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Disclaimer: data and information contained in this publication

Each template section in this report is completed for illustrative purposes with a range of data and infor-

mation currently available in public from ongoing efforts by NGOs and other independent organizations 

to collect and present data on fast start finance . Information about these organizations and the sources of 

their published data is contained in the List of Sources, Annex I to this report . 

In many cases, the limited range of data and information available on the topics indicates the challenge 

posed by the general lack of information available, and is another reason why the EU should provide maxi-

mum transparency .

 

The data and information presented in the report template sections are not meant to be definitive; they 

are meant to illustrate the type of information that should be shown in the EU’s report. The data and 

information shown are taken from publicly available sources, and are not endorsed in any way by any of 

the organizations associated with this publication.
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1. 
Introduction
The urgent need for transparency in EU reporting

A critical outcome of the 2009 Copenhagen Climate Conference was the commitment of devel-
oped countries to providing $30 billion in climate funding during 2010 – 2012 . The funds, re-
ferred to as “fast start finance,” are to help developing countries adapt to the impact of climate 
change and to pursue actions that put them on a low-carbon development pathway . By signing 
up to the Copenhagen Accord at the UN Climate Summit, the EU also committed that there 
would be “new and additional” money made available for climate finance, on top of existing 
pledges, not just a diversion from, or recycling of, past aid promises . 

It is crucial at this point in the negotiations that the EU avoids engaging in “spin over sub-
stance” in its first annual report on fast start finance for the Cancún Climate Conference in 
November 2010. The EU has a chance to build trust and create a positive dynamic at Cancún – it 
must not squander the chance.

The European Union (EU) was a driving force behind the adoption of the fast start finance com-
mitments, and has pledged €7 .2 billion, or €2 .4 billion per year, as its contribution under the 
Copenhagen Accord . As a global front-runner in climate finance for developing countries, the 
EU must also take a lead in ensuring that reporting, targeting and tracking of this finance is car-
ried out in the most consistent and transparent manner possible . 

The EU’s first annual report on fast start finance will be prepared for the Cancún Climate Con-
ference in November 2010 . This report should set a high global standard for fast start finance 
reporting . To do so, the report must be fully transparent on the sources and uses of EU fast start 
finance . It must send the message to developing countries that the EU is serious about meeting 
its commitments from Copenhagen in an open, cooperative manner, and will set a high stand-
ard for long-term climate finance . The EU needs to set a precedent for transparent monitoring, 
reporting and verification on climate finance, particularly as it requires developing countries to 
demonstrate similar transparency in their use of the funds . The EU must also provide its own 
citizens, the taxpayers that ultimately fund these initiatives, with complete information on the 
source and use of the money .

In addition to being vital to ensuring that the EU is accountable to the promises made in Copen-
hagen and reiterated in its Council reports and conclusions in May 20101, transparency in report-
ing 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, therefore ensuring more effective delivery of resources on the ground and sharing 
best practice in providing climate finance over the long-term . 

1 Council of the European Union, the General Secretariat of the Council, Preliminary state of play on EU and Member States fast start 

finance, 9437/10, Brussels, 11 May 2010.
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Fast start finance is only the beginning; wealthy countries have committed to raising $100 billion 
per year to support climate change-related work in developing countries by 2020 . The reporting 
methods that are set at this initial stage in the process as well as the lessons learned from the 
process will have significant and lasting impact on post-2012 climate finance and on the cred-
ibility of the EU as a leader in the global fight against climate change .

While it is very important that the EU and its member states do everything possible to honour 
the promises and commitments made to developing countries for climate change, it is also im-
perative that they work to build trust by being honest and transparent about their performance 
as contributors, even where their efforts fall short . 

Climate adaptation project in Bolivia  © Jane Beesley / Oxfam

1. INTRODUCTION
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The first annual report on fast start finance and the Cancún talks represent an opportunity 
for the EU to regain the trust of the developing countries. A superficial report that refuses 
to answer some of the hard questions about where finance is coming from, how it relates to 
other commitments, and how it will be spent will risk undermining the trust of the developing 
countries that are critical partners in the global fight against climate change.

A “template” for EU reporting

Preliminary information – including the preliminary state of play report published by the Eu-
ropean Council in May 2010 – indicates that the EU will list only aggregate data on pledge 
amounts, and will not publish the detailed information on many key issues required to fully as-
sess and understand the level of funding commitment and the potential impact of the finance 
for developing countries . This would be of great concern to developing countries and climate 
campaigners alike .

In response, this publication sets out some of the most important data and information the EU 
needs to include in its first annual fast start finance report . The aim is to demonstrate what a 
fully transparent EU report should look like . It also summarises NGO positions on the key issues 
related to fast start finance .

The publication provides a template for what the EU report should cover, and uses illustrative 
data to complete the template . The template suggests the type and detail of data and informa-
tion that the EU should publish in its report, and provides a sample format for presenting that 
information . The intent of the template is to indicate the type of information the EU should 
publish, with an emphasis on quantitative data . The template is not meant to cover everything 
the EU will publish in its report, nor to suggest a particular format or style for the report . 

The template covers six key fast start finance topics, and for each topic the template shows the 
data and information that the EU report should ideally provide . The six topics are:

•	 EU member states’ individual pledges: The emphasis is on reporting of pledges for each 
of the 27 EU member states plus the European Commission separately, and not as an ag-
gregate figure .

•	 “New and additional funds”: The EU must report transparently on the working baselines 
used by member states to determine whether funds are new – relative to pledges from 
previous years – new and additional to development aid . 

•	 Channelling – grants and loans: Specifying what amounts of finance will be made in the 
form of grants or loans, the criteria for placing finance in these categories, and the meth-
odology for calculating the grant equivalent of loans

•	 Channelling – institutions: Identifying whether the finance will be made available through 
bi-lateral or multi-lateral channels

•	 Funding objectives: Providing the types of projects to be funded, or at least the sectoral 
priorities (adaptation, mitigation, REDD+)

•	 Geographical distribution: Showing which countries, regions, groups of countries are re-
ceiving the funds

For each topic, the report templates are followed by comments, which highlight the NGO po-
sition on the topic, the reasons the EU should include the information in its report, and the 
complexities involved in collecting and/or presenting the information, due to current reporting 
standards .

1. INTRODUCTION
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2. 
Template for EU annual 
report on fast start finance
2.1 Tracking EU member states’ individual pledges

REPORT TEMPLATE

All 27 EU member states plus the European Commission (EC) have made funding commitments 
for fast start finance; these commitments for the period 2010 – 2012 are shown in Table 1 . 

Table 1: EU member states’ pledges for fast start finance 2010 – 2012, USD billion*
NB: Differences in figures due to exchange rate fluctuations/calculations should not be interpreted as indicating 
a lack of clarity over announced contributions by member states.

SOURCE

MEMBER STATES

PROJECT 
CATALYST
JUNE 2010

WORLD 
RESOURCES 
INSTITUTE
OCT. 2010

OVERSEAS 
DEVELOPMENT 

INSTITUTE
OCT. 2010

WWW.
FASTSTART-

FINANCE.ORG
OCT. 2010

OXFAM
NOV. 2010

Austria 0.160 0.2

Belgium 0.200 0.2 0.209

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark 0.204 0.221 0.2 0.222

Estonia

Finland 0.146 0.11 0.2 0.11

France 1.676 1.74 1.8 1.755 1.70 (€1.26)

Germany 1.676 1.637 1.8 1.755 1.73 (€1.26)

Greece

Hungary

Ireland 0.133 0.138 0.1

Italy 0.8

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg 0.009

Malta

Netherlands 0.412 0.428 0.4 0.428

Poland



Has the EU kept  
its Fast-start Climate 

Finance promises

5

SOURCE

MEMBER STATES

PROJECT 
CATALYST
JUNE 2010

WORLD 
RESOURCES 
INSTITUTE
OCT. 2010

OVERSEAS 
DEVELOPMENT 

INSTITUTE
OCT. 2010

WWW.
FASTSTART-

FINANCE.ORG
OCT. 2010

OXFAM
NOV. 2010

Portugal 0.036

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia 0.008

Spain 0.499 0.517 0.5

Sweden 1.064 1.1 1.1

United Kingdom 2.325 2.4 2.4 2.376

European 
Commission 0.1995 0.206 0.2 0.209

EU total*

*  The total EU pledge should be the sum of pledges from the 27 member states plus the EC. The total is not shown for any of the 

sources because data are not available on all 27 member states.

Why full transparency is needed on individual EU mem-
ber states and the EC

The EU has stated that all 27 member states will contribute to fast start finance, and that 
most of the funds have been committed by the individual member states, according to 
national decisions . Disbursement of the funds is also a national responsibility .  The pledges 
are voluntary and there is no burden sharing enforced at the EU level .

To demonstrate the true commitment of the EU countries to fast start finance, pledges 
from all 27 member states plus the EC need to be shown separately in the EU report . 
Pledges and disbursement decisions are made entirely at the national levels, and therefore 
the EU member states’ governments must be held to the same accountability standards as 
other contributor countries .

The indicative data shown in Table 1 and throughout this publication, collected from pub-
lished sources, show the difficulties in obtaining data from all 27 of the member states . A 
number of EU member states were among the first to contribute to collection efforts such 
as faststartfinance .org (a Netherlands-government led initiative aimed at collecting and 
publishing data on fast start finance) . At the same time, many of the EU member states 
have been reluctant to share information . 

By presenting only aggregate data in its reports, the EU appears to be siding with these 
least transparent among the member states.

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE
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2.2 “New and Additional” funds

REPORT TEMPLATE

One way to define “new” funding  is as an increase relative to pledges or allocations from 
previous years, and one way to define “additional” funding is as that which ensures that their 
delivery does not result in the diversion of funds from other important objectives such as devel-
opment . In the absence of a commonly agreed baseline between all contributor countries, EU 
member states have used various methods to calculate their fast start finance pledges . Unfortu-
nately this means that there are different definitions of how much of the promised funding is 
actually “new” for 2010 – 2012 and “additional” to the existing Official Development Assistance 
(ODA) commitments . 

Table 2 shows how the EU Member States define their baselines for determining whether funds are 
new and additional, as well as figures on what amounts of pledged funding is new and additional .

Table 2: New and additional funds for fast start finance

MEMBER STATES ARE FSF FUNDS NEW FOR 2010 – 2012? BASELINE FOR ADDITIONALITY OF FUNDS

Austria

Belgium
The contribution for 2010 covers only 

commitments made after Copenhagen. 
(fsf.org)

The contribution for fast start finance in 
2010 comes out of the ODA budget. (fsf.

org)

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark None (WDM)
Additional funds are all those above the 

0.8% ODA target. (WDM, WRI)

Estonia

Finland
FSF contribution is new climate funding 

compared to the selected baseline year of 
2009. (fsf.org)

FSF commitments are included in the 0.7% 
ODA target. (fsf.org)

France FSF commitments are included in the 0.7% 
ODA target (WDM)

Germany Approximately 11% of the FSF is new. (Ox)
All FSF commitments are counted towards 
the 0.7% ODA commitment. (Ox, WDM 

and WRI)

Greece

Hungary

Ireland Unclear (WDM) Not specified (WRI)

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxemburg FSF contribution is additional to the 
existing ODA of 1.0% of GNI. (fsf.org)

Malta

Netherlands All FSF is new funding. (WDM)

Additional funds are all those above the 
0.8% ODA target. Recent developments in 
the Dutch budget means its unclear how 

they will define additionality. 
(WDM, WRI)

Poland

Portugal

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE
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MEMBER STATES ARE FSF FUNDS NEW FOR 2010 – 2012? BASELINE FOR ADDITIONALITY OF FUNDS

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain Unclear (WDM) Not specified (WRI)

Sweden Unclear (WDM)
FSF contribution is stated as additional 
to 0.7% ODA (but ODA commitments 

exceeded 0.7%). (WDM)

UK $1.54bn of $2.3bn total is projected to be 
new. (WDM)

FSF commitments are included in the 0.7% 
ODA target. (WDM and fsf.org)

European 
Commission

FSF pledge is new compared to pre-
existing support for climate-relevant 

actions in developing countries for 2010 – 
2012. (WRI and fsf.org)

The EU states its FSF commitments will not 
reduce the amount of funding provided 

towards MDGs. (WRI)

Sources: fsf.org = faststartfinance.org; Ox = Oxfam; WDM = World Development Movement; WRI = World Resources Institute.

Why the EU must demonstrate whether finance is truly 
“new and additional”

In the Copenhagen Accord contributors promised that the fast start finance would be 
“new and additional .” Yet because “new and additional” are not clearly defined by the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), developing coun-
tries fear that contributors will fulfil their commitments by relabeling or diverting basic 
development aid, or by simply delivering on past climate finance pledges . Some member 
states have already admitted separately that they will not provide ‘additional’ funds in the 
fast-start period .

Climate adaptation project in Bangladesh  © Shehab Uddin / DRIK/ Oxfam GB

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE
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The EU must address this issue in some way in its fast start finance report, to avoid further 
damaging trust with developing countries . As with most things, with fast start finance 
reporting, honesty is the best policy . 

Developing countries and leading NGOs are clear that climate finance must be new, i .e . 
not money pledged and budgeted before the Council meeting on 10-11th December 2009 
and additional to the long-standing commitment to provide 0 .7 percent of gross national 
income (GNI) as official development assistance (ODA) or other higher respective national 
target . This acknowledges the fact that climate change places a new burden on develop-
ing countries, requiring new resources to tackle it . 

As a vital first step, the EU must first acknowledge the problem associated with the num-
ber of differing definitions of additionality, and commit to finding a transparent and fair 
baseline for common use across the EU member states and the EC . 

As a bare minimum, the EU must report transparently on each of the working baselines 
being used by the member states and the EC for contributions made to date . Table 2 is an 
example of how this information could be presented in a transparent way . The fact that 
the table covers only 11 out of 27 member states and the EC shows the lack of information 
currently available . 

A well-defined, commonly agreed baseline for measuring funding will go a long way in 
building trust and laying the foundation for more successful cooperation between devel-
oped and developing countries in tackling climate change . 

It is no more credible to make finance pledges without reference to a clear, common base-
line than it is to make mitigation pledges without reference to a common baseline – such as 
that of emissions levels in 1990. Establishing such common standards is a vital element in 
the creation of the clear rules on monitoring, reporting and verifying climate funds which is 
needed to ensure a clear sense of climate justice, based on mutual trust and accountability.

2.3 Channelling – grants and loans

REPORT TEMPLATE

Finance will be provided in the form of grants and loans . Table 3 shows the spilt between grants 
and loans as percentages of the total pledge . It is vital that common rules are agreed for ac-
counting for the use of loans . 

Table 3: The split between grants and loans for EU members’ fast start finance pledges

MEMBER STATES
SPLIT BETWEEN GRANTS/LOANS  

(%) AND SOURCE
GRANT EQUIVALENT  

OF LOANS*

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE
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MEMBER STATES
SPLIT BETWEEN GRANTS/LOANS  

(%) AND SOURCE
GRANT EQUIVALENT  

OF LOANS*

France Unclear but expected grants <20% (Ox)

Germany 70/30 (Ox)

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain 47/53 (PC)

Sweden

UK Ranges from 50/50 to 70/30 (PC)

European Commission

Sources: Ox = Oxfam, PC = Project Catalyst

*  The methodology for calculating the grant equivalent of loans should be disclosed clearly either for all member states up front or in 

an annex for each member states and the EC.

Why clarity is needed on how much climate finance  
is truly grants vs. loans

Fast Start Finance contributions are being provided in the form of both grants and loans . 
There are two main issues at stake here . One is whether contributors’ committed pledges 
include the gross value of loans or the “grant equivalent”2 of those loans . The other is 
whether grants and loans are being targeted to the right types of projects .

On the first point, it is essential that the EU report provide full disclosure of information 
on the use of both grants and loans, and whether pledged funds include the gross value of 
a loan or the “grant equivalent” of a loan . The grant equivalent of a loan is the proportion 
of a loan that can actually be considered a concession, due to the use of interest rates and 
other payback provisions that are more favourable than what a commercial bank would 
require . Pledges made by countries should be counted in terms of grants and the grant 
equivalent portion of loans only . And the methodology for calculating the grant equiva-
lent of a loan must be disclosed, to avoid stating that loans are concessional without pro-
viding any evidence that this is the case .

Table 3 provides a template for reporting these figures by the EU . Indicative data are 
shown for only four member states due to the fact that the information has not been 
clearly and comprehensively published by the available sources . The faststartfinance .org 

2 See the OECD definition at http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=3799

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE
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website does contain good information about planned projects and uses of the funds for 
many member states, but not overall amounts for the full pledges .

Climate finance must also be primarily and essentially grant based . Adaptation support 
is compensation for damage primarily caused by the industrialized countries, and NGOs 
maintain that funding for adaptation should come only in the form of grants . For some 
limited mitigation projects concessional lending may be an appropriate option . Reporting 
on how grants and loans are channelled to different types of projects may be difficult to 
do across the EU, due to the large numbers of projects and information; nevertheless the 
general approach to the use of grants and loans for particular types of projects and invest-
ments must be addressed . 

Given the controversy over the use of grants versus loans, it is essential that we under-
stand how much EU funding is being provided via each route and the criteria used to 
categorise the funds as such.

2.4 Channelling – institutions

REPORT TEMPLATE

There are two main channels for fast start finance . Bilateral funding comes directly from sin-
gle contributor countries, often routed through national organizations such as the German 
Development Bank (KfW) . Multilateral climate funds are those that receive contributions from 
multiple countries, such as the Climate Investment Funds (CIF), the Adaptation Fund under the 
Kyoto Protocol, and the Global Environment Facility (GEF) . EU Member States and the EC intend 
to channel their funding across both types of institutions, as shown in Table 4 .

Table 4: The split between bi- and multi- lateral channelling institutions for EU members’ fast 
start finance pledges

SOURCE

MEMBER STATES PROJECT CATALYST WRI OXFAM

Austria 100% multilateral  

Belgium

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark 100% multilateral

Estonia

Finland 100% multilateral  

France 67% bilateral, 33% 
multilateral 

33% bilateral, 67% 
multilateral

60% bilateral, 40% 
multilateral

Germany 86% bilateral, 14% 
multilateral

65% bilateral, 35% 
multilateral

Approximately 55% 
bilateral,  

44% multilateral 

Greece

Hungary

Ireland 100% multilateral  

Italy 100% multilateral  

Latvia

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE
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SOURCE

MEMBER STATES PROJECT CATALYST WRI OXFAM

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands 87% bilateral, 13% 
multilateral

49% bilateral, 29% 
multilateral, and 25% 

public-private partnerships

Poland

Portugal 100% multilateral  

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain 100% multilateral  

Sweden 60% bilateral, 40% 
multilateral

UK 100% multilateral

European 
Commission 100% bilateral

61% bilateral, 39% 
multilateral

Why we need to know which institutions will be  
responsible for delivering the funds

It is important to know how much climate finance is being provided through various types 
of financial institutions and mechanisms . This affects the implementation and governance 
of the funds, and the extent to which their performance and perceived legitimacy will 
have an impact on the effectiveness of climate finance overall . 

The Copenhagen Accord makes reference to a governance structure for multilateral insti-
tutions that provides for “equal representation of developed and developing countries .” 
There has been a trend towards greater autonomy in decision-making and management 
for developing countries in development aid overall, and this trend should be emphasized 
in the channelling of climate funds . 

NGOs are currently calling on the EU to champion the establishment of a climate fund to 
receive the vast majority of long-term finance with a governance structure that is under the 
authority of and accountable to the UN process, and is transparent, regionally balanced and 
enables direct access to funds for the most vulnerable . The UN Adaptation Fund governing 
structure and process for distributing money should be taken on board in the new Fund .

Quantitative data on the percentage of funds that will be routed through bilateral and 
multilateral institutions has not been made widely available to the sources that have been 
collecting this information in 2010, as shown by the lack and inconsistency of illustrative 
data in Table 4 . 

The EU report must provide clear details on member state intentions to channel finance 
through bilateral and multilateral funds, and should show the amounts going to major 
multilateral climate funds. This will enable developing countries and campaigners to as-
sess whether the EU is meeting the objectives set out in the Copenhagen Accord and 
other commitments.

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE
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2.5 Funding objectives

REPORT TEMPLATE

Fast start finance funds will support adaptation, mitigation3 and REDD+ activities . 

Table 5: The split between adaptation, mitigation and REDD+ for EU members’ fast start financ-
ing pledges

SOURCE

MEMBER STATES PROJECT CATALYST
WORLD RESOURCES 

INSTITUTE
FASTSTART- 

FINANCE.ORG OXFAM

Austria 100% adaptation    

Belgium

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark 68% adaptation
32% REDD+

48% adaptation 
52% mitigation

48% adaptation
52% mitigation 

Estonia

Finland 56% adaptation
44% REDD+

 
35.2 % adaptation 
53.2 % mitigation 

11.6 % REDD+

France
10% adaptation
70% mitigation

20% REDD+
20% REDD+ 20% REDD+

20% adaptation
60% mitigation

20% REDD+

Germany
20% adaptation
70% mitigation

10% REDD+

33% adaptation
27% REDD+

33% adaptation
27% REDD+

30% adaptation
40% mitigation

30% REDD+
(current estimate)

Greece

Hungary

3 Climate change mitigation is measures or actions to decrease the emissions from greenhouse gases in order to reduce global 

warming. Mitigation is distinguished from adaptation, which involves acting to minimize the effects of global warming.

Climate adaptation project in Thailand © Mongkhonsawat Luengvorapant / Oxfam
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SOURCE

MEMBER STATES PROJECT CATALYST
WORLD RESOURCES 

INSTITUTE
FASTSTART- 

FINANCE.ORG OXFAM

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Netherlands
10% adaptation
60% mitigation

30% REDD+
90% mitigation

Poland

Portugal 50% adaptation
50% mitigation

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain
44% adaptation
53% mitigation

3% REDD+

12% Adaptation 
Fund

 

Sweden
70% adaptation
28% mitigation

2% REDD+
   

UK*
50% adaptation
30% mitigation

20% REDD+

50% adaptation
30% mitigation

20% REDD+ 
20% REDD+

European 
Commission

18% adaptation
65% mitigation

18% REDD+

50% adaptation
50% mitigation

50% adaptation
50% REDD+, MRV, 

etc. 

*Further details for the UK are available on the faststartfinance.org website.

Why the EU must demonstrate whether fast start finance  
is “balanced between adaptation and mitigation”

The Copenhagen Accord calls for a “balanced allocation between adaptation and miti-
gation,” but there has been no agreed-upon definition of what this balanced allocation 
means . The classifications of what constitutes adaptation and mitigation are generally 
based on Rio Markers, a classification system for development aid used by the OECD to 
track and monitor the use of funds . The Rio Markers themselves, especially those aimed 
a climate change, have been difficult to define and are very open to interpretation; they 
have very little scrutiny or commonly accepted guidelines at present . 

The Commonwealth developed countries have recently agreed to allocate 50 percent of 
funding to adaptation activities, 20 percent to REDD+, and 30 percent to other mitigation 
activities . Non-Commonwealth developed countries, however, appear to be allocating sig-
nificantly larger shares to REDD+ and other mitigation activities . Overall data for the EU 
from WRI show 63 percent mitigation and 37 percent adaptation for the EU’s €2 .39 bil-
lion pledge for 2010 . Many NGOs maintain that, in the absence of a global co-ordination 
mechanism, the EU should ensure a balanced share of close to 50 percent for each adapta-
tion and mitigation . 

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  
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The Copenhagen Accord states that funding should be “prioritized for the most vulner-
able countries .” Most of these most vulnerable countries will have greater needs for ad-
aptation to the impacts of climate change, as they are already low contributors to global 
greenhouse gas emissions . Higher shares of funding for mitigation, particularly low carbon 
economic development, means that funds are likely directed to larger emerging econo-
mies, rather than the poorest . The EU should report on the measures it is taking to ensure 
that the most vulnerable countries in need of adaptation finance will receive this support .

The EU report should show clear breakdowns for each member states on the amount 
of funding allocated to adaptation, mitigation and REDD+ activities in order to show 
whether it is meeting its commitments.

2.6 Geographic distribution

REPORT TEMPLATE

The EU member states and the EC distribute funds through a variety of bilateral funding chan-
nels . Information on the geographical destination of these bilateral funds is presented in Table 6 .

Table 6: Geographic destination of EU member states’ bilateral funds 

MEMBER STATES USES OF BILATERAL FUNDS COUNTRIES/REGION/TYPE OF COUNTRIES

Austria

Belgium
Belgian Federal Development Cooperation, 

Belgian Investment Company for 
Developing Countries

Africa, Least Developed Countries (LDCs)

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

Indonesia Energy and Environment 
Partnership, Adaptation Learning 

Programme for Africa
Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique

Increased Capacity of Hydro 
meteorological Services

Nepal

France

Germany

Balancing Land Use Management, 
Sustainable Biomass Production and 

Conservation
Brazil, Colombia, Indonesia

Climate Change Governance Capacity: 
Building regional and nationally-

tailored ecosystem-based adaptation in 
Mesoamerica and the Caribbean

El Salvador

Supporting wind energy and other 
renewable energies

Morocco

Solar-hybrid microturbine systems for 
cogeneration in agro-industrial electricity 

and heat production (SMILE)
Brazil

Cities in Asia Developing Climate Sensitive 
Adaptation Plans

India, Philippines

Greece

Hungary

2. TEMPLATE FOR EU ANNUAL REPORT  

ON FAST START FINANCE



Has the EU kept  
its Fast-start Climate 

Finance promises

15

MEMBER STATES USES OF BILATERAL FUNDS COUNTRIES/REGION/TYPE OF COUNTRIES

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Energising Development Bangladesh, Benin, Bolivia 

Regional Programme on renewable energy 
in the Great Lakes

Burundi, Congo, Rwanda 

National Programme on Renewable Energy Rwanda 

National Programme on Renewable Energy Indonesia 

Africa Biogas Partnership Programme 
(ABPP)

Senegal, Tanzania, Uganda 

Dutch fund for sustainable production of 
biomass for energy purposes

Brazil, Colombia, Indonesia

Poland

Portugal Bilateral FSF funding
Mozambique, Cape Verde, Angola, São 
Tomé and Principe, Guinea-Bissau, and 

East Timor

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

United Kingdom

European 
Commission

Source: www.faststartfinance.org – only detailed information on the geographic destination of bilateral funds is included.

Why it is important to demonstrate whether EU fast start 
finance is “prioritised for the most vulnerable”

The Copenhagen Accord states that fast start finance should be “prioritised for the most 
vulnerable,” referring to the world’s least developed countries, small island developing 
states, and Africa . These are countries that face great threats from climate change, but 
have the most limited resources to adapt to these threats on their own .

Information from the EU member states on which countries, regions, or groups of coun-
tries will benefit from their bilateral climate funds would help to evaluate how the funds 
are geographically distributed among the recipient countries and whether the poorest 
and least developed countries receive their fair share of funds .

As the indicative data from www .faststartfinance in Table 6 show – there is currently little 
detailed information available on this crucial issue .

NGOs maintain that the EU should demonstrate clearly which countries are in receipt of 
financing. This is required to build confidence among the most vulnerable countries in 
need of adaptation finance.
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3. 

Comprehensive and transparent reporting by the EU on fast start finance for 2010 – 2012 is 
necessary for building the trust, accountability and spirit of co-operation that are required to 
achieve global climate change goals and protect the most vulnerable from the inevitable effects 
of a changing climate – including at the crucial Cancún climate talks in November 2010 . 

Donor countries place strict requirements upon developing country recipients of funding – and 
so they must in turn show the same level of transparency in their own reporting on funding 
contributions . 

The EU has been a global frontrunner in the provision of climate finance and has encouraged 
the rest of the world to follow suit; it must also demonstrate global good practice with its re-
porting standards.

Climate adaptation project in Bolivia © Mark Chilvers

Conclusions  
and recommendations 



Has the EU kept  
its Fast-start Climate 

Finance promises

17

Comprehensive and transparent EU reporting on fast start finance must include data and infor-
mation reported by Member State, rather than only aggregate amounts . Pledges and disburse-
ment decisions are made entirely at the national levels, and therefore the EU governments must 
be held to the same accountability standards as other contributor countries . There must be a 
common benchmark for determining whether climate finance has been newly allocated after 
the Copenhagen Accord, and whether it is additional to already allocated development aid . 
This is important not only to check whether contributors keep their commitments, but also to 
ensure that climate finance does not divert funding from other development needs . If develop-
ing countries lose ground in the battle against poverty and other development goals, this will 
weaken their capacities to mitigate and adapt to climate change . 

Reporting by the EU must also cover the ways in which fast start finance will be spent . This 
includes information of the availability of finance through grants and loans, the actual grant 
equivalent of pledges when significant amounts will be given through loans, and the method-
ology for calculating the grant equivalent . Reporting also needs to specify the institutions that 
will be used to channel the funds, as this has a great effect on the governance of the funds 
and the extent of developing country ownership of funded activities . Finally, reporting must 
demonstrate that attention is being paid to commitments made in the Copenhagen Accord and 
reiterated in the EU preliminary state of play report on fast start finance . Foremost among these 
are the balance between adaptation and mitigation, and the need to ensure that aid goes to 
the most vulnerable countries and regions .

Fast start finance is only the first step towards longer-term climate finance commitments to de-
veloping countries . At Copenhagen, countries set a goal to jointly mobilize $100 billion per year 
by 2020 to address the needs of developing countries . 

The experience so far with fast start finance shows that it will be critical to have a common re-
porting framework for global climate finance that includes clear rules on monitoring, reporting 
and verifying of funds, and relies on increased participation and ownership from developing 
countries . As sources of climate finance continue to diversify from budget support towards in-
novative sources such as carbon market funds and specialized taxes and levies, the need for a 
common reporting framework will become more urgent . 

A clear and consistent framework for reporting and tracking the availability and use of fast 
start finance is prerequisite to the long-term success of global cooperation on climate change. 
Leadership by the EU in this area – not just in this fast start finance report, but going forward 
more broadly – could be critical towards achieving this.

3. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Annex II: List of Acronyms

CIF Climate Investment Funds 
EC European Commission
EU European Union
FSF Fast Start Finance
GDP Gross Domestic Product
GEF Global Environment Facility
GNI Gross National Income 
KfW German Development Bank 
MRV Measuring, Reporting and Verification
MS Member States
NGO Non Governmental Organisation
ODA Official Development Assistance
ODI Overseas Development Institute
OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
REDD United Nations collaborative initiative on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 

forest Degradation in developing countries; REDD+ includes the role of conservation, 
sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
WDM World Development Movement
WRI World Resources Institute
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Climate adaptation project in Thailand © Mongkhonsawat Luengvorapant / Oxfam
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