
APRODEV Climate Finance Position

APRODEV defines ‘climate finance’ as the necessary funding for adaptation, mitigation and capacity 
building including for the development and deployment of technologies in developing countries to cope 
with climate change.  

1. Scale

Estimates on the future incremental cost of climate change are diverse, and vary as a function of the 
stabilization targets and the price of oil and other factors. APRODEV favors a bottom-up approach where 
the financial needs as expressed in the NAMAs and NAPAs of developing countries are compiled and 
assessed in order to get an overall scale. However, estimated mitigation funding needs range between 
US$65 billion and $175 billion per year, while estimates for adaptation funding needs are between 
US$10 billion and US$100 billion per year.1

Actual funding needs will be dependent on the success of mitigation policy measures in driving down the
cost of future adaptation and the shared vision of the international community in terms of mitigation 
goals.

2. Principles

Besides being measurable, reportable and verifiable (mrv) the funding will, according to the Bali Action 
Plan, need to meet the following basic criteria: 

 Adequacy (Ensuring that adequate resources are mobilized) 
 Sustainability (As funding requirements for adaptation are likely to increase at least in the 

medium term, the source of funds should not diminish) 
 Predictability (Ensuring that there is certainty in terms of the amount and timeliness of money 

raised) 
 Additionality (Ensuring this is a new financial obligation additional to existing ODA 

commitments) 

Moreover, and in line with what Parties are calling for in the negotiations, the funding also needs to be: 

1 Christian Aid: The Political Economy of Climate Finance (2010). http://www.christianaid.org.uk/images/climate-
finance-report.pdf
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 Equitable in terms of effort sharing and disbursement. 
 Governed by the COP. 
 Primarily and essentially grant based. 
 Scalable (it should be possible to scale the funds up in a simple way if significant funding gaps 

are found) 
 Effective and accessible (also for the poorest, vulnerable and marginalized groups) 
 Efficient (minimizing mismanagement and ensuring non bureaucratic and swift delivery) 

2.1 Equity

We support the idea that contributions to the allocation of the resources should be based on ‘capacity to
pay’ and ‘historical responsibility for emissions’, with an explicit ‘development
threshold’2. The purpose of the threshold would be to secure the right to development as the primary 
focus for those below that threshold by exempting them from having to shoulder the costs of action on 
climate change.

For the next commitment period we propose that only Annex 1 Parties take on binding obligations to 
contribute to the Fund. If these commitments are fulfilled, we propose that some of the major non-
Annex 1 Parties take on their respective commitments in the subsequent periods.

2.2 Additionality

The costs of climate change will hit hardest on those less responsible for the problem. The poor and 
vulnerable already fighting their human rights through development will face an unbearable cost of 
adapting to the adverse effects of climate change, and on top of that try as best to achieve a low carbon 
development for their communities and countries. Climate change constitutes a huge incremental cost 
that can not be met through current ODA commitments and to a lesser extent the current ODA volume 
(of around $100 billion a year) that fall far short of the commitments. 

Climate finance must be new and additional to ODA. Both the moral imperative and the legal provisions 
are different. APRODEV strongly believes climate finance must be new and additional to the ODA 
commitments of developed countries (0,7 as a minimum or higher for those individual countries having 
individual commitments/pledges). Otherwise, efforts to tackle climate change will hamper the fulfillment
of the Millennium Development Goals, which are already under severe threat and suffer from scarce 
resources and broken aid promises.

Adaptation measures to climate change, mitigation of GHG, low-carbon development strategies and 
many activities of development cooperation are overlapping to a large degree on project and program 
level. Greater coherence between climate actions and traditional development will in many cases benefit
the aim of both. However, not all development activities are good climate actions and not all climate 
actions are good development programs. Hence, we strongly believe the two should be financed from 
separate sources in order not to undermine each other.

In order to ensure transparency and measure, report and verify climate finance, a common definition of 
‘new and additional’ is required. Until such a common definition is in place, it is essential that all 
contributing Parties detail the baseline against which they are defining the provision of ‘fast start 

2 As described in the Greenhouse Development Rights Framework, http://gdrights.org/



finance’ as “new and additional”.

It is no more credible to have a finance commitment without a defined baseline, than it is for a 
mitigation target.

2.3 MRV

In the context of climate change negotiations, MRV of finance refers to the measurement of the amount 
of climate finance flows from developed to developing countries, the reporting of these flows to the 
international community and the verification of the accuracy of the reported data.  Reporting and 
transparency are necessary to ensure that parties honor their climate finance commitments and 
obligations.

MRV of finance is important to build trust between developing and developed countries that money is 
flowing and that funds are not being diverted from development commitments. Hence, MRV of climate 
finance must include a fair, common baseline against which contributions are counted as “new and 
additional”. 

Ultimately the MRV of finance support must be established by an independent third party, according to 
common rules and methodologies agreed between contributing and recipient countries. APRODEV 
believes that the OECD-DAC is an inappropriate forum to provide the reporting itself, as its membership 
contains mostly developed countries. Recent reports also show fraud over-reporting on the Rio markers 
for climate undermining their ability to provide MRV3. 

3. Sources of climate finance

Establishing innovative sources of climate finance is perhaps the best way to ensure that long-term, 
predictable, sustainable, new and additional resources are available. 

APRODEV believes that climate finance can be raised through a combination of assessed contribution 
and other so-called innovative public sources. We favor sources in line with the polluter pays principle 
(auctioning of AAUs, carbon tax and equitable bunker levies), but acknowledge that also other sources 
can potentially contribute (SDRs and FTT).

3.1 Public finance

Providing climate finance is a legal obligation for developed countries and should be based on public 
sources. Ensuring that adaptation finance reaches the world’s poorest and most vulnerable people who 
are on the front line of the climate crisis, all adaptation finance must be public. The same applies to 
capacity building support. Risk reduction and vulnerable people must be prioritized. 50 per cent of the 
total funding should be earmarked for adaptation measures.

While private finance has a role to play in delivering mitigation action given the financial scale of the 
challenge, public finance is irreplaceable. This in particular applies for mitigation action in the forestry 

3 http://www.cis.ethz.ch/publications/publications/2010_WP56_Michaelowa_Michaelowa.pdf
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sector and in expanding energy access to the poorest. Equitable distribution of support and deployment 
of technology requires strong regulation on the flows favoring public streams.

Climate finance must also be primarily and essentially grant based. Adaptation support is compensation 
for damage primarily caused by the industrialized countries and could not be given as loans or soft loans.
However, unsupported mitigation actions and actions with a net win that requires upfront investment, 
can be supported by loans. In cases where climate finance is given as a loan, only the grant equivalent 
should count towards the financial obligation of developed countries.

3.2 Carbon markets

Offsetting parts of developed countries mitigation obligation through the carbon marked should not be 
counted towards the financial obligations of developed countries. Although the so called “net value” or 
“inframarginal rents” of these transactions could be calculated in theory, there is no widely accepted 
methodology for doing it. Moreover, these rents can be captured by a range of players across the value 
chain.

Under a new climate regime there will be a number of obligations for countries. The mitigation 
obligation for developed countries, of which offsetting is a mechanism to achieve, should not be mixed 
with the obligation to provide financial support for adaptation and mitigation actions in the South. In the
context where developing countries take on obligations to curb their emissions, these obligations are 
conditional on fulfillment of the financial obligation of developed countries.

4. Governance of climate finance

Providing climate finance is a legal obligation under the UNFCCC and in order to ensure MRV of this 
obligation, it is imperative that the finances flow through a reformed Financial Mechanism that is under 
the authority of and accountable to the COP. 

A Green Fund should be established at the core of the Financial Mechanism with a Board and a 
Secretariat and separate funding windows for adaptation and mitigation. The COP can appoint / elect an 
Executive Board, with equitable representation between developed and developing countries, men and 
women, and which allows direct access for developing countries, providing guidance and adopting 
decisions on funding priorities. The Adaptation Fund governing structure and process for distributing 
money should be taken on board in the Fund.

New sources of climate finance should mainly channel the funds through the new Fund. For purposes of 
MRV and fair distribution, multilateral channels should have priority over bilateral ones.

To ensure the most fair and effective disbursement of finance for adaptation, direct access for the 
poorest and most vulnerable communities is essential. Modalities for direct access should build upon 
experiences from the innovative modalities developed by the Adaptation Fund.

5. Fast start financing

Full transparency around the implementation of developed countries’  fast start finance commitment is 



vital to ensuring that they are accountable to the promises made in Copenhagen. It must also set 
credible standards for transparency and accountability under the post 2012 regime in reporting on how 
well actions taken are in accordance with
commitments made. Solid transparency will allow for developing countries to plan ahead for their 
climate actions. Comprehensive reporting is equally crucial in order to facilitate co-ordinated spending 
between contributing countries, thereby ensuring more effective delivery of resources on the ground 
and sharing best practice in providing climate finance over the long-term.

Developed countries’  reports on  fast start financing commitment in Cancun must include full details of 
both the sources and uses fast start finance  (relationship to ODA commitments 0.7% GNI or higher, 
scale, thematic distribution, channels, expenditure and criteria, use of grants and loans and the 
methodology for calculating grant equivalence).
In addition, it is important to push for instructing the Secretariat to compile and analyze (“new and 
additional”) fast-start funding.


