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The Climate Finance Transparency Gap: 

Implications for the Belgium Development Co-operation 

 

Abstract 

The contentious 15th Conference of the Parties (COP) to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) held in Copenhagen in 2009 eventually led to an 
unprecedented commitment by developed countries to provide funds to help developing countries 
mitigate their greenhouse gas emissions and adapt to the adverse effects of climate change. Yet, the 
construction of systems to ensure real transparency in funding delivery has largely been neglected or 
avoided so far, and opportunities for inclusivity and trust-building have been missed. 

As the analysis – summarized in this working paper – made by AdaptationWatch (2015) 
demonstrates, many developed countries have so far failed to be transparent and complete in their 
reporting to the Convention with regard among others to their financial accounting methodologies and 
their definition of “new and additional” climate finance. While each Annex II Party can be held 
accountable for failing to provide transparency in its own reporting to the Convention, we argue that 
the current lack of transparency also is a collective failure. Indeterminate language in UNFCCC 
decisions has given developed countries almost complete discretion with regard to the implementation 
of their climate finance pledges. As this working paper explores, contributing countries have been able 
to interpret key issues that are contested in the negotiations. The UNFCCC reporting guidelines leave 
considerable discretion for a range of accounting approaches, which greatly impedes comparisons 
between developed countries’ performance.  

In the current climate finance landscape, each developed country has an interest in maximizing its 
claimed contribution while putting up the least cash possible (including through non-transparent and 
“creative” accounting), and in putting the burden on other developed countries to implement joint 
financial commitments (or to be creative in their accounting, as well). The two victims of these 
practices are first the trust between developed and developing countries in international climate 
negotiations, and second the vulnerable populations and nations in dire need of help. This working 
paper sets out a number of recommendations that could bring a quantum-leap in the transparency and 
effectiveness of international climate finance. These would go a long way to establishing a robust 
accounting and reporting system, improving trust to boost the climate negotiations.
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The Climate Finance Transparency Gap: 

Implications for the Belgium Development Co-operation 
 

1. Introduction 

The contentious 15th Conference of the Parties (COP) to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) held in Copenhagen in 2009 eventually led to an 
unprecedented commitment by developed countries1 to provide funds to help developing countries 
mitigate their greenhouse gas emissions and adapt to the adverse effects of climate change. After 
difficult and prolonged negotiations, developed countries collectively promised to provide “new and 
additional” financial resources approaching US$30 billion during 2010-2012 (a short-term 
commitment known as the “Fast Start Finance” period – FSF) and to jointly mobilize US$100 billion 
per year by 2020, with balanced allocation between adaptation and mitigation2. Funding for adaptation 
was supposed to be prioritized for the “most vulnerable developing countries, such as the Least 
Developed Countries, Small Island Developing States and Africa” (UNFCCC, 2009: Paragraph 8). 
Those financial commitments were reiterated in subsequent COP decisions including in the Cancun 
Agreements (UNFCCC, 2010). 

Wealthy nations claim they have delivered on promises of Fast Start Finance (see UNFCCC 2011a; 
2012a; 2013) but activists, academics, other observers and recipient governments all dispute the 
amounts contributing countries say they have given in climate finance (see e.g., Oxfam, 2012; 
Nakhooda et al., 2013; European Court of Auditors, 2014: 26 and 47; AdaptationWatch, 2015). How 
much is being given? Where exactly is it going and what impact is it having? We do not know the 
answers to these questions, and the continuing doubt increases mistrust between developed and 
developing countries in the international climate negotiations.  

A number of important reports3 published in the past few years have tried to put a number on 
international climate finance flows, but have decried the lack of solid data and transparency in 
international climate adaptation funding. Substantial amounts of the “new and additional” money 
promised in 2009 in Copenhagen never materialized – partly due to the global economic crisis that had 

                                                      
1 In this working paper, we considered developed countries to be UNFCCC Annex II Parties. Under the UNFCCC, Annex II 
Parties are required to provide financial resources to enable developing countries (considered here as UNFCCC non-Annex I 
Parties) to undertake emissions reduction activities and to help them adapt to adverse effects of climate change. Annex II 
Parties are among others also required by the UNFCCC to provide information on those financial resources provided to 
developing countries. 
2 Paragraph 8 of the Copenhagen Accord (UNFCCC, 2009) reads as follows: “Scaled up, new and additional, predictable and 
adequate funding as well as improved access shall be provided to developing countries, in accordance with the relevant 
provisions of the Convention, to enable and support enhanced action on mitigation, including substantial finance to reduce 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD-plus), adaptation, technology development and transfer and 
capacity-building, for enhanced implementation of the Convention. The collective commitment by developed countries is to 
provide new and additional resources, including forestry and investments through international institutions, approaching USD 
30 billion for the period 2010-2012 with balanced allocation between adaptation and mitigation. Funding for adaptation will 
be prioritized for the most vulnerable developing countries, such as the least developed countries, small island developing 
States and Africa. In the context of meaningful mitigation actions and transparency on implementation, developed countries 
commit to a goal of mobilizing jointly USD 100 billion dollars a year by 2020 to address the needs of developing countries. 
This funding will come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, bilateral and multilateral, including alternative 
sources of finance. New multilateral funding for adaptation will be delivered through effective and efficient fund 
arrangements, with a governance structure providing for equal representation of developed and developing countries. A 
significant portion of such funding should flow through the Copenhagen Green Climate Fund.” 
3 Examples include Buchner et al., 2011; 2012; 2013; 2014; 2015; IIED, 2011; 2012; Nakhooda et al., 2013; OECD-CPI, 
2015; UNFCCC SCF, 2014; WRI, 2013; 2015. 
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started the year before but which was only beginning to be felt at the time. Nevertheless, after the 
Copenhagen commitments, increasingly large amounts of funding (Figure 1) started to become 
available – or, at least, to be “labeled” or “relabeled” as being – for mitigation and adaptation projects.  

While the increase in Figure 1 appears substantial, it is unclear whether the rise in climate finance 
flows was due to increases in budgets specifically allocated to climate change or to changes in 
accounting methodologies (e.g., increased coverage of data on multilateral flows, private finance flows 
and non-concessional flows targeting climate objectives). It is certainly likely that the latter played a 
significant role. 

 

 

Figure 1. Estimates of Climate Finance from Developed Countries for Developing Countries 

(2010-2014, in US$ billion) 

 

Source: Nakhooda et al. (2013) for 2010, based on Fast Start Finance reported in 2010 by Annex II Parties; UNFCCC SCF 

(2014) for 2011 and 2012, based on the First Biennial Reports submitted by Annex II Parties on their climate finance flows 
for 2011-12, without taking into account core multilateral flows; OECD-CPI (2015) for 2013 and 2014, based on responses 

to OECD survey on expected reporting by Annex II Parties in their Second Biennial Reports (to be submitted to the 
UNFCCC by January 1, 2016). 

Note: These data should be considered with extreme caution. Much of the steep increase observed since 2010 is likely due to 
methodological changes in climate finance accounting (e.g., increased coverage of data on multilateral flows, private finance 

flows and non-concessional flows targeting climate objectives); to what extent, however, is unclear. 

 

This working paper is organized in four parts. Section 2 examines the lack of transparency in 
international climate finance from a collective perspective. Section 3 summarizes the findings of an 
assessment – made by AdaptationWatch (2015) – of developed countries’ transparency in their 
reporting to the UNFCCC Secretariat. A number of conclusions emerge from our analysis; we present 
them in the last part of this paper (Section 4), along with some recommendations to improve the 
transparency of international climate finance (Section 5). 
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2. The Climate Finance Transparency Gap: A Collective failure 

2.1. Vague Commitments: A Bad Start for Transparency 

The 2009 Copenhagen climate finance commitments have been restated on numerous occasions, to 
high praise, with some commentators even comparing them to current official development assistance 
(ODA) flows, which totaled more than US$135 billion in 2013 (OECD, 2015a). However, such 
comparisons should be qualified; while ODA only comprises public flows, the US$100 billion 
commitment concerns the mobilization of both public and private finance, without any precision 
regarding the respective proportions of each.  

This is not the only vague parameter of the Copenhagen commitments. Indeed, at an even more 
fundamental level, to assess the “newness and additionality” of financial contributions, negotiators 
should have determined a baseline against which any claim of additionality could be stated. Five years 
after Copenhagen, such a baseline still does not exist. This is particularly problematic: if we compare 
this with mitigation policy, for example, this would be like the European Union or the United States 
committing to reduce its emissions by 30 per cent by 2020, without indicating if this percentage was 
below 1990 or 2005, or even 1840 levels. Simply put, a pledge is meaningless without such 
clarifications. 

Generally, the language used in UNFCCC decisions lacks clarity and precision on key parameters 
related to climate finance. This allows contributing countries to interpret particularly contested issues 
in the negotiations. For instance: 

• It was agreed that the allocation of climate finance should be “balanced between adaptation 
and mitigation”, but what does “balanced allocation” mean? Does this mean 50 per cent each? 
Does it signal that there should be more financial resources for mitigation in the short term 
and more for adaptation in the longer term? 

• How should adaptation finance be prioritized between Least Developed Countries, Small 
Island Developing States and African countries (which were mentioned in the promise)? 
Which countries are the other “most vulnerable developing countries”? 

• Climate finance is supposed to “come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, 
bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance” but in what proportion 
from each source? Which flows from each should count towards the pledge? 

• What is the “significant portion” of “new multilateral funding for adaptation” that should flow 
through the Green Climate Fund? 

On each of these issues, the absence of consensus and clarity under the UNFCCC – both among 
and between developed and developing countries – leaves considerable discretion to contributing 
countries in the implementation of their climate finance commitments. Even more basically, by failing 
to define what would count as climate finance (activities, financial flows, etc.) and who would count 
it, negotiators opened the door to contrasting statements on the fulfilment of these promises. Five 
years after Copenhagen, the question of what counts as climate finance is still not internationally 
agreed, even between OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) countries or European 
Union (EU) member states.  
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2.2. A Nationally Driven Approach Pushed to Its Limits 

To a large extent, the approach to climate finance can be compared with the nationally driven 
approach that has dominated the mitigation agreement since Copenhagen. As each country “nationally 
determined” its contributions to the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions, so each developed 
country determined what it counted as climate finance, what a “balanced allocation between 
adaptation and mitigation” meant to them, which countries were the “most vulnerable” ones and 
should therefore receive funding in priority, which sources of climate finance it would mobilize, its 
financial conditions (grants or loans, and the “softness” of loans), and so on.  

A nationally determined approach in the provision of climate finance is not a problem per se 

(though it may be argued that a top-down approach would be more likely to provide increased 
transparency). However, as already outlined, the current approach leaves extreme discretion to 
developed countries regarding climate finance accounting. As the next section will explore in more 
detail, contributing countries have consequently adopted a large variety of accounting practices on 
climate finance. This makes it almost impossible to compare each country’s performance.  

An illuminating example from mitigation finance is that Japan and Australia are the only developed 
countries that currently count the financial support they provide for so-called “high efficiency” coal 
plants in developing countries toward their climate finance commitments (though this does not mean 
that they are the only ones providing this kind of support).  

Another example is that most developed countries account for all financial instruments (e.g., 
grants, concessional loans, non-concessional loans, guarantees) at cash face value. However, loans 
will eventually be repaid by recipient countries, so only their grant equivalent constitutes actual 
support. In practice, this means that those developed countries providing a large part of their climate 
finance in the form of loans have their figures inflated in comparison to those contributing countries 
mainly providing climate finance as grants. A truly robust system might have repayments of loans 
count as “negative climate finance” (similarly to what exists in OECD development finance statistics), 
but no such accounting exists for climate finance. 

 

2.3. Are OECD DAC Countries Following “Good Pledging Practices”? 

In an effort to ensure that their financial pledges to developing countries are “credible, achievable, 
and properly monitored,” the OECD Development Assistance Committee4 countries approved a 
recommendation on good pledging practice in 2011 (OECD DAC, 2011).5 In Table 1, we 
systematically examine each recommendation with current donors’ practices on climate finance, 
focusing in particular on adaptation finance.6 

                                                      
4 The OECD Donor Assistance Committee is the principal body through which the OECD handles issues related to 
cooperation with developing countries. The Donor Assistance Committee is an international forum of many of the largest 
funders of aid (including 28 developed countries and the EU). 
5 Greece abstained on the approval of the Recommendation. 
6 This assessment is relevant insofar as developed countries account the vast majority of their climate finance as ODA. 
However, it is important to acknowledge that many developing countries and observers consider international climate finance 
to be different from aid on a number of respects since climate finance is based on a specific “obligation” flowing from 
developed countries’ disproportionate contribution to climate change. 
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Table 1. The Promise and the Reality: Key Missing Points in Following OECD DAC Recommendation on “Good Pledging Practices” 

The promise: OECD recommendation (OECD DAC, 2011) The reality: missing pieces 

“Clarity: Pledges should specify all parameters relevant to assessing their 

achievement. These include, but are not limited to, the date or period 

covered, the source and terms of finance, and the baseline against which to 

assess any claims of additionally to existing flows or existing 

commitments.” 

● No details about commitments between the end of the FSF period (2012) and 2020. 
● Climate finance is supposed to “come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, bilateral and multilateral, including 

alternative sources of finance” but there is no decision regarding the respective part of these sources. 
● No decision about the terms of finance (proportion of grants and loans, and “softness” of loans). 

● Climate finance is supposed to be “new and additional” but there is no definition of these terms. No agreement regarding a 
baseline against which claims of additionality could be assessed. 

“Comparability: Global pledges by the donor community should be an 

actual sum of individual donor pledges, and these pledges should as far as 

possible be comparable in their terms, dates, baselines, and units of 

measurement.” 

● The US$100 billion goal is a joint commitment by developed countries but it is not the sum of individual developed country 
pledges. There is no decision about burden sharing between developed countries regarding climate finance. 

● Contributing countries report on their climate finance in various ways (see section 2.4 below and AdaptationWatch, 2015: 
Chapter 2). The figures reported are, to a large extent, not comparable because they differ, among other things, in their 

financial terms, baseline and units of measurement. 

“Realism: Pledges should be made for periods and amounts over which 

those pledging have an appropriate degree of control and authority. The 

pledges should be reasonable and achievable in the donor’s budgetary and 

economic circumstances.” 

● Copenhagen pledges lacked secure sources of long-term appropriation of funds, and face political threats in some 

contributing countries. The political pressure required to bring in these US$100 billion does not bode well for the 
predictability and sustainability of climate finance.  

● Other more stable “innovative sources”7 of funding are largely off the table, having been ruled out as politically unfeasible. 

“Measurability: Pledges should be made on the basis of existing measures 

of aid and other resource flows wherever possible. If the data necessary for 

monitoring a pledge are not already available, then monitoring 

responsibilities should be specifically assigned.” 

● The data necessary for monitoring the US$100 billion goal are not available. 
● Monitoring responsibilities have not been specifically assigned so far. Resources will be needed to conduct this monitoring. 

“Accountability and transparency: Pledges should respond in a timely and 

efficient fashion to priority needs identified by aid beneficiaries, and 

donors should provide information sufficient to allow beneficiaries and 

third parties to track performance.” 

● Some evidence show that priority needs identified by recipient countries in their national adaptation programmes of action 

were not funded in a timely and efficient fashion (van Gameren et al., 2014). 
● The information provided by donors to allow the tracking of their performance vary widely from one donor to another (see 

AdaptationWatch, 2015: Chapter 4). Most donors do not provide sufficient information in this regard. 

 

  

                                                      
7 “Innovative finance” sources include among others taxes on aviation or international shipping fuels (bunker fuels), a tiny levy on international currency transactions or a global carbon tax. The greatest advantage 
of all these sources of funds is that they would provide more predictable and truly “new and additional” climate finance (if they do not replace existing public flows). 
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2.4. Climate Finance Accounting and Reporting: A US$100 Billion Question  

For many years, developed countries have committed to reporting climate finance provided to 
developing countries to the UNFCCC Secretariat (e.g., UNFCCC, 1999: Decision 4/CP.5; UNFCCC, 
2011b: Decision 2/CP.17; UNFCCC, 2012b: Decision 19/CP.18). However, contributing countries 
have a significant degree of discretion over what they count as climate finance in the absence of an 
internationally agreed definition on what types of financial flows, what themes and activities, and 
what portions of larger projects and programs should count.  

This section first reviews the UNFCCC reporting requirements on the provision and receipt of 
climate finance from developed countries (Annex II) to developing nations (Non-Annex I). Focusing 
on the contributor (Annex II) Parties, we then examine current practices and transparency problems in 
accounting for bilateral and multilateral public climate finance and for private climate finance.  

 

2.4.1. Weak Reporting Requirements under the UNFCCC8 

Negotiators decided on current climate finance reporting guidelines for Annex II (contributor) 
Parties in 2011 in Durban and in 2012 in Doha. Compared to previous reporting practices under the 
UNFCCC, the comprehensiveness and transparency of the reporting guidelines has considerably 
enhanced; before the new decisions, developed countries only reported on climate finance through 
their National Communications, submitted every four years to the Convention Secretariat. In 
comparison, current guidelines (see Appendix 1) require Annex II Parties to report on climate finance 
both in their National Communications and in their Biennial Reports, the latter submitted every two 
years. In addition, since 2012 Annex II Parties are required to report to the UNFCCC using a standard 
format known as the “common tabular format” (see Appendix 1).  

Despite this progress, current guidelines still fall short of what could be a robust accounting and 
reporting framework of climate finance under the UNFCCC. They provide no internationally-agreed 
upon definitions or methodology for basic financial reporting, or for the term “climate-specific” 
finance. Annex II Parties are required to provide a description in their reports of their approach for 
tracking financial support. They are also required to indicate what “new and additional” financial 
resources they have provided pursuant to Article 4.3 of the UNFCCC (1992) and to clarify how they 
have determined such resources as being new and additional. However, many developed countries 
have so far failed to be transparent and complete in their reporting to the Convention Secretariat with 
regard to their accounting methodologies and their definition of “new and additional” climate finance9. 
In addition, many are using working definitions of “new and additional climate finance” which differ 

                                                      
8 Recipient countries reporting is not the main focus of this working paper. It is however worth noting that non-Annex I 
Parties are, for their part, required to submit in their National Communications information on their needs for financial 

resources and on the support received from the Global Environment Facility, Annex II Parties or bilateral and multilateral 
institutions. In addition, following Decision 2/CP.17 (paragraphs 39-42) taken in Durban in 2011, non-Annex I Parties have 

to submit updated information on their financial resource needs and financial resources received from bodies such as the 
Global Environment Facility, Annex II Parties and other developed country Parties, the Green Climate Fund, and multilateral 

institutions for activities relating to climate change, including support for the preparation of their Biennial Update Reports. 
Importantly, there is no “common tabular format” for reporting on climate finance received. In addition, only 15 non-Annex I 

Parties have submitted Biennial Update Reports so far to the UNFCCC Secretariat. 

9 For a summary of the information on “new and additional” definitions used by developed countries in their first Biennial 

Reports (2014), see UNFCCC SCF (2014: 57-58). 
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significantly from the spirit in which the term was used in various agreements, from Rio, Kyoto, 
Copenhagen and Cancun.  

There is also a considerable time lag between the publication of developed countries’ Biennial 
Reports and the reporting years: the first Biennial Reports that were due on January 1, 2014 focus only 
on 2011 and 2012; as the second Biennial Reports are not due until January 1, 2016, negotiators do not 
have any more recent data to negotiate a new international climate agreement in Paris in December 
2015. 

 

2.4.2. Bilateral Flows 

So far, most developed countries have heavily – though not exclusively – relied on data collected 
using the OECD Development Assistance Committee Rio marker system (see Box 1) to report to the 
UNFCCC Secretariat on their financial commitments. These data, which are notified to the OECD by 
donor countries and then made available online,10 are often used as a proxy for international adaptation 
finance (UNEP, 2013: 29). This is not surprising given that they constitute, as highlighted by the 
OECD, “[…] the only set of internationally comparable and harmonized 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, 2013a). 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.  

 

However the Rio marker system has always had problems with different OECD member countries 
using different staff, in different positions and disparate methods to categorize projects.11 For example, 
some member states had project managers or regional or country directors out in the field complete 
that part of their contributions to the OECD DAC database. Others had someone in the central aid 
agency or foreign affairs ministry in the nation’s capital do so, while others had a mix of different staff 
– especially when project or regional managers sent in reports with incomplete data. Most have a 

                                                      
10 See www.oecd.org/dac/environment-development/rioconventions.htm.  
11 OECD and national Development Assistance Committee reporting officials, personal communications. 
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centralized staffer or office check and clean the data; some call in experts to help. These problems lie 
not with the OECD’s system of categorization directly but with the way it is differently carried out 
around the OECD. 

As this illustrates, governments are under pressure to show they are taking action on climate 
change, and this fairly loose system allowed pressures to result in “over-reporting” of projects. Some 
projects and programs claimed as “climate related” were actually designed for other purposes, and 
were re-badged or relabeled as addressing climate change impacts or emissions reductions. This 
problem has been evident in studies conducted by Oxfam (2012), Germanwatch (Junghans & 
Harmeling, 2012) and Brown University’s Climate and Development Lab (AdaptationWatch 2015: 
Chapter 3), each of which showed major over-coding. Some researchers (Michaelowa & Michaelowa, 
2011: 2010-2020) found a relationship between levels of over-coding and the political pressure on 
governments to show they were doing something about climate change (varying, for example, by the 
level of environmental or left-wing party representation in parliament). This is extremely worrisome, 
since it undermines confidence in whether climate finance promises are being met.  

In short, while the OECD requests that donors supply Rio marker codes on all its members’ 
projects, its application lacks consistency. The UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance recently 
observed that, “There is scope for interpretation in how the markers are applied. This provides 
flexibility, but can lead to non-comparable data submissions from donors” (UNFCCC SCF, 2014). As 
a result, the reported numbers have been strongly disputed. The entire system relies exclusively on 
self-categorization, and there is no process for recipient countries or watchdog groups to dispute how 
projects are counted. As nearly every claim about levels of public climate finance is based in some 
way on the Rio markers, this leaves any claim open for dispute. These observations were partially 
confirmed by the OECD (OECD, 2013c), which examined DAC members’ reporting on the adaptation 
marker. 

It is also important to note that the Rio marker methodology was not originally designed to monitor 
financial pledges; it was intended to produce descriptive data to track the mainstreaming of Rio 
Conventions considerations into development cooperation practices. In its 2012 Development Co-

operation Report, the OECD called for care in using the Rio marker data (OECD 2012) and 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). 

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”; 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 summarized and 
compared to one another, or when the dates are used for pledge-monitoring purposes” (OECD, 2012). 
Indeed, the DAC indicated that some donors may be counting the same activity against several 
pledges, which “seems inappropriate” (OECD, 2012). However, such summaries and comparisons are 
frequently made either by the OECD DAC (OECD, 2014) or by other institutions such as the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP, 2013) or the UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance 
(UNFCCC SCF, 2014).  
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Given the many problems associated with using Rio markers data for their financial reporting to the 
UNFCCC, some donors have modified the 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. 
Table 2 shows differing practices between Annex II Parties regarding a number of important 
accounting and reporting parameters. For example, the volume of finance associated with the Rio 
markers is often scaled down by using “coefficients” to differentiate between finance marked as 
targeting climate change as a significant objective – reflecting that these activities have other principal 
objectives. These coefficients differ across DAC members and range from 0 to 100 per cent. As the 
OECD itself acknowledges “there has been limited transparency regarding these practices to date” 
(OECD-CPI, 2015: 32).   

Additionally, accounting can take place at different points in the process (i.e., it may measure 
“committed”, “provided” or “disbursed” finance). For those countries with a predominance of grants 
in their portfolios, the difference between commitments and disbursements is minor and would not 
significantly change their climate finance numbers. But for developed countries with large multi-year 
loans, significant differences and fluctuations could be observed between yearly commitment and 
disbursement data (OECD-CPI, 2015: 31). 

Other differences include data coverage, multiple different recipient definitions, accounting at 
activity-level component (which means that only a part of the amount of a given aid activity is counted 
as adaptation relevant) and the format of data reported. In addition, Annex II Parties rely on the OECD 
Rio marker’s definition of adaptation, except the United Kingdom and the United States, which use 
their own definition of adaptation. Contributor (Annex II Parties) account for all their financial 
instruments at cash value, and not in grant equivalent or contributor’s budgetary effort.12 

                                                      
12 Germany also provides figures in grant equivalent. 
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Table 2. Diversity of approaches in accounting and reporting climate finance (2013-14) 

 Coverage 
Point of 

Measurement 

Recipient 

Definition 
Quantification Format of Data 
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Austria X X  X  X   100% 50%  X 

Belgium X X X  X X   Range of Coefficients X  

Canada X  X  X X X  100% – b  X 

Denmark X   X X X   100% 100% X  

EU 

Institutions 
X X  X  X   100% 50%  X 

Finland X  X  X X   Range of Coefficients  X 

France X X X X  Xc  X 100% 40% X  

Germany X X X X X X   100% 50% X X 

Greece X    X X   100% 100% X  

Iceland X   X  X   100% 100%  X 

Ireland X    X X   100% 50%  X 

Italy X X  X X X   100% 40%  X 

Japan X X X Xd Xe  X  100% 100%  X 

Luxembourg X X   X X   100% 100%  X 

Netherlands X  X  X X   100% 40%  X 

New Zealand X    X X   100% 30%f  X 

Norway X  X  X X   100% 100%  X 

Portugal X X X X  X   100% 0%  X 

Spain X X X  X X   100% 20-40%g X X 

Sweden X  X  Xh  X  100% 40% X  

Switzerland X  X  X X   
51-

100% 
1-50%  X 

United 

Kingdom 
X  X  X X   n/a n/a  X 

United States X X X X  X X  n/a n/a  X 

 

Source: Modified from OECD-CPI, 2015: 43; 45-46. Based on responses to OECD survey on expected 

reporting by Annex II Parties in their Second Biennial Reports (to be submitted to the UNFCCC by January 1, 

2016). 

Notes: aActivity-level coefficients used where feasible, where not, a 30% coefficient is applied; b"Significant" 

activities screened and most climate-relevant are counted; cODA-eligible countries excluding UNFCCC Annex I 

Parties; dFor loans and grants; eFor technical assistance; fDefault, unless an activity-specific coefficient is 

available; gActivities targeting climate mitigation or adaptation as a significant objective (only) are accounted as 

20% and operations targeting both mitigation and adaptation as a significant objective are accounted as 40%; 
hData used in this report reflects disbursements, as per Sweden’s expected UNFCCC CTF table 7b. In the 

narrative part of its reporting, Sweden however includes commitment and disbursement data.
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Efforts to improve the Rio marker methodology have been underway for several years.13 These 
efforts are, among other, informed by those of several multilateral development banks, which have 
elaborated their own methodology to track climate finance (see section 2.4.3). Notably, however, a 
change in the Rio marker methodology to take into account the “newness and additionality” of 
financial contributions does not seem to be on the agenda. The OECD stated in this regard that:  

“Many developing countries insist that financing for global 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” (OECD, 2013a: 10). 

In the absence of a common methodology agreed at the international level (under the UNFCCC, 
between OECD members or even between EU 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 forums in which measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) of finance issues 
are currently discussed and monitored. And 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 Development 

Assistance Committee’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, 2013a: 7). 

Discussions on the tracking of climate finance held within the DAC go further than bilateral ODA; 
some donors have started to apply the Rio marker methodology to their other official flows (non-
concessional developmental flows). 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 finance.14 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 (OECD, 2015b). 

These systems are important for some purposes, but the legitimacy of the OECD DAC – essentially 
a club of rich nations – in defining what counts in international climate finance will continue to be 
questioned. It is unlikely that international climate finance would reinforce trust between UNFCCC 
parties if developing countries are, de facto, largely excluded from these definitional discussions. 

 

2.4.3. Multilateral Flows  

For Annex II Parties, obtaining data on climate adaptation-related contributions flowing from 
multilateral agencies is crucial because without this information they cannot report their funding to 
them in their reports to the UNFCCC. Reporting on contributions made to multilateral climate change 
funds (such as the Least Developed Countries Fund or the Adaptation Fund) is relatively 
straightforward. However, estimating the climate-specific share of core contributions made to 
multilateral institutions is far more complex. So far, developed countries have adopted a variety of 
                                                      
13 For a synthesis of these current efforts, see OECD (2015b).  
14 See www.oecd.org/env/researchcollaborative. 
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approaches in this regard, which considerably impede meaningful comparisons between parties’ 
performances. 

In the near future (including in their second Biennial Reports) many developed countries plan to 
draw on OECD DAC imputed multilateral contributions data for the reporting of multilateral finance 
following recent improvements in data under the DAC (OECD-CPI 2015). To calculate these imputed 
multilateral contributions, one has to estimate the climate-related share within each international 
organization’s portfolio and attribute this back to developed countries based on their share of core 
contributions to that organization.  

For some multilateral organizations, this climate-related share is estimated using the Rio marker 
methodology – the total cost of projects categorized as having climate as its primary or just a 
‘significant’ objective – are counted. However, since 2012, the seven biggest multilateral development 
banks (joined in 2015 by the 20 members of the International Development Finance Club)15 have been 
using another methodology for their adaptation finance tracking. This, the so-called ‘three-step 
methodology’, is interesting to look at as it is arguably more rigorous and granular compared to the 
Rio marker approach. The two methodologies have similarities (e.g., comparable definitions of 
adaptation and application of the method at the level of commitments/projects) but differ in some 
crucial aspects.16 

The three-step process (MDB/IDFC, 2015) consists of the following: (i) setting out the context of 
risks, vulnerabilities and impacts related to climate variability and climate change a project or program 
seeks to address; (ii) stating the intent to address the identified risks, vulnerabilities and impacts in 
project documentation; and (iii) demonstrating a direct link between the identified risks, vulnerabilities 
and impacts, and the actual activities financed by that project or program. In comparison with the Rio 
marker methodology, more documentation and analysis are therefore required before a project may be 
determined to address adaptation, and the project has to be explicitly focused on helping recipient 
societies cope with climate impacts.  

Additionally, rather than reporting the whole project as “adaptation relevant” (which is the 
approach of the Rio marker system), only components, sub-components, elements or proportions of 
projects can be reported as “adaptation finance” in the three-step methodology. This can lead to huge 
differences: for example, when screening a climate-proofed infrastructure project, the three-step 
methodology would only measure the incremental cost of adaptation within the project, while the full 
value of the project would be counted under the Rio marker methodology, without a multiplier factor 
(see section 2.4.2). The OECD DAC and the multilateral development banks have worked together for 
several years to try to reconcile the two methodologies, but with limited results to date.  

 

2.4.4. Private Flows 

Repeated statements from developed country officials and high-level experts state flatly that most 
climate finance will have to come from private sources, as the private economy moves trillions of 
dollars in investments that set the energy consumption pattern for communities and nations (Green 
Growth Alliance, 2014; Global Commission on the Economy and Climate, 2014). There is no 

                                                      
15 The International Development Finance Club is a group of international, national, and regional development banks based 
in the developed and the developing world. 
16 For a detailed analysis, see OECD (2013c). 
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agreement on which private flows should count in the US$100 billion pledge per year by 2020 and on 
how to demonstrate that they were “jointly mobilized”, as was promised in 2009. This issue is 
extremely complex, as there are many types of private flows (Stadelmann et al., 2012). The Climate 
Policy Initiative Landscape of Climate Finance report has, each year, attempted to account for more of 
these flows and, in doing so, the amount of purported flows has skyrocketed (Buchner et al. 2011; 
2012; 2013; 2014; 2015). The result is that many observers cannot evaluate whether the amounts of 
funding have increased or if only the counting techniques have changed. Again, an agreement under 
the UNFCCC on what should count among these many flows of private capital is needed. 

 

3. The Climate Finance Transparency Gap: Individual Failures 

As a result of the Fast Start Finance Program outlined at the 2009 Copenhagen negotiations, the 
developed (Annex II) Parties to the UNFCCC agreed to submit documentation that describes among 
others in a “rigorous, robust and transparent manner, the underlying assumptions and methodologies 
used to produce information on finance” provided to non-Annex I (developing) Parties to the 
Convention. At the 2011 Durban meetings, the UNFCCC decision specified guidelines for nations 
regarding the information that should be included in their National Communications and Biennial 
Reports relevant to climate finance (see Appendix 1). Developed country Parties were required to 
submit their sixth National Communication and first Biennial Report to the Convention Secretariat by 
January 1, 2014.  

AdaptationWatch (2015) assessed Annex II countries’ transparency with regard to their financial 
reporting to the Convention so as to identify transparency dimensions where countries tended to 
perform poorly and highlight the leaders and laggards in climate finance transparency. The following 
sections summarize the approach and the main results of this preliminary exercise. 

 

3.1. Methodology 

AdaptationWatch (2015) reviewed the first Biennial Reports and sixth National Communications 
submitted in 2014 to the UNFCCC Secretariat by the 24 Annex II Parties. Associated “Common 
Tabular Format” tables and Technical Reviews17 of the Biennial Reports were also assessed. Drawing 
upon UNFCCC reporting guidelines (see Appendix 1), AdaptationWatch elaborated specific criteria 
on which each country was scored on a scale of 0, 0.5, or 1, depending on how well the given country 
met the criteria (see Appendix 2 for a summary of the scoring methodology that was used). The 
criteria used fall into three main category sets: (i) Reporting of summary information; (ii) 
Transparency regarding methodologies used to track adaptation finance; and (iii) Quality and 
completeness of project-level data.  

The reporting of project-level data was not mandated by the UNFCCC but is critical for 
transparency. Indeed, according to AdaptationWatch (2015), individual project-level data are 
necessary to verify summary numbers, understand where finance goes and improve transparency, 
effectiveness, and coordination among contributors, recipients, implementing agencies, and civil 

                                                      
17 Each Annex II Parties’ first Biennial Report was reviewed by an expert review team in accordance with the “Guidelines for 
the Technical Review of information reported under the Convention related to greenhouse gas inventories, Biennial Reports 
and National Communications by Parties included in Annex I to the Convention” (see Decision 23/CP.19). Those Technical 
Reviews are available online at: 
http://unfccc.int/national_reports/biennial_reports_and_iar/technical_reviews/items/8446.php  
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society. Robust project data are important to allow watchdog groups and citizens in recipient nations 
to hold decision-makers accountable for the climate funds they receive. Project-level data are also 
fundamental for development agencies and national/local administrations to make and coordinate 
effective plans.  

The methodology used by AdaptationWatch (2015) has several clear limitations, reflective of the 
flaws present in the broader UNFCCC process for assessing transparency in climate finance. The 
uniform weight of each criterion in calculating the rankings is clearly problematic as countries will 
score more highly by complying with “simple” criteria (such as finance provided, submitting the 
report on time, etc.) and are not rewarded for including more “difficult” criteria (like how finance will 
scale-up to 2020). Countries were much more likely to succeed in the reporting of summary 
information than in the methodology section. At the same time, it is possible to earn points in some of 
the more “difficult” categories (description of how resource addresses needs, for instance) with 
minimal information. In the Technical Reviews, countries that mentioned they were including 
recipient nations in the decision making process were celebrated, even when it was unclear how 
recipient nations participated. As a result, it is possible that nations complied with UNFCCC 
guidelines, but were still not being transparent.  

 

3.2. Results 

After evaluating each country based on the criteria set out in Appendix 2, AdaptationWatch (2015) 
totaled the scores and allocated each country percentage of transparency calculated against the total 
points possible. Since the UNFCCC did not specify that Parties needed to supply project level 
information, AdaptationWatch made two separate ranks of countries, one incorporating and one not 
incorporating the project-level data score: one calculation included only the “Reporting of summary 
information” and “Transparency regarding tracking methodologies” category sets (Table 3.1), and the 
other also including the “Quality and completeness of project level data” (Table 3.2).  

As Table 3 illustrates, countries vary widely in the transparency of their climate finance reporting 
(see detailed results in Appendix 3). Very few countries scored well on the project-level data category 
(Belgium is a notable exception in this regard). 

According to AdaptationWatch (2015), most developed countries are not being transparent in their 
reporting of climate finance, or at the very least are failing to UNFCCC guidelines in their reporting 
process. The ranking exercise demonstrated a dire need for a uniform definition of “climate finance”, 
applicable to all donor countries. If nations are reporting flows from a wide variety of sources, and 
different nations include different flows, comparisons between nations (especially with regard to “fair 
share”) and statements on total flows quickly become meaningless. In the same vein, this is an 
excellent argument for requiring project-level data from each country as this is the only way to truly 
understand where climate finance goes and whether it is being used to address the types of mitigation 
and adaptation goals that are accepted by both donor and recipient countries (AdaptationWatch, 2015).  

Finally, many donor countries have encountered difficulties with tracking private climate finance. 
The elaboration of international methodologies under the UNFCCC for the tracking of private climate 
finance could greatly improve the transparency of reporting on the donor side. In addition, many donor 
countries did not provide information about the scaling up of climate finance to 2020 levels. This 
information, however, is crucial for governments of developing country parties to know how much 
funding to expect and plan accordingly.  
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Table 3. Ranking of Annex II Parties’ Reporting to the UNFCCC Secretariat in 2014 

Table 3.1. Category sets “Reporting of summary 
information” and “Transparency regarding 

tracking methodologies” 

Table 3.2. Category sets “Reporting of summary 
information”, “Transparency regarding tracking 
methodologies” and “Quality and completeness of 

project level data” 

Transparency 
Rank 

Annex II 
Countries 

Overall 
Score 

Transparency 
Rank 

Annex II 
Countries 

Overall 
Score 

1 Netherlands 80% 1 Germany 65% 

2 Sweden 75% 2 Canada 57% 

3 Japan 70% 3 Ireland 56% 

4 Germany 68% 4 Belgium 53% 

5 United States 68% 5 Netherlands 51% 

6 New Zealand 64% 5 Finland 51% 

7 Australia 61% 7 Sweden 49% 

7 Switzerland 61% 8 United Kingdom 47% 

9 Canada 59% 9 Japan 46% 

10 Finland 57% 10 United States 43% 

10 United Kingdom 57% 11 New Zealand 41% 

10 Iceland 57% 11 Portugal 41% 

10 Ireland 57% 13 Australia 40% 

10 France 57% 13 Switzerland 40% 

10 Norway 57% 15 Iceland 37% 

16 Luxembourg 55% 15 France 37% 

16 Belgium 55% 15 Norway 37% 

18 Portugal 52% 18 Luxembourg 35% 

19 EU Institutions 42% 19 EU Institutions 34% 

20 Spain 43% 20 Greece 31% 

20 Greece 43% 21 Spain 28% 

22 Denmark 41% 22 Denmark 26% 

23 Italy 39% 23 Italy 25% 

24 Austria 34% 24 Austria 22% 

Source: Modified from AdaptationWatch (2015: Chapter 4). 
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4. Conclusion 

Almost a quarter of a century into climate change negotiations, we still lack an adequate system for 
defining, categorizing, tracking and evaluating climate change finance. Several tens of billions of 
dollars every year are being loaned and granted to help developing countries mitigate their greenhouse 
gas emissions, cope with increasing climate impacts and build the trust necessary to allow negotiations 
to continue. At virtually all milestones of climate talks, promises of funding have been critical in 
breaking impasses: in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, in Kyoto in 1997, Marrakesh in 2001 and Copenhagen 
in 2009. Yet each time, the construction of systems to ensure real transparency in funding delivery has 
been neglected or avoided, and opportunities for inclusivity and trust-building have been missed. 

As the analysis made by AdaptationWatch (2015) demonstrates, many developed countries have so 
far failed to be transparent and complete in their reporting to the Convention with regard among others 
to their accounting methodologies and their definition of “new and additional” climate finance.  

While each Annex II Party can be held accountable for failing to provide transparency in its own 
reporting to the Convention, we must acknowledge that the current lack of transparency also is a 
collective failure. The UNFCCC reporting guidelines leave considerable discretion for a range of 
accounting approaches, which greatly impedes comparisons between contributing countries’ 
performance. The weaknesses of current guidelines are well known by the Convention Parties. In its 
2014 Biennial Assessment and Overview of Climate Finance Flows report, the UNFCCC Standing 
Committee on Finance (UNFCCC SCF, 2014) reviewed existing measurement and reporting systems 
for tracking a broad range of climate finance and climate-related finance flows. The SCF made a series 
of recommendations to improve the measurement, reporting and verification of climate finance. 
However, these recommendations are still to be taken into serious consideration by the COP. 

While the weaknesses of current reporting guidelines under the UNFCCC are well documented, 
Parties have so far failed to improve the “Common Tabular Format” laid out for reporting at the 
Warsaw negotiations in late 2013, and to agree upon common definitions and methodology for 
financial reporting. These questions cannot and should not be eluded. As the OECD-CPI (2015) report 

on the US$ 100 billion goal demonstrates, Annex II Parties are well aware that if they want to secure a 
climate agreement in Paris they must provide clearer information about their implementation of the 
Copenhagen climate finance commitments. An agreement in Paris must include a work plan to 
develop such a system. 

Transparent accounting and reporting of climate finance are clear examples of collective action 
problems: no country has an interest to be the first to modify its practices. For example, if the US or 
Japan are not ready to follow the European Union in pushing for a transparent accounting and 
reporting framework under the UNFCCC, can the latter reform its accounting and reporting practices 
by itself? In the current climate finance landscape, each developed country has an interest in 
maximizing its claimed contribution while putting up the least cash possible (including through non-
transparent and “creative” accounting), and in putting the burden on other developed countries to 
implement joint financial commitments (or to be creative in their accounting, as well). The two 
victims of these practices are first the trust between developed and developing countries in 
international climate negotiations, and second the vulnerable populations and nations in dire need of 
help. Innovative sources of climate finance that could form parts of the solutions to these problems are 
worth urgently reconsidering. 
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5. Policy Recommendations 

The readers will find in AdaptationWatch (2015: Chapter 6) a number of recommendations to 
increase the transparency of future climate finance reporting, including: 

• A revision of transparency guidelines so that it is very clear to donor countries what needs to 
be included in their reports, and the depth of explanation that is expected on the 
methodologies reporting nations follow in collecting and processing their data. 

• An agreement on a consistent definition of what is and is not considered climate finance, so 
that countries can be clear on which finance “counts” towards Copenhagen financial 
commitments, and meaningful comparisons can be drawn between donors. 

• An agreement on what constitutes “new and additional” finance. Current definitions of these 
terms put forward by developed country Parties vary widely and impede comparisons of 
contributors’ performance with regard to the provision of adaptation finance. 

• An effort to include all project level data in Annex II Parties’ Biennial Reports. Project-level 
information is fundamental for the independent review of claims made about the volume and 
type of climate finance flows (and also for researching and improving effectiveness of climate 
finance spending). 

• A development of methodologies by the UNFCCC for transparent and consistent tracking of 
private climate finance. This should be done in collaboration with developing countries and 
this information should be included in the Biennial Reports. 

 

In particular, we recommend that Belgium: 

• Encourages other OECD DAC countries to follow their own recommendation on “good 
pledging practice” (OECD DAC, 2011) in Paris COP 21 (December 2015) when they advance 
a new climate financial package for the years to come. 

• Supports the development under the UNFCCC of a new common approach to track bilateral 
climate finance. It appears the Multilateral Development Banks’ three-step approach is more 
rigorous than the Rio marker methodology, so it could be the basis for a replacement of the 
latter.  

• Continues to provide information on project-level data in its biennial reporting to the 
UNFCCC Secretariat and improves the completeness of the information provided. 

• Explains in a transparent manner the methodologies used to track its provision of climate 
finance. Belgium should be particularly transparent in explaining which proportion of the 
increase in its climate finance is due to methodological changes in accounting and which 
proportion is the result of additional financial efforts.  

• Considers the results of the transparency assessment made by AdaptationWatch (2015) to 
improve the transparency of its second Biennial Report (to be submitted by January 1st, 2016). 
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Appendix 1. National Communications, Biennial Reports and Common Tabular Format 

guidance to Parties from the UNFCCC COP 

● In preparing their National Communications, Annex II Parties have to follow the UNFCCC 
guidelines on reporting and review revised at COP 5 in Bonn in 1999 (Document 
FCCC/CP/1999/7: Para. 50-56). The UNFCCC guidelines for reporting and review have been 
under revision since June 2014 but they have not yet been finalized. 

VIII. FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND TRANSFER OF TECHNOLOGY  
50. In accordance with Article 12.3, Annex II Parties shall provide details of measures taken to give effect to 
their commitments under Article 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, as follows.  
51. Parties shall indicate what “new and additional” financial resources they have provided pursuant to Article 
4.3. Parties shall clarify how they have determined such resources as being “new and additional” in their 
national communications. In communicating this information, Parties shall complete table 3. 
52. Parties shall provide detailed information on the assistance provided for the purpose of assisting developing 
country Parties that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change in meeting the costs of 
adaptation to those adverse effects, in textual format and with reference to table 5.  
53. Parties shall provide any information on any financial resources related to the implementation of the 
Convention provided through bilateral, regional and other multilateral channels. Parties should complete tables 4 
and 5.  
54. Parties shall, when reporting details of measures related to the promotion, facilitation and financing of the 
transfer of, or access to, environmentally-sound technologies, clearly distinguish between activities undertaken 
by the public sector and those undertaken by the private sector. As the ability of Parties to collect information on 
private sector activities is limited, Parties may indicate, where feasible, in what way they have encouraged 
private sector activities, and how these activities help meet the commitments of Parties under Article 4.3, 4.4 
and 4.5 of the Convention.  
55. Parties shall, where feasible, report activities related to technology transfer, including success and failure 
stories, using table 6 below. Parties shall also report their activities for financing access by developing countries 
to "hard" or "soft" environmentally-sound technologies. 
56. Parties shall report information, in textual format, on steps taken by governments to promote, facilitate and 
finance transfer of technology, and to support development and enhancement of endogenous capacities and 
technologies of developing countries. 

 
 

● The UNFCCC biennial reporting guidelines for developed country Parties (Annex I of 2/CP.17: 
Para. 13-20) included guidance for Parties reporting on “Provision of financial, technological and 
capacity-building support to developing country Parties.”  

VI. Provision of financial, technological and capacity-building support to developing country Parties  
13. Parties included in Annex II to the Convention (Annex II Parties) shall provide information on the provision 
of financial, technological and capacity-building support to non-Annex I Parties consistent with the 
requirements contained in section VIII of the UNFCCC Annex I reporting guidelines on national 
communications following common reporting formats, including information to show how this support is new 
and additional. In reporting such information, Parties should distinguish, to the extent possible, between support 
provided to non-Annex I Parties for mitigation and adaptation activities, noting the capacity-building elements 
of such activities, where relevant. For activities with multiple objectives, the funding could be reported as a 
contribution allocated partially to the other relevant objectives.  
14. Each Annex II Party shall provide a description of its national approach for tracking of the provision of 
financial, technological and capacity-building support to non-Annex I Parties, if appropriate. This description 
shall also include information on indicators and delivery mechanisms used and allocation channels tracked. If 
this information was already reported in the national communication, the biennial report should only report 
changes to this information.  
15. In reporting information in accordance with paragraphs 17 and 18 below, Annex II Parties shall use any 
methodology to be developed under the Convention, taking into account international experience. Annex II 
Parties shall describe the methodology used in their biennial reports. Annex II Parties shall report in a rigorous, 
robust and transparent manner the underlying assumptions and methodologies used to produce information on 
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finance.  
A. Finance  
16. Each Annex II Party shall describe, to the extent possible, how it seeks to ensure that the resources it 
provides effectively address the needs of non-Annex I Parties with regard to climate change adaptation and 
mitigation.  
17. Each Annex II Party shall provide information on the financial support it has provided, committed and/or 
pledged for the purpose of assisting non-Annex I Parties to mitigate GHG emissions and adapt to the adverse 
effects of climate change and any economic and social consequences of response measures, and for capacity-
building and technology transfer in the areas of mitigation and adaptation, where appropriate. To that end, each 
Annex II Party shall provide summary information in a textual and tabular format on allocation channels and 
annual contributions for the previous two calendar or financial years without overlapping with the previous 
reporting periods, including, as appropriate, the following: (a) The Global Environment Facility, the Least 
Developed Countries Fund, the Special Climate Change Fund, the Adaptation Fund, the Green Climate Fund 
and the Trust Fund for Supplementary Activities; (b) Other multilateral climate change funds; (c) Multilateral 
financial institutions, including regional development banks; (d) Specialized United Nations bodies; (e) 
Contributions through bilateral, regional and other channels;  
18. Each Annex II Party shall provide the summary information, referred to in paragraph 17 above, for the 
previous two calendar or financial years in a textual and tabular format on the annual financial support that it has 
provided for the purpose of assisting non-Annex I Parties, including the following: (a) The amount of financial 
resources (including the amount in original currency and its equivalent in United States dollars/international 
currency); (b) The type of support (for mitigation and adaptation activities); (c) The source of funding; (d) The 
financial instrument; (e) The sector; (f) An indication of what new and additional financial resources they have 
provided pursuant to Article 4, paragraph 3, of the Convention; Parties shall clarify how they have determined 
that such resources are new and additional;  
19. Recognizing that the goal of mobilizing the financial resources referred to in decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 
98, includes private financial sources, Annex II Parties should report, to the extent possible, on private financial 
flows leveraged by bilateral climate finance towards mitigation and adaptation activities in non-Annex I Parties, 
and should report on policies and measures that promote the scaling up of private investment in mitigation and 
adaptation activities in developing country Parties.  
20. Annex II Parties should specify the types of instruments used in the provision of their assistance, such as 
grants and concessional loans. 

 
 

● Since 2013 Annex II Parties are required to report to the UNFCCC using a standard format 
known as the Common Tabular Format (Decision 19/CP.18) 

As detailed in Tables 7(a) and 7(b) in decision 19/CP.18, Annex II Parties are required to indicate the 
total amount, status, funding source, financial instrument, and amount of support provided through 
bilateral, regional and multilateral channels, to specific countries for mitigation and adaptation, and the 
support provided to the following sectors: energy, transport, industry, agriculture, forestry, water and 
sanitation, cross-cutting and other. Also, Annex II Parties are to provide data on public finance support 
for each year over a two-year period through multilateral climate change funds, multilateral 
international financial institutions, regional channels and specialized United Nations bodies. In 
addition, Annex II Parties should report, to the extent that is possible, on private financial flows 
leveraged by bilateral climate finance towards mitigation and adaptation activities in non-Annex I 
Parties, and should also report on policies and measures that promote the scaling up of private 
investment in mitigation and adaptation activities in developing country Parties including the types of 

instruments used in the provision of their assistance, such as grants and concessional loans. 
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Appendix 2. Summary of Evaluation Criteria 

Criteria Scoring Method 

A. Reporting of Summary Information (12) 

A1. Timely reporting: met deadline 
(January 1st, 2014) 0 - missed deadline; 1 - on time 

A2. Clarity on total committed (vs. 
pledged)  

0 - no information; 0.5 - if indicate pledged but not clear if 
committed; 1 - if indicate how much was committed and pledged 

A3. Clarity on total provided 
0 - no information; 0.5 - some ambiguity in reporting; 1 - clear 
reporting 

A4. Summary information about 
channels 

0 - no information; 0.5 - multilateral/bilateral proportions; 1 - 
specific channels listed 

A5. Proportion grants vs. loans 0 - no reporting; 0.5 - partial reporting; 1 - clear reporting 

A6. Proportion public vs. private 
0 - no information; 0.5 - reporting only on public finance; 1 - clear 
reporting on share between private and public finance 

A7. Proportion to LDCs, SIDS and 
Africa 0 - no information; 0.5 - some information; 1 - clear reporting 

A8. Proportion to global regions and 
countries 

0 - no information; 0.5 global regions; 1 - global regions and 
countries 

A9. Proportion adaptation vs. 
mitigation 0 - no information; 0.5 - partial reporting; 1 - clear reporting 

A10. Reported annual historical 
climate funding 

0 - no information; 0.5 - information on previous year; 1 - 
information on previous four years or more 

A11. Accessible organization of data 
0 - no clear organization of data; 0.5 - some clarity; 1 - accessible 
organization of data 

A12. All information in Biennial 
Report 

0 - several major categories missing; 0.5 - one major category 
missing; 1 - all included 

B. Transparency Regarding Methodologies Used to Track Adaptation Finance (11) 

B1. Definition of Adaptation 
0 - no clear definition; 0.5 - some information, but some 
ambiguity; 1 - clear definition 

B2. Indication of methodologies used 
for tracking finance 

0 - no clear indication; 0.5 - some information, but some 
ambiguity; 1 - clear indication 

B3. Clarified how determined whether 
"new and additional" 

0 - no clear definition; 0.5 - some information, but some 
ambiguity; 1 - clear definition 

B4. Indication of how "fair share" 
calculated 

0 - no clear indication; 0.5 - some information, but some 
ambiguity; 1 - clear indication 

B5. Indication of how country is 
planning to scale up to 2020 

0 - no clear indication; 0.5 - some information, but some 
ambiguity; 1 - clear indication 

B6. Clear rationale for allocation to 
countries  

0 - no clear rationale; 0.5 - some information, but some ambiguity; 
1 - clear rationale  

B7. Clear rationale for allocation to 
sectors 

0 - no clear rationale; 0.5 - some information, but some ambiguity; 
1 - clear rationale  

B8. Submitted "common tabular 
format" 0 - no; 1 - yes 
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B9. No double counting of previous 
years 0 - yes, double counting; 1 - no double counting 

B10. Description of how resources 
address the needs of beneficiaries  

0 - no information; 0.5 - general information of overall process or 
partial information on projects; 1 - project-specific reporting 

C. Quality and Completeness of Project-level Data (11) 

C1. All projects are reported 
0 - no or few projects reported; 0.5 - most projects listed; 1 - all 
projects listed 

C2. Amount committed to projects 
listed 

0 - no information; 0.5 - most projects listed with commitments; 1 - 
clear reporting 

C3. Amount actually disbursed (status) 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

C4. Start date of project 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

C5. Description of the project listed 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

C6. Level of concessionality 
0 - no information; 0.5 - split grant vs. loan; 1 - clear reporting on 
level of concessionality for loans 

C7. Implementing agencies 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

C8. Accessible database 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

C9. Adaptation or mitigation 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

C10. Georeferenced location 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

C11. Links to full project documents 0 - no information; 0.5 - most information; 1 - clear reporting 

 

Source: AdaptationWatch (2015: Chapter 4). 
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Appendix 3. Detailed Results of Annex II Parties’ Transparency of Reporting to the UNFCCC Secretariat in 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: AdaptationWatch (2015: Chapter 4). 


