries pledged collectively to provide 
new and additional resources approaching US$ 30 billion for the period 2010-12 (a short-term 
commitment called “fast-start finance”) with balanced allocation between adaptation and mitigation, 
and to mobilize jointly US$ 100 billion a year in climate finance by 2020 (UNFCCC, 2009: Decision 
2/CP.15, para. 8). Funding for adaptation is to be « prioritized for the most vulnerable developing 
countries, such as the least developed countries, small island developing States and Africa » 
(UNFCCC, 2009: Decision 2/CP.15, para. 8). Those financial commitments, reiterated during 
subsequent COP, including in Cancun (UNFCCC, 2010: Decision 1/CP.16, para. 95-112), have further 
increased the prominence of the issue of international adaptation finance allocation. 

For many years, developed countries have committed to report to the UNFCCC Secretariat on 
climate financing provided to developing countries (UNFCCC, 1999: Decision 4/CP.5; UNFCCC, 
2011: Decision 2/CP.17; UNFCCC, 2012: decision 19/CP.18). However, in the absence of an 
internationally agreed definition on what counts as climate finance (financial flows, themes, activities, 
portions of project/programme), contributing countries have had a significant degree of discretion over 
what they consider as such. The comparison of data reported to the UNFCCC Secretariat by developed 
countries (through their national communications, biennial reports and fast-start finance information 
documents) is particularly complex. This leads to numerous contestations regarding the fulfilment of 
developed countries commitments. Those contestations are further reinforced by the lack of precision 
associated with climate finance parameters contained in UNFCCC decisions. Indeed, how should 
adaptation finance be prioritized between least developed countries, small islands developing States 
and African countries? Which countries are the other “most vulnerable developing countries” that 
provisions under the UNFCCC referred to? There is no agreement on these questions, neither between 
nor within developed and developing countries1. 

Developed countries have therefore been vested with considerable discretion over how they deliver 
on their financial commitments under the UNFCCC. The various approaches adopted by those 
countries have shaped a particularly complex and fragmented climate finance landscape (see Buchner 
et al., 2014; van Gameren et al., 2014). The governance of this financing – including on questions 
such as those related to the financial burden sharing among developed countries and on allocative 
decisions – is largely decentralized and poorly coordinated. Moreover, it is unlikely that the Green 

                                                        
1 Other climate finance parameters agreed under the UNFCCC include among others that climate finance should 
be “new and additional”; that a “significant portion” of “new multilateral funding for adaptation” should flow 
through the Green Climate Fund; and that climate finance can come from “a wide variety of sources, public and 
private, bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance” (UNFCCC, 2010: Decision 1/CP.16, 
para. 95-112). However, those parameters are poorly defined as well. Indeed, what does “balanced between 
adaptation and mitigation” mean? 50% each? More financial resources for mitigation in the short term and more 
for adaptation in the longer term? What is the “significant portion” of “new multilateral funding for adaptation” 
that should flow through the Green Climate Fund? �How much of the US$ 100 billion should come from public 
sources? How much from private ones?  
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Climate Fund will fundamentally modify this landscape in the short term. The extent to which long-
term climate finance will rely on innovative financing sources (such as a levy on international 
financial transactions, or on international air or maritime transport) and on private transfers is highly 
contested as well. 

The “Definitional Role” of Statistics 

Our understanding – which is relatively limited – of the emerging landscape of international 
adaptation finance is closely connected to the availability of figures on financial flows that could 
potentially be counted as adaptation finance. The role of the private sector in financing adaptation 
activities is for example largely unknown (Buchner et al., 2014; UNFCCC, 2014). Similarly, little is 
known about the role of non-OECD countries in providing adaptation finance (van Gameren et al., 
2014). 

So far, most developed countries have heavily – but not exclusively – relied on data that they 
collect using the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Rio marker system (see box 1) to 
report to the UNFCCC Secretariat on their financial commitments. These data, which are notified to 
the DAC by donor countries and then made available online 2  are often used as a proxy for 
international adaptation finance (see for example UNEP, 2013: 29). This is not surprising as they 
constitute, as highlighted by the OECD, “(…) the only set of internationally comparable and 
harmonised data on aid directed at the [Rio Conventions goals]” (OECD, 2012: 61). These data 
therefore play a relatively important role in our understanding of the current climate finance 
landscape, including regarding donors’ decisions on the allocation of adaptation finance. 

Box 1. The OECD DAC Rio Marker Methodology  

Since 1998 the DAC has monitored aid targeting mitigation objectives through its Creditor 
Reporting System (CRS) using the Rio marker methodology. The adaptation marker was only 
introduced in 2010. Every aid activity reported to the CRS should be screened and marked as either 
targeting adaptation as a “principal objective” (score “2”) or a “significant objective” (score “1”), or 
not targeting the objective (score “0”). Activities marked as having a “principal” adaptation objective 
would not have been funded but for that objective; activities marked “significant” have other prime 
objectives but have been formulated or adjusted to help meet climate concerns. Climate change 
adaptation is defined as activities that aim to reduce the vulnerability of human or natural systems to 
the impacts of climate change and climate-related risks, by maintaining or increasing adaptive capacity 
and resilience (OECD, 2013b). The Rio markers are applicable to bilateral ODA commitments. The 
first data on the “adaptation marker” were available in March 2012 (for 2010 ODA commitments). 
Data on adaptation-related disbursements are not available in DAC statistics. Reporting is voluntary 
on other official flows (OOF) (i.e., non-concessional developmental flows, excluding export credits) 
starting from 2010.  

It is important to note that several studies (e.g., Roberts et al., 2008; Michaelowa & Michaelowa, 
2011; Junghans & Harmeling, 2012; Baum et al., 2015) have criticized the credibility of the 
“mitigation” and “adaptation” Rio markers. All of them highlight the fact that the current reporting 
system is prone to huge overestimations. Far less projects than the donor countries reported were 
found to be relevant to what can be considered climate change mitigation and adaptation. These 
observations were partially confirmed by the OECD (2013a), which examined DAC members’ 
reporting on the adaptation marker. 

However, the Rio marker methodology was not originally designed to monitor financial pledges. It 
was rather intended at producing descriptive data to track the mainstreaming of Rio Conventions 
considerations into development cooperation practices. In its 2012 Development Co-operation Report, 

                                                        
2 http://www.oecd.org/dac/environment-development/rioconventions.htm 
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the OECD called for care in using the Rio marker data (OECD, 2012: 62). The OECD even asked the 
question: “(…) can Rio marker data be used for reporting accurately on financial support and capacity 
building to developing countries, for example in the national communications to the UNCBD [United 
Nations Convention on Biological Diversity], UNFCCC and UNCCD [United Nations Convention to 
Combat Desertification]?” (OECD, 2012: 62). The OECD highlighted two of the main weaknesses of 
the Rio marker methodology in this regard: (i) “the Rio markers do not allow the identification of 
‘new and additional resources’ as stipulated in the conventions” (OECD, 2012: 62); and (ii) “(…) [if] 
the marker data are quite well-suited for describing individual donors various activities (…), a 
problem arises from the moment donor reports are summarised and compared one another, or when 
the date are used for pledge-monitoring purposes” (OECD, 2012: 62). The DAC indeed indicated that 
some donors may be counting the same activity against several pledges, which “seems inappropriate” 
(OECD, 2012: 62). However, summaries and comparisons of this kind are often made either by the 
DAC (see for example OECD, 2014) or by other institutions (UNEP, 2013; UNFCCC, 2014).  

This working paper investigates the case of Vietnam as this country emerges as one of the first 
recipients of aid activities3 labelled as adaptation-related by donors using the Rio marker methodology 
(see Table 1). In addition, available data shows that Vietnam attracted a significantly bigger share of 
“international adaptation finance” than of bilateral official development aid (ODA) while this country 
is at the same time one of the largest recipient of bilateral ODA in the world (third biggest recipient 
during 2010-2013). Data on the fast start financing period (2010-2012) also show that Vietnam was 
the first recipient of adaptation aid during this period of time4.  

 

Table 1. Top 10 recipient countries of bilateral ODA and of adaptation-related bilateral ODA 

(commitments, 2010-2013) 

 

 
Notes: iAmounts in US$ million; in constant (2012) prices; iiAmount as a percentage of the total amount; iiiAmounts in 
US$ billion; in constant (2012) prices. 
Source: Based on data extracted from http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=RIOMARKERS on January 23, 2015. 
 

                                                        
3 The term “aid activity” covers all types of aid including projects-type interventions, provision of technical 
assistance, budget support, etc. 
4 UNFCCC Annex II Parties reported fast-start climate financing of more than US$ 35 billion both for climate 
change adaptation and mitigation in 2010-2012. The only available data in an aggregated form (of every 
project/programme reported by donors) are those assembled by WRI and ODI (see: 
http://www.odi.org/publications/7987-mobilising-international-climate-finance-lessons-fast-start-finance-
period). According to this dataset, Vietnam was the first recipient of adaptation finance during the fast-start 
period (2010-2012).  

Largest recipients of bilateral ODA 

with adaptation as a “principal” 

objective  
 
Total amount: US$ 10,979.76 million 
(US$ 8,353.49 million with a designated 
recipient country)  
 

Largest recipients of bilateral ODA 

commitments with adaptation as a 

“significant” objective  
 
Total amount:  US$ 27,092.56 million (US$ 
12,023.82 million with a designated recipient 
country) 
 

Largest recipients of bilateral ODA 

commitments  
 
 
Total amount: US$ 525.58 billion (US$ 
391.19 billion with a designated recipient 
country) 
 

Top 10  Amounti Percentii Top 10 Amounti Percentii Top 10 Amountiii Percentii 

1. Vietnam 965.84 11.6% 1. India 1,868.24 15,5% 1.Afghanistan 24.81 6.3% 
2. Bangladesh 724.34 8.7% 2. Vietnam 1,428.17 11,9% 2. India 18.14 4.6% 

3. Indonesia 564.31 6.8% 3. Ethiopia 687.24 5,7% 3. Vietnam 14.15 3.6% 
4. Kenya 368.21 4.4% 4. Tanzania 589.38 4,9% 4. Turkey 13.80 3.5% 
5. South Africa 344,42 4.1% 5. Philippines 578.81 4,8% 5. Pakistan 10.49 2.7% 
6. Philippines 327,67 3.9% 6. Kenya 536.90 4,5% 6. D.R. Congo 10.12 2.6% 
7. Cambodia 230,88 2.8% 7. Morocco 543.52 4,5% 7. Indonesia 9.34 2.4% 
8. Cape Verde 230,85 2.8% 8. Iraq 558.26 4,6% 8. Kenya 9.03 2.3% 
9. Ethiopia 190,21 2.3% 9. Peru 509.85 4,2% 9. Burma 8.50 2.2% 
10. Egypt 164,90 2.0% 10. Tunisia 384.05 3,2% 10. Ethiopia 8.02 2.0% 
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The remaining of this paper is divided in two parts. In the first one, we analyse aid activities (in 
Vietnam) that were labelled as adaptation-related by DAC donors using the Rio marker methodology. 
This will put in perspective the observation that Vietnam was the first recipient of adaptation aid. A 
number of conclusions emerge from this analysis; we present them in the last part of this paper along 
with current efforts by the DAC to improve the tracking of climate finance. 

2. Adaptation-related Aid Committed to Vietnam (2010-2013)
5
 

As shown in table 2, Japan accounts for the majority (63.6%) of amounts of aid activities reported 
as having adaptation as a “principal” objective, followed by France (16.8%) and South Korea (5.5%). 
Five DAC providers of ODA to Vietnam (i.e., Austria, Greece, Portugal, Switzerland and the United 
States) did not report any aid activities targeting “principally” or “significantly” adaptation using the 
Rio marker methodology during 2010-2013. Some donors (i.e., Canada, Czech Republic, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and European Union institutions) which report aid activities targeting 
“significantly” adaptation do not report any aid activities as “principally” targeting adaptation. Some 
donors report an important portion of their aid activities portfolio in Vietnam as targeting “principally” 
adaptation. This is the case of Sweden (22% of bilateral ODA committed to Vietnam is reported as 
“principally” targeting adaptation), Belgium (21%) and France (19%). This is far less the case of 
Japan (7%), South Korea (5%) and Germany (4%). 

Table 2. Top 10 donor countries of bilateral ODA and of adaptation-related bilateral ODA in 

Vietnam (commitments, 2010-2013) 

 

 
Note: All amounts in US$ million; in constant (2012) prices. 
Source: Based on data extracted from http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=RIOMARKERS on January 23, 2015. 
 

Score “2” of the Rio Marker “Adaptation” 

Between 2010 and 2013, 150 aid activities were reported by DAC donors as having adaptation as a 
“principal” objective in Vietnam (for a total of US$ 965.84 million). Some very expensive activities 
account for most of this amount. The five more expensive activities account for US$ 607.9 million. 
See annex 1 of this working paper for the twenty most expensive aid activities reported as 
“principally” targeting adaptation by DAC donors in Vietnam.  

During 2010-2013, 83.8% (in value) of aid activities targeting adaptation as a “principal” objective 

                                                        
5 The years 2010 to 2013 are chosen because they correspond to the four years for which data is available on 
DAC donors’ screening of their aid activities against the Rio marker “adaptation”. 
6 EU Institutions (which constitute a member of the DAC) are considered as a bilateral donor in this table. 

Largest donors of bilateral ODA with 

adaptation as a “principal” objective 

in Vietnam 

 
Total amount:  US$ 965.84 million 
 

Largest donors of bilateral ODA 

with adaptation as a “significant” 

objective in Vietnam 

 
Total amount:  US$ 1428.17 million 
 

Largest donors of bilateral ODA in 

Vietnam 

 

 
Total amount:  US$ 14,146.57 million 
 

Top 10  Amount  Percent Top 10  Amount  Percent Top 10  Amount Percent 

1. Japan 614.66 63.6% 1. Japan 1,187.33 83.1% 1. Japan 8,269.61 58.5% 
2. France 162.73 16.8% 2. Germany 47.37 3.3% 2. Germany 1,187.28 8.4% 
3. South Korea 52.79 5.5% 3. Australia 40.96 2.9% 3. South Korea 1,039.76 7.3% 
4. Germany 41.89 4.3% 4. Belgium 33.67 2.4% 4. France 860.55 6.1% 
5. Australia 38.54 4.0% 5. Denmark 26.14 1.8% 5. Australia 705.92 5.0% 
6. Belgium 31.63 3.3% 6. South Korea 25.20 1.8% 6. EU Institutions6 458.55 3.2% 
7. Sweden 8.83 0.9% 7. Finland 19.00 1.3% 7. United States 425.61 3.0% 
8. New Zealand 6.58 0.7% 8. Ireland 16.15 1.1% 8. Belgium 151.18 1.1% 
9. United Kingdom 3.24 0.3% 9. Spain 9.69 0.7% 9. Canada 140.95 1.0% 
10. Norway 1.68 0.2% 10. Sweden 9.30 0.7% 10. Denmark 128.46 0.9% 
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were committed as loans (totalling US$ 809.26 million), the remaining as grants (totalling US$ 156.58 
million). These loans were committed by four DAC donors: mostly by Japan, for US$ 567.89 million; 
but also by France for 159.42 million; by South Korea for 49.2 million; and by Germany for 23.14 
million.  

There is an important overlap in objectives targeted by aid activities labelled as “principally” 
pursuing adaptation. Aid activities totalling US$ 605.73 million (i.e., 62.7% of the total amount of the 
score “principal” for adaptation) are reported as “principally” targeting both adaptation and mitigation. 
Aid activities accounting for US$ 126 million (i.e., 13.1% of the total amount) were reported as 
“principally” targeting all Rio markers objectives (adaptation, mitigation, biodiversity and 
desertification). These are potential examples of “over-reporting”. Indeed, it may be difficult to justify 
scoring a project as “principal” for two, three or even four objectives, since “principal” means that the 
project would not have been undertaken but for the objective in question. The introduction of a rule 
against scoring an activity as “principal” towards more than one objective has been discussed for 
several years in the DAC but has not been put in place so far. 

Score “1” of the Rio Marker “Adaptation” 

Each DAC donor reporting aid activities as “principally” targeting adaptation also reports activities 
as “significantly” targeting adaptation. Japan accounts for the majority of aid activities reported as 
having adaptation as a “significant” objective. 

Between 2012 and 2013, 300 aid activities were reported by DAC donors as having adaptation as a 
“significant” objective in Vietnam (for a total amount of US$ 1.43 billion). Again, some very 
expensive activities account for the majority of this amount. The five biggest activities account for 
US$ 1.01 billion.  

In 2010-2013, 16 aid activities reported as “significantly” targeting adaptation were committed as 
loans for a total amount of US$ 1.24 billion (i.e., 90.4% of the total amount of the score “significant” 
for adaptation). These loans were committed by four DAC donors: mostly by Japan, for US$ 1.16 
billion; but also for smaller amounts by Germany for 30.65 million; by Belgium for 19.45 million; and 
by South Korea for 17.97 million. The 284 remaining activities were committed as grants for a total 
amount of US$ 137.7 million. 

The Key Issue of Reporting General Budget Supports 

What emerges from the screening above is that the position of Vietnam as one of the biggest 
recipients of adaptation money is strongly linked to a few expensive activities, committed as loans, 
and mainly reported by Japan (see Annex 1). Japan and South Korea have notably reported their 
contributions (respectively amounting to US$ 435 and 49.2 million, all committed in the form of 
loans) to the Support Program to Respond to Climate Change (SP-RCC)7 as “principally” targeting 
adaptation.  

DAC countries contributing to the SP-RCC report their contributions in different ways. Japan and 
South Korea report their respective contributions of US$ 435 and 49.2 million as having both 
adaptation and mitigation as “principal” objectives. In addition, Japan reported US$ 124.21 million of 

                                                        
7 The SP-RCC is a multi-donor (Japan International Cooperation Agency, Agence française de Développement, 
World Bank, Korea Eximbank, among others) general budget support programme established in 2009 to support 
the implementation of climate change related policies by the Vietnamese government. Donors contributing to the 
SP-RCC provided US$ 872.65 million (almost exclusively in the form of loans) between 2009 and 2014 to the 
national budget of Vietnam. The SP-RCC is based on a policy matrix of actions, targets and indicators that is 
agreed between donors and the Government of Vietnam. Annual contributions to the budget are to be released by 
donors on the achievement of actions as set out in the policy matrix. For more details on this general budget 
support programme, see MONRE (2014) and Weikmans (2015). 
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its contributions to the SP-RCC as “principally” targeting desertification and biodiversity objectives 
using Rio markers (see Annex 1). Australia reported its contribution of US$ 8.28 million to the SP-
RCC as “significantly” targeting adaptation and “principally” targeting mitigation. We were unable to 
identify in the Rio markers dataset contributions by other DAC countries participating in the SP-RCC. 

Another striking issue is that Rio markers cannot be applied to non-sector allocable aid activities 
such as general budget support or debt relief. This means that DAC donors are unable to report 
financing provided among others in the form of general budget support or debt relief as “principally” 
or “significantly” targeting Rio Conventions’ objectives, including climate change adaptation. This 
could provide a disincentive to use these types of aid to donor countries willing to support adaptation 
objectives. However, Rio markers do apply to sectoral budget support activities. That may explain 
why some contributors to the SP-RCC (i.e., Japan and South Korea) reported their contributions to this 
general budget support programme as sectoral budget support activities. Australia reported its 
contribution as project-type interventions. Were recategorizations made as to be able to apply the Rio 
markers on these aid activities? Our results do not permit to support this hypothesis. However, further 
research could analyse whether recategorizations could have been motivated by the willingness to 
“inflate” donors’ commitments in support of Rio Conventions objectives or if they simply are the 
results of coding errors. 

3. Conclusion 

An Illustration of the Practical Challenges of Monitoring Climate Finance 

General budget supports mainly provided as loans illustrate some of the deficiencies of current 
climate finance reporting systems. Indeed, it is the total amount – i.e., the face value – of 
projects/programmes provided as loans that appears in the OECD DAC Rio markers dataset (and that 
is most of the time reported by donors to the UNFCCC Secretariat). This “inflates” climate finance 
amounts provided in the form of loans by some donors (like Japan) or received in this same form by 
some recipients (like Vietnam). 

In addition, the elements discussed in this paper highlight some of the limits of a strictly accounting 
approach of international climate finance. General budget supports, which constitute a type of aid that 
is potentially highly relevant to address intersectoral issues such as adaptation and mitigation, are 
entirely fungible and untraceable in recipient budgets. It is therefore impossible to link the amounts 
provided by donors with recipient governments expenditures on adaptation/mitigation activities. How 
to account for these general budget supports in terms of climate finance? Without any rules under the 
UNFCCC in this regard, some donors reported the full amount – often important – of their “climate” 
budget supports as climate finance. This explains why Vietnam appears as one of the biggest recipient 
of adaptation aid in the world so far. 

Improvements Underway 

Given the many problems involved with the use of Rio markers’ data for their financial reporting to 
the UNFCCC, some donors have modified the Rio marker methodology for their own reporting. The 
result of this is a variety of poorly harmonized monitoring and reporting practices, and a serious lack 
of transparency. Improvement efforts of the Rio marker methodology have been underway for several 
years8. These efforts are among other informed by those of several multilateral development banks 
(MDB) which have elaborated their own methodology to track climate finance (see MDB, 2014). 
Notably, a change in the Rio Marker methodology aiming at taking into account the “newness and 
additionality” of financial contributions does not seem to be on the agenda9. In the absence of a 

                                                        
8 For a synthesis of these current efforts, see OECD (2015) for its recent submission to the UNFCCC Standing 
Committee on Finance (March 2015): 
http://unfccc.int/files/documentation/submissions_from_observers/application/pdf/500.pdf  
9 The OECD (2013b: 10) stated in this regard that: « Many developing countries insist that financing for global 
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common methodology agreed at the international level (under the UNFCCC, between DAC members 
or even between European Union member states) that would allow the assessment of additionality, 
each donor can apply its own definition. 

The OECD DAC nonetheless remains one of the most important forum in which those MRV issues 
are currently discussed. The DAC is very clear when it comes to its ambitions regarding the 
monitoring of climate finance commitments made in Copenhagen: “A main objective of the 
Secretariat’s work on climate finance is to make the DAC’s Rio markers the methodological reference 
point and main source of high-quality data for monitoring progress against international commitments 
to address climate change” (OECD, 2013b: 7). Discussions on the tracking of climate finance within 
the DAC go further than on bilateral ODA; some donors have indeed started to apply the Rio marker 
methodology on their other official flows (OOF) (non-concessional developmental flows, excluding 
export credits). With regard to multilateral ODA relevant for adaptation and mitigation, data on 
“imputed multilateral contributions” have been made public for the first time in December 2014 (for 
2013). In addition, the OECD Secretariat is currently coordinating major research efforts on the 
tracking of private climate finance10. More broadly, significant efforts are also under way within the 
DAC to modernize its statistical system for development finance – most notably through the 
introduction of a grant equivalent of loans system for the purpose of calculating ODA figures (see 
OECD, 2015). However, the legitimacy of the DAC in defining what counts in international climate 
finance and how to count it should probably be questioned. It is indeed unlikely that international 
climate finance would reinforce trust between UNFCCC Parties if developing countries are de facto 
largely excluded from these definitional discussions.  

  

                                                                                                                                                                             

objectives should be additional to aid; questions however are being raised as to whether maintaining a clear 
distinction would be useful. For example, many mitigation and adaptation projects in developing countries are 
both development and climate change oriented. » 
10 Interested readers can learn more on these research efforts at: http://www.oecd.org/env/researchcollaborative/  
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Annex 1. The twenty most expensive aid activities reported as “principally” targeting adaptation by DAC donors in Vietnam (2010-2013) 

Year DAC 

donor 

Amount
11

 Purpose-code Title Rio Markers Type of Aid 

Biodi-

versity 

Mitiga-

tion 

Adapt-

ation 

Desert-

ification 

2013 Japan 188,92 
(loan) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Support Program To Respond To Climate Change 
(Iii) 

0 2 2 0 Sector budget 
support 

2011 Japan 124,21 
(loan) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Support Program To Respond To Climate Change 2 2 2 2 Sector budget 
support 

2010 Japan 121,88 
(loan) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

To Contribute To Ntp-Rcc 0 2 2 0 Sector budget 
support 

2010 France 91,75 
(loan) 

Hydro-electric power 
plants 

Fin. Barrage Hydroelectrique Huoi Quang 0 2 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2011 Japan 80,15 
(loan) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Project For Disaster & Cc Countermeasures Using 
Eos(I) 

0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2010 Japan 52,74 
(loan) 

Sanitation - large 
systems 

To Develop Drainage And Sewerage 0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2012 South 
Korea 

30 (loan) Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Support Program To Respond To Climate Change 0 2 2 0 Sector budget 
support 

2011 France 26,1 
(loan) 

Food crop production Financt Projet Renfct Ges° Ressource Eau 0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2012 France 25,71 
(loan) 

Agricultural water 
resources 

Finct Proj Utilisa° Ress En Eau De Phuoc 0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2010 Japan 24,38 
(grant) 

Flood 
prevention/control 

The Programme For The Improvement Of 
Capabilities To Cope With Natural Disasters Caused 
By Climate Change 

0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2012 Germany 23,14 
(loan) 

Forestry development Integrated Coastal And Mangrove Forest Protection 1 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2013 South 
Korea 

19,2 
(loan) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Support Program To Respond To Climate Change 0 2 2 0 Sector budget 
support 

2010 France 15,86 
(loan) 

Agricultural water 
resources 

Infrastructures Hydroagricoles Nin Thuan 2 0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2012 Australia 10,38 
(grant) 

Transport policy & 
admin. management 

Infrastructure And Economic Governance 0 0 2 0 Core contributions 
and pooled 
programmes and 

                                                        
11 All amounts in US$ million; in constant (2012) prices. 
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funds 

2013 Belgium 10,12 
(grant) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Gestion Intégrée De L Eau Et Du Développement 
Urbain En Rapport Avec Le Changement 
Climatique En Province De Ninh Thuan. (Wmnt) . 

 1 2  Project-type 
interventions 

2013 Belgium 9,87 
(grant) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Gestion Intégrée De L Eau Et Du Développement 
Urbain En Rapport Avec Le Changement 
Climatique En Province De Ha Tinh (Wmht) 

 1 2  Project-type 
interventions 

2011 Japan 9,61 
(loan) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Pjt For Disaster & Cc Countermeasures Using Eos(I) 0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2010 Japan 8,51 
(grant) 

Agricultural water 
resources 

The Project For Rehabilitation Of Small-Scale 
Reservoirs In Quang Ngai Province 

0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2012 Germany 6,68 
(grant) 

Flood 
prevention/control 

Flood Management And Drainage Of Medium-Sized 
Cities 

0 0 2 0 Project-type 
interventions 

2013 Belgium 6,58 
(grant) 

Environmental policy 
and admin. mgmt 

Gestion Intégrée De L Eau Et Du Développement 
Urbain En Rapport Avec Le Changement 
Climatique En Province De Binh Thuan. (Wmbt) 

 1 2 1 Project-type 
interventions 

 
Note: Financial contributions associated to the SP-RCC are in bold italic. 
Source: Based on data extracted from http://stats.oecd.org/FileView2.aspx?IDFile=587d8c48-a8ac-4318-b56d-76d07b07f90a on January 23, 2015. 
 


