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Executive Summary 
This paper makes a series of recommendations that will facilitate access by African countries to the 
Green Climate Fund. It makes recommendations for the Green Climate Fund board, African nations and the 
African Development Bank (AfDB) that will increase the likelihood that African countries will be able to 
access significant flows of climate finance from this source, especially through ‘direct access’. 
 
The Green Climate Fund represents a potential watershed moment for climate finance in Africa. To 
date, the flows of climate finance of the continent have been inadequate in comparison to the continent’s 
needs: Africa is widely acknowledged as the region in the world most vulnerable to climate change, while its 
recent impressive economic growth has placed an increased focus on the resources required to ensure that 
emissions do not grow correspondingly. As well as the volumes of climate finance being inadequate there 
has also been increasing concern about the ‘modality’ by which these resources are accessed with 
overlapping, sometimes conflicting, multilateral institutions all disbursing and implementing projects, with 
only limited degrees of national ownership. The Green Climate Fund may overcome both of these 
challenges: 
 

– In terms of volume of resources, the Governing Instrument of the GCF notes the possibility of 
minimum allocations of funds to vulnerable regions for adaptation, including Africa. The existing 
evidence also suggests that explicit climate funds have been more supportive of Africa than other 
forms of climate finance i.e. multilateral development banks.  
 

– In terms of the modalities for disbursing resources, the Governing Instrument of the GCF explicitly 
identifies that direct access will be a possibility. Direct access can be characterised as providing 
domestic institutions greater responsibility and accountability for flows of public climate finance 
raised from international sources.  

   
There are two different forms of direct access both of which the GCF may allow. In the first form 
‘standard direct access’, project implementation is undertaken by a national rather than international body (a 
‘national implementing entity’ (NIE)). This is the model that has been adopted under the Adaptation Fund as 
well as a series of other non-climate multilateral funds such as GAVI. In this model, funding decisions, i.e. 
which projects/programmes receive how much money using which financial instruments, is made at the 
global level. By contrast, under ‘enhanced direct access’ such funding decisions are also devolved to the 
national levels through, for instance, the provision of resources to National Climate Fund (NCFs) who can 
then make individual funding decisions. The Governing Instrument of the GCF explicitly allows for the first 
while it invites the GCF Board to ‘consider additional modalities that further enhance direct access, 
including through funding entities’. 
 
Both forms of direct access can do much to enhance country ownership of projects, although they also 
carry risks that need to be managed carefully. Standard direct access, as practiced by the Adaptation  
Fund, has been widely considered a success as a result of providing greater country ownership through use of 
country systems, increasing the speed of delivery and potentially improving the targeting of resources to 
local priorities. Enhanced direct access could compound these benefits as well as allow for the establishment 
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of a specialised, expert funding vehicle within the country. However, as a new modality, such approaches 
also carry risks as procedures and processes to ensure that money is spent wisely may not always have been 
in place and demonstrated to work effectively for any sustained period of time. The accreditation process for 
allowing direct access under the GCF will need to carefully manage these opportunities and risks. 
 
Drawing on the experience of existing funds, there are a number of key steps that can be taken to 
facilitate the use of African countries to maximise the possibilities offered by the GCF, especially 
through direct access. These may be split between actions that might be taken by the GCF Board, those 
actions that African countries and governments may take, as well as ways in which the AfDB may facilitate 
these opportunities. 
 
We identify six potential actions for the GCF Board.  
 

1. The GCF should act quickly to provide resources to support direct access. The governing 
instrument of the GCF notes that, in contrast to the Adaptation Fund, resources from the GCF can be 
used to support capacity building needed for developing countries to use direct access. Opportunities 
to access these resources might be fast-tracked while more difficult design aspects of the GCF are 
reviewed.   
 

2. Consider a more flexible approach in countries where fiduciary risks currently make direct 
access unduly risky. In contrast to the largely binary approach of accreditation under the Adaptation 
Fund – where national bodies are either accredited or not – the GCF may consider models under 
which national bodies could partner with multilateral bodies to implement projects, providing 
invaluable on-the-ground training on some more challenging aspects of project implementation.   
 

3. Ensure that, over time, a minimum of resources are allocated to direct access. This would 
mimic the approach taken by the Adaptation Fund. 
 

4. Provide a ‘passport’ for NIEs already accredited under the Adaptation Fund. In order to 
minimise the transaction costs associated with accreditation process, bodies already accredited under 
the Adaptation Fund could be allowed automatic accreditation under the GCF, perhaps subject to a 
maximum cap in terms of the size of the project.  
 

5. Ensure that the accreditation processes for (new) NIEs are quickly developed, transparent, 
well-understood and publicised and efficiently executed. This was a challenge for the Adaptation 
Fund in its early stages. 
 

6. Allow for applications to be processed in a range of languages. More than 40 per cent of Africa’s 
population live in countries where English is not an official language, including many in countries 
most vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. There is therefore a pressing need to allow direct 
access applications to be processed and evaluated in a range of languages. 

 
We also identify three actions for African countries. 
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1. Prepare a credible, robust pipeline of funding opportunities (and related documentation). 
Opportunistic proposals, with little evidence of how they link to the broader climate change actions 
and priorities of the country, are unlikely to be supported by the GCF, regardless of whether 
implemented through an NIE or otherwise. 

 
2. Take early steps to prepare the infrastructure needed to access the GCF. In particular, the 

Governing Instrument of the GCF refers to the establishment of a Designated Authority who will be 
the focal point for interaction with the GCF. It is striking that in the case of the equivalent body for 
the Adaptation Fund; only around half of African countries have created such a body. This will be 
the first stage of a process that African countries will need to remain committed to over the medium-
term, if they wish to realise the potential adavnatages of direct access. 

 
3. Build a cross-departmental dialogue, on the opportunities provided by direct access, also 

engaging with civil society and the private sector and, as appropriate, link this to broader fiscal 
reform processes. Climate change finance can often be a controversial issue within countries. For 
example, different Ministries may claim responsibility for the issue or have different views on who 
may be an appropriate NIE; there may be disagreements between government and civil society over 
the appropriate priorities, while the private sector may feel marginalised from the discussion, despite 
the important role that it can play. Although there is no panacea for conflicts of opinion, a broad, 
transparent discussion on these topics across the country can help to identify key areas of consensus 
and areas where difficult decision will need to be made.  
 

Finally, the African Development Bank can play an important role in enhancing direct access to the 
GCF by African countries.  
 

1. Support the capacity of the NIEs before and after accreditation. The AfDB can play an 
important role, potentially through its proposed Green Facility for Africa (GFA), and possibly also 
with other multilateral partners, in overcoming the challenges faced by NIEs who wish to use direct 
access. This might focus, for instance, on sharing learning on how to develop a monitoring and 
evaluation framework or developing processes for internal audits. An often missed point is that this 
capacity building support may be required even after accreditation of a national body.  

 
2. Increase its attractiveness as an MIE for African partners. In some African countries, direct 

access is unlikely to be feasible in the short-medium term so multilateral bodies will continue to play 
a key role in implementing projects. However, the AfDB needs to improve its attractiveness to its 
regional members if it is to play this role. 
 

3. Support the development of Africa specific green growth climate change action plans. The 
work that the AfDB is already doing to support green growth in some countries (e.g. Sierra Leone, 
Mozambique) can provide an excellent platform for the development of the pipeline of projects 
discussed above. This could also be a core role for the GFA that the African Development Bank 
wishes to help establish.    
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Many of these actions will also be important for supporting the emergence of enhanced direct access 
under the GCF but the difference in responsibilities held by national bodies under this model 
necessitates some subtle but important differences. Again, different actions can be identified for different 
bodies.  
 
For the GCF Board, at three possible actions can be identified. 
 

1. Undertake early work to identify appropriate criteria for accrediting national funding entities. 
The skills required to be a funding body are different from those required to be an implementing 
entity which should be reflected in the accreditation criteria for the respective roles. At the same 
time, enhanced direct access will necessarily make it more difficult for the GCF to monitor the 
behaviour and actions of any implementing entities that are chosen by the NCF. Rather than try to 
accredit and monitor every implementing entity that might be considered by an NCF, a hand-off 
approach where NCFs are only approved in countries with appropriate governance and transparency 
arrangements are in place is likely to be preferable.  

 
2. Determine the appropriate relationship between the GCF and NCFs. The GCF will need to 

reach a decision on how it will oversee the activities of NCFs. While the number of NCFs accredited 
remains small, this may be done by appointing representatives from the GCF onto the boards of 
NCFs. The process of information flows from an NCF back to the GCF will also need to be 
established. This should take account of information required under the Biennial reports of non-
Annex one countries. 
 

3. Experiment with enhanced direct access through developing a small grants programme.  This 
would allow some of the key procedural aspects associated with enhanced direct access to be 
trialled, without exposing substantial financial resources to an untested modality 

 
For African countries, a further two decisions/actions stand out. 
 

1. Where appropriate, initiate/accelerate processes to design a National Climate Fund. African 
countries need to decide whether NCFs are appropriate to their context, taking into account the 
likelihood of them being capitalised with substantial amounts of resources. The report identifies a 
series of key questions that need to be addressed, as well as some of the key challenges that have 
been encountered in implementation to date.   

 
2. Further improve the broader governance environment. Under an NCF, following the argument 

above, it is likely that more attention will be placed on the broader governance arrangements in the 
country. If African countries wish to receive substantial resources for their NCF, then these 
arrangements will need to be of a high standard. 

 
The African Development Bank can also facilitate the emergence of NCFs in Africa through a series of 
actions. 
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1. Support the capacity-building efforts of countries wishing to establish NCFs. Many of the skills 
needed to establish a successful NCF e.g. the need to undertake financial due-diligence are core 
skills of the African Development Bank. This can be transferred to prospective NCFs, possibly 
through the proposed GFA.  

 
2. Provide trustee arrangements to interested NCFs. In a number of national climate funds, trustee 

facilities have been provided by external multilateral bodies. The AfDB could perform this role for 
NCFs, building on its experience for other African trust funds e.g. African Water Facility Special 
Fund. 
 

3. Act as a funding partner alongside NCFs. NCFs can represent an important new partner for the 
AfDB by providing a further source of climate finance with which its own resources can be blended.  
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1 Introduction 
The Green Climate Fund provides an opportunity to redress the 
current neglect of Africa’s climate financing needs 

The likely emergence of the Green Climate Fund provides a great opportunity for Africa. To date, 
climate finance flows in Africa have represented an insignificant fraction of the amount that the Continent 
will require, given its acute vulnerability to climate change. At the same time, the means of accessing and 
disbursing these resources has, on occasion, not been fully consistent with the needs and expectations of 
African countries. The Green Climate Fund, as announced at COP 17, can, if designed well, make a 
substantial change to these patterns by increasing flows of climate finance into African countries in a manner 
that supports country-ownership. 
 
To realise the potential benefits that the Green Climate Fund might bring to climate finance in Africa 
preparatory work has to start now. For the GCF to realise this potential, and represent a genuine 
watershed in climate finance flows within Africa, there is a need for engagement by a large number of 
stakeholders including the Green Climate Fund Board (and, its secretariat, when established), African 
governments and multilateral institutions. In terms of the latter, the role of the African Development Bank, as 
the predominant international financial institution with an explicit focus on the Continent, could prove to be 
pivotal. Work by these stakeholders will need to begin immediately. 
 
This paper focuses on the actions needed to ensure that African country access with the Green Climate 
Fund promotes country ownership of climate finance. In particular it examines the concept of ‘direct 
access’, the idea that developing country (African) institutions can and should play a decisive role in 
determining when, where and how projects/programmes are implemented while ensuring that the scarce 
financial resources provided by developed countries are used to maximum effect. It explores both what 
lessons can be drawn from the existing use of such modalities, as well as how the concept might evolve as 
the Green Climate Fund is established. It identifies a series of key priority actions for those designing the 
Green Climate Fund, African countries and existing institutions with expertise in climate change and climate 
finance on the continent – most notably the African Development Bank – that might ensure that the benefits 
associated with direct access can be maximised, and the risks minimised. 
 
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: 
 

– Section 2 outlines the current state of climate finance flows in Africa. 
 
– Section 3 discusses the concept of ‘direct access’ and its different versions. 

 
– Section 4 explores the most common existing form of direct access – labelled ‘standard direct 

access’ – and draws out the key findings and lessons that can be taken from this experience for the 
Green Climate Fund.  
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– Section 5 looks at how a new form of direct access – labelled ‘enhanced direct access’ – may be 

facilitated by the Green Climate Fund, the opportunities that this provides for African countries, and 
the actions that need to be taken to maximise the benefits (and minimise the risks) associated with 
this modality. 

 
– Section 6 concludes by summarising the recommended actions for different stakeholders. 
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2 The current state of climate finance 
in Africa and the GCF 

 

The Green Climate Fund provides an opportunity to redress the 
current neglect of Africa’s climate financing needs 

2.1 Current climate finance flows in Africa 

 
The financial resources required to combat climate change in Africa are considerable. It is well 
recognised that Africa is the continent most vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. Earlier studies, 
based on Integrated Assessment Models such as the Regional Integrated model of Climate and the Economy 
(RICE) suggest that damages from climate change, relative to population and GDP, will be higher in Africa 
than in any other region in the world. Breaking these impacts into specific sectors or components further 
illustrates these vulnerabilities: recent studies into health, agriculture and water all demonstrate that Africa is 
often more vulnerable to climate change along these dimensions than any other region (Vivid Economics 
2012). At the same time, Africa’s rapid economic growth is increasing the importance of mitigation activity.  
 
Given Africa’s low levels of emissions, adaptation represents its greatest challenge and could require 
between US$20 billion and US$30 billon per annum over the next ten to twenty years. Previous work 
commissioned by the African Development Bank (Vivid Economics 2012) reviewed a wide range of 
estimates of the cost of adaptation in Africa, both top-down and bottom-up including, for example, World 
Bank (2010) and Fankhauser and Schmidt-Traub (2010), and concluded that the bulk of evidence pointed 
towards a requirement in the region of US$20 -30 billion per annum in the period to 2020-2030. Some 
estimates place the estimate as high as US$60 billion. This is required for a range of activities including 
building adaptive capacity, making infrastructure investments more climate resilient and improving water 
suppliers.  
 
The need to ensure that Africa’s recent impressive economic growth does not move it on to a high 
emissions trajectory will also require substantial financial resources.  For instance, one estimate places 
the cost of mitigation activity in Africa at US$ 9-12 billion per annum in the period to 2015 scaling up to 
US$21-31 billion in the period 2020 to 2030.   
 
To date, Africa has not received financial resources for climate finance from its multilateral and 
bilateral development partners that are in any way commensurate with likely future needs. One report 
(Climate Policy Initiative 2011) estimates that Africa received only US$435 million of multilateral climate 
finance in 2009/10, a mere 4 per cent of the total of such flows. Climate finance flows from bilateral 
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development partners have traditionally been more important in Africa but even these flows summed to 
around just US$2.5 billion in Sub-Saharan Africa in 2009/10 (with a further US$3.5 billion flowing to the 
Middle East and North Africa).  
 
Dedicated climate funds have proliferated in recent years, but remain relatively small in global terms. 
As well as conventional bilateral and multilateral flows of support, an increasing amount of climate finance 
resources are being channelled through dedicated climate funds e.g. the Global Environment Facility, the 
(GEF-administered) Special Climate Change Fund etc. Despite the attention that these receive, they remain 
surprisingly insignificant in the global landscape of climate finance. Climate Policy Initiative (2011) 
estimates that such flows only accounted for around 1 to 3 per cent of global climate finance flows.    
 
However, such funds appear to place more emphasis on Africa. In aggregate, these funds have approved 
around 2.9 billion of climate finance to Africa. While this is low1 in absolute terms, in relative terms they 
appear to be more supportive of Africa’s needs. This is shown in and Figure 2 below. They plot the 
percentage of disbursements of mitigation and adaptation finance from these funds to different developing 
countries against the percentage of developing country emissions that each country is responsible for (for 
mitigation finance) and a measure of climate vulnerability (for adaptation finance). Countries that are 
receiving disbursements from these funds broadly in line with their emissions/climate vulnerability would be 
on the dotted 45 degree line; those that have received proportionately less than might be expected given their 
emissions or climate vulnerability are below the 45 degree line. It can be seen that many African countries, 
especially for adaptation finance, are above the 45 degree line.  

 
1 As this is a cumulative number it cannot be directly compared with the annual flows reported in the previous paragraph. However, the 
fact that this cumulative number is lower than the estimated annual flows from bilateral sources to Africa illustrates how the absolute 
significance of these funds for supporting climate finance remains low.   
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Figure 1. Dedicated climate funds are placing more emphasis on supporting African countries, even while their 
absolute contribution to climate finance remains small 

 
 
 

Note: Vulnerability indicated aid as per (Wheeler 2011), adaptation finance is for approved projects only; note logarithmic scale 

on both x and y axis 

Source: Vivid Economics, based on (Overseas Development Institute 2012) and (Wheeler 2011) 
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Figure 2. Mitigation finance for African countries is broadly in line with their share of Non-Annex 1 emissions 

 
 
 

Source: Vivid Economics, based on (Overseas Development Institute 2012) and (World Resource Institute 2012) 
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and alignment with country development objectives becomes more difficult. Each 
new source of finance, whether for development or climate change, carries with it 
a set of costs. These include transaction costs (which rise in aggregate as the 
number of funding sources increases), inefficient allocation (particularly if funds 
are narrowly defined) and limitations on scaling-up.’   

– Relating to this, there has been a concern that the resulting projects and programmes may sometimes 
reflect development partner priorities and objectives, rather than those of the country itself. This can 
restrict country-ownership, hence decreasing the likelihood that climate change considerations 
become fully integrated into domestic decision making. It is striking, for instance, that at a global 
level, adaptation funding is estimated to have accounted for only around 3-4 per cent of international 
financial flows related to climate change (Climate Policy Initiative 2011), despite representing the 
main climate change priority for Africa.   

 
There have been a number of incremental reforms within the climate finance landscape in recent years 
that are aimed at overcoming these problems. These include, at a global level, the establishment of new 
climate funds with governance provisions and operating modalities that aim to promote developing country 
ownership (e.g. the Adaptation Fund) and the establishment of national climate funds (e.g. such as those in 
Bangladesh, Indonesia and Brazil) that aim to allow for enhanced coherence and strategic planning in the 
climate activities financed within the country. The former are discussed more fully in section 4; the latter in 
section5.     
 
2.2 The opportunity provided by the GCF 

The 17th Conference of the Parties in Durban approved the proposed governing instrument of the 
Green Climate Fund. This provided the go-ahead for a new multilateral climate fund which aims to (Green 
Climate Fund): 

‘promote the paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient 
development pathways by providing support to developing countries to limit or 
reduce their greenhouse gas emissions and to adapt to the impacts of climate 
change, taking into account the needs of those developing countries particularly 
vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change.’ 

In the course of meeting these objectives, the Fund has ambitions to evolve to become ‘the main global fund 
for climate change finance’ (Green Climate Fund 2012). The first meeting of the GCF board took place in 
Geneva, Switzerland in August 2012. 
 
The remit of the GCF gives hope that impediments to Africa’s full engagement with the climate 
finance architecture may be overcome. There are two aspects that are particularly important. 
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First, the need to prioritise allocations of adaptation finance towards Africa, and other particularly 
vulnerable countries and regions, is explicitly recognised. Despite the well-established vulnerability of 
Africa to the impacts of climate change, as discussed above, both the aggregate flows of adaptation finance 
and its geographic distribution have often been inappropriate and inadequate. Apparently conscious of this, 
the Governing Instrument of the Board states that (Green Climate Fund 2012): 

‘In allocating resources for adaptation, the Board will take into account the urgent 
and immediate needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to 
the adverse effects of climate change, including LDCs, SIDS and African States, 
using minimum allocation floors for these countries as appropriate…’ 

Second, the GCF explicitly aims to change the paradigm by which climate finance resources are 
channelled and disbursed. It explicitly endorses a country-driven approach stating that (Green Climate 
Fund 2012):  

‘The Fund will provide simplified and improved access to funding, including direct 
access, basing its activities on a country-driven approach and will encourage the 
development of stakeholders, including vulnerable groups and addressing gender 
aspects.’ 

This provides an opportunity to consolidate and build on some of the existing trends within the climate 
finance architecture so as to ensure genuine developing country ownership of the transition to a low-carbon, 
climate resilient development pathway.   
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3 Direct access 
There are at least two main concepts of direct access 

Discussions on international climate finance have increasingly focussed on the concept of direct access. 
Broadly understood, direct access can be characterised as providing domestic institutions greater 
responsibility and accountability for flows of public climate finance raised from international sources. By 
enhancing the involvement of national institutions in these processes, greater legitimacy regarding climate 
finance can be secured, and so some of the problems identified may be overcome. As other authors have 
noted, writing about the Adaptation Fund approach to direct access specifically, (Brown, Bird, and Schalatek 
2010): 

‘The logic behind this approach is to increase the level of country ownership, 
oversight, and involvement in adaptation activities, and to create stronger 
accountability of the recipient country … It is expected that direct access can help 
ensure proper reliance on and harmonization with national systems, plans and 
priorities; can help increase the speed of delivery of desired outcomes; cut 
transaction costs by ‘domesticating’ core activities and potentially achieve better 
targeting of local priorities.’  

In thinking about direct access, it is helpful to recognise different activities associated with the flows of 
international climate finance. Using the framework developed by UNDP/ODI (UNDP/ODI 2011), there 
are three main components associated with the management and disbursement of international public climate 
finance. 
 

– Funding: This involves determining who receives what forms of financial support in line with 
strategies and policies that it has developed. Whoever performs this role is responsible to 
development partners on the effective use of the resources they provide. 

 
– Implementation. This role involves identifying, proposing and overseeing the effective 

implementation of projects or programmes. 
 
– Execution. This involves the day-to-day utilisation of resources within approved projects and 

programmes.   
 
Although the components are distinct, the same institution may or may not perform more than one 
component. The skills and expertise associated with these components are different. For instance, decisions 
over determining which projects/programmes are eligible to receive funding in light of a given strategy 
requires different skills (and people with a different relationship with other domestic decision makers) to the 
skills required to effectively develop a project concept or to ensure that a project runs to time and budget. 
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That said, in some instances, the same body might perform more than one role if the skill set of its personnel 
are sufficiently broad2.   
 
The distribution of these activities between national and international bodies leads to different 
definitions of direct access. Conventionally, both the funding and the implementation roles have been 
undertaken by international bodies – for instance the Global Environment Fund (GEF) might act as a fund 
manager and the projects it approves would be implemented by international bodies such as the World Bank 
– leaving just the execution role to be performed by domestic organisations. However, as discussed in further 
detail below, the Adaptation Fund has pioneered the development of national bodies undertaking the 
implementation role as well, leaving just the funding role to be determined by an international body (the 
Adaptation Fund, in this instance). This is labelled as ‘standard direct access’ in this paper. An even more 
radical departure from the status quo would involve institutions in developing countries taking responsibility 
for which projects/programmes are funded. Following (Müller 2011), this is referred to as ‘enhanced direct 
access’ in the remainder of the paper. These different models are summarised in Figure 3 below. 
 

 
2 For instance, the National Environment Fund in Benin acts as a fund manager in relation to determining which projects should be 
approved from domestic resources; but it does so as an implementing entity under the Adaptation Fund. 
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Figure 3. The allocation of different roles to national bodies leads to different models of direct access 

 
 

Source: Vivid Economics based on (UNDP/ODI 2011)  

The Green Climate Fund will allow for standard direct access. The governing instrument of the GCF 
explicitly mentions that ‘recipient countries will nominate competent subnational, national and regional 
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it also offers the possible use of subnational implementing entities which is a modality not discussed in the 
Adaptation Fund operational procedures.    
 
It will also consider ‘enhanced direct access’. The governing instrument also states that ‘The Board will 
consider additional modalities that further enhance direct access, including through funding entities, with a 
view to enhancing country ownership of projects and programmes’ (Green Climate Fund 2012). The 
reference to funding entities clearly establishes that enhanced direct access also represents a possible 
modality of the GCF.   
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4 How to improve ‘standard’ direct 
access 

Drawing lessons from the Adaptation Fund and further afield 

This chapter considers the existing experiences with ‘standard direct access’, drawing both from the 
climate finance architecture and further afield and draws out lessons to enhance the effectiveness of 
African countries wishing to use this form of access in relation to the Green Climate Fund. Section 3.1 
examines existing practice; section 3.2 considers the implications and possible next steps for, respectively, 
the GCF, African countries and the African Development Bank. 
  
 

4.1 Existing models of direct access 

4.1.1 Adaptation Fund 

 
The Adaptation Fund experience is the most visible example of standard direct access within the 
existing climate finance architecture. This model involves each developing country government 
nominating a ‘Designated Authority’ that acts as the country’s official counterpoint to the Adaptation Fund 
Board. The DA has two main roles: 
 

– It must endorse any applications made by an institution within that country to become a National 
Implementing Entity (NIE) or any application by a Regional Implementing Entity (RIE) that would 
look to operate within that country. Multilateral implementing entities (MIEs) i.e. multilateral 
institutions and regional development banks do not require endorsement by individual DAs. 

 
– The DA must also endorse any project proposals that would involve activity within their country. 

DAs may choose whether any project will be implemented by an NIE, RIE or MIE. 
 

The different modalities for access resources under the Adaptation Fund are shown in the figure below. 
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Figure 4. The Adaptation Fund can either be accessed by multilateral, regional or national implementing entities 

 

Source: (Adaptation Fund Board, n.d.) 
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criteria are provided in the Appendix. All implementing entities – multinational, regional and national – are 
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(Adaptation Fund Board, n.d.).  
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– there is a cap on the total amount of funding from the Adaptation Fund that can flow through MIEs 
which amounts to 50 per cent of total funds allocated plus total funds available for funding3;  

– project formulation grants are available to support the development of projects by NIEs but not by 
MIEs. 

 

Box  1. Examples of accreditation of NIE’s under the Adaptation Fund 

Senegal’s Centre de Suivi Ecologique (CSE) is an independent body subordinate to the Ministry of 
the Environment and Environmental Protection. It was accredited as an NIE in March 2010 
conditional on improving reporting and on additional due diligence by the Adaptation Fund Board 
if it dealt with projects of more than US$1 million. Reports indicate that the key factors accounting 
for its successful accreditation include that civil society was included early in the process, which 
enabled identification of suitable projects to fund; its steering committees at the project, regional 
and national levels; Senegal’s active involvement in the international climate change negotiations 
and CSE’s good reputation as a transparent organisation. 
 
Jamaica’s Planning Institute of Jamaica (PIOJ) is an established government institution with more 
than 50 years as the national planning office. It was accredited as an NIE in September 2010. The 
maturity of the PIOJ, its responsibility for long term planning across a range of sectors, its 
established auditing practices and its experience with development finance and project 
management contributed to its successful accreditation. 
 
While the CSE and the PIOJ are very different institutions they achieved accreditation for similar 
reasons. Both had previous involvement in development finance, mature and documented methods 
for project management, wide engagement with stakeholders and reputations as accountable, 
transparent and trustworthy institutions.  
 
Despite these advantages, both found it difficult to provide enough evidence of fiduciary 
compliance and to find enough human resources. Furthermore, both have experienced some delay 
in accessing finance after accreditation. For the CSE this was because it had to improve its ability 
to absorb larger volumes of funds effectively. For the PIOJ this was because accessing adaptation 
funding had to compete with other priorities in this large institution. 
 

Source: Vivid Economics, based on (CDKN 2012a) 

 
 
To date, African countries have been relatively successful at getting NIEs accredited. Error! Reference 
source not found. shows that, as of September 2012, five African countries had seen institutions accredited: 
Senegal, Benin, South Africa, Rwanda and Kenya. This is the same as the number of countries that have 
been accredited from the Latin America and Caribbean region. Jordan is the only country from the Middle 

 
3 As of August 2012, this cap was effectively binding with only US$3.6 million available to support projects implemented by MIEs 
compared to US$112.8 million available to support projects by NIEs or RIEs (Adaptation Fund 2012).  
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East region with an NIE while only India within Asia has an accredited body. In addition, the West African 
Development Bank (covering Benin, Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea Bissau, Mali, Niger, Senegal and 
Togo) is the only institution that has successfully applied to become an RIE. 
 

Figure 5. Five African countries have institutions accredited as NIEs 

 
 

Note: African Countries with institutions accredited as NIEs are in orange 

Source: Vivid Economics based on (Adaptation Fund Board) 

However, many African countries have had difficulties in meeting the requirements set by the 
Accreditation Panel of the Adaptation Fund. Discussions with stakeholders and existing literature (e.g. 
(CDKN 2012a; ADAPT Asia-Pacific 2012; GIZ 2012a)) suggest that although there are differences across 
institutions and countries, the requirements that NIE’s have found most difficult to comply with include: 
 

– identifying an institution with a sufficient track record and reputation to provide evidence that 
standards can, in practice, be upheld; 

– demonstrating functionally independent internal auditing in accordance with internationally 
recognized standards; 

– demonstrating a proven ‘in-house’ ability to appraise activities i.e. cost-benefit analysis; 
– demonstrating an existing capacity for monitoring and independent evaluation, especially as standard 

methodologies for monitoring and evaluating adaptation projects have yet to be developed which 
makes developing countries reluctant to spend resources on training. 
 

It is important to stress that, as relevant, the Adaptation Fund board requires evidence of this capacity 
existing ‘in-house’ from previous projects.  
 
Like other regions, however, African countries have had difficulties in using NIEs to get projects 
approved and implemented. Only 16 per cent of funding approved by the Adaptation Fund Board for 
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Africa has flowed through African NIEs, with the proportion rising slightly if projects in the pipeline that 
have had their concepts endorsed by the Adaptation Fund is included. This is discussed in Box  1 above. 
Nonetheless, this is a higher percentage for African NIEs than in Asia, the Middle East and the Pacific where 
all funded projects (and all endorsed concepts), involve MIE implantation. Both in absolute and relative 
terms, Latin America is the region that has been most successful in utilising direct access: almost US$20 
million has flowed through NIEs, amounting to over 40 per cent of the funds approved for the region.  

Figure 6. In Africa, as elsewhere in the world, projects implemented by MIEs have dominated the share of 
projects funded and project concepts approved 

 
 

Note: As of September 2012 

Source: Vivid Economics based on data from Adaptation Fund 

4.1.2 GEF Direct Access pilot 

 
The Global Environment Facility (GEF) has begun a ‘direct access’ pilot. In May 2011, the GEF 
Council decided to implement the ‘GEF-5 Pilot on Broadening the GEF Partnership’. This involves 
identifying ten new institutions to act as implementing partners (GEF Project Agencies) for GEF projects. 
These new institutions could include national institutions, regional organisations, non-governmental 
organisations, United Nation’s programs and specialised agencies and other international organisations. It 
was agreed to accredit at least five national institutions and that these should have priority over other forms 
of organisation. 
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Accreditation under the pilot consists of two stages of which stage 1 was completed in June 2012. Stage 
1 assesses the applicants’ ‘value-added to the GEF partnership’ looking in particular at the organisations 
relevance to the GEF mandate, demonstration of environmental or climate change adaptation results, 
capacity to leverage co-financing and institutional efficiency. A series of applications passed Stage 1in June 
2012 (Global Environment Facility 2012). Stage 2 involves an independent Accreditation Panel reviewing 
the level of compliance with the GEF’s minimum fiduciary standards.    
 
One of the five national institutions approved was an African institution: the Development Bank of 
South Africa. The other approved national institutions came from China, Brazil, Peru and Russia. In 
addition, the West African Development Bank (Banque Ouest Africaine de Développement) was also 
approved, but the Observatorie du Sahara et du Sahel was not approved. It also noteworthy that the National 
Research and Innovation Agency (ANII) of Uruguay was not approved, despite being accredited as an NIE 
under the Adaptation Fund (Global Environment Facility 2012).  
 

4.1.3 Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation 

 
The Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation (GAVI) uses a very simple direct access model 
when providing cash-based support in country. Put broadly, GAVI provides two types of support: vaccine 
support (assisting in financing the procurement of vaccines) and health-system related support. In relation to 
the second of these roles, one of its key modes of operation is to provide cash for immunisation services 
support (ISS) and Health System Strengthening (HSS) support. For these programmes, the default model 
involves the Ministry of Health submitting proposals that have been endorsed by the Ministry of Finance and 
a country co-ordinating body. If the proposal is successful then the funds are disbursed directly to the 
Ministry of Health. Only in cases where this arrangement is considered to carry too much risk to GAVI, as 
indicated through a country financial management assessment (FMA), are alternative approaches taken. 
These involve either strengthening measures or disbursement through a GAVI partner organisation i.e. 
WHO, UNICEF, World Bank.  
 
Since 2009, FMAs have been required before a country can receive cash funding for certain types of 
new programmes or for countries deemed to be ‘higher risk’ for financial management. The intention 
is ‘to guide both the country and GAVI in identifying the best financing mechanism for GAVI support, as well 
as additional fiduciary assistance activities that may be needed to address perceived risks’ (GAVI Alliance 
2009). There are no specific criteria that need to be met in an FMA, rather the exercise allows a judgement to 
be made on the best way of disbursing resources within a particular country. If an FMA identifies that 
strengthening activities within a country are appropriate then GAVI implements a monitoring to track 
progress, but the receipt of the grant is not made conditional on these improvements being undertaken. As of 
January 2011, GAVI had undertaken 30 FMAs. They typically take around one week.  
 
An independent evaluation of GAVI specifically noted that this approach has been relatively light-
touch. The evaluation notes a number of aspects of this ‘light-touch’ approach including, notably, 
flexibility in how the findings of the FMA affect the resulting approach so that rather than a binary 
accreditation process ‘there is more of an emphasis of using the FMAs to agree with countries the 
appropriate mechanisms for use of GAVI funds’ (CEPA LLP 2010). GAVI staff interviewed as part of this 
study emphasised this flexibility and its consistency with Paris Declaration principle of ‘systems alignment’. 
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It was also noted that as the outcomes that were being supported were reasonably easy to monitor and 
quantify, this gave GAVI further confidence to utilise this approach. 
 
The evaluation concludes that this light touch approach is a ‘reasonable position to take in terms of 
balancing risks and increased burden’ (CEPA LLP 2010). It notes, however, that there would be merit in 
harmonising the approach with those taken by other donors as well as providing technical assistance to 
countries to undertake the FMA on time. 
 

4.1.4 Global Fund to fight Aids, Tuberculosis and Malaria 

 
The Global Fund offers a further model of direct access to multilateral funds. Under this model, a 
country co-ordinating mechanism (CCM) - consisting of government agencies, the private sector, civil 
society and international development partners – put forward proposals for funding. As part of this process, it 
also nominates a principal recipient to receive funding directly that may be either a government ministry or a 
civil society organisation, although the UNDP can play a role as an interim principal recipient for countries 
that have high risk and low-capacity. The PR is responsible for project implementation according to country 
fiduciary standards. Local Funding Agents (LFAs) are contracted to undertake the due diligence and 
financial monitoring. 
 
When the UNDP acts as an interim PR it is mandated to support the development of an in-country 
principal recipient. This is designed to support a steady transition towards all disbursement and 
implementation going through national principal recipients. 
 
Direct access arrangements in the Global Fund are much more prevalent than has been achieved in 
the Adaptation Fund to date4. Figure 7Figure 7below shows that the bulk of resources from the Global 
Fund have flowed through national governments acting as the principal recipient, with multilateral 
organisation accounting for a much smaller proportion. In Sub-Saharan Africa, fully 72 per cent of the 
US$9.5 billion that has been disbursed has involved government departments acting as the Principal 
Recipient. 
 

 
4 However it should be noted that the Adaptation Fund is relatively new and direct access under the Adaptation Fund is a new practice 
in climate financing, so the use of the modality would be expected to be relatively low at this stage.   
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Figure 7. The bulk of resources, both in Sub-Saharan Africa and across the Global Fund’s entire portfolio, flow 
through national governments 

 

Source Vivid Economics based on data from Global Fund 

The model of using multilateral organisations to build capacity in national organisations also appears 
to have been effective in the Global Fund’s African operations. Between Rounds 1 and 10, there have 
been more than ten countries from Sub-Saharan Africa that have transitioned from having the UNDP as a 
principal recipient to have a national government organisation as a principal recipient. 
 
The Global Fund has recently suffered some serious challenges with accusations of fraud and 
mismanagement; these offer important lessons when considering direct access for the Green Climate 
Fund. Although the DFID Multilateral Aid Review (DFID 2011) stated that the Global Fund had ‘very high 
standards’ for financial management and audit, there have been a number of examples of challenges 
associated with this model recently. Some of the striking findings from the recent High Level Independent 
Review panel into the Global Fund included that the Global Fund did not identify most weaknesses in its 
Principal Recipients until after the grants had started. The same document also notes that:  

‘The almost complete deference to CCMs and PRs in places with low capacity can 
mean that local implementers wander through the life of their grants with little 
guidance from the Global Fund, performing poorly, until a crisis…’ 
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In combination with a range of other factors, this led to the Global Fund cancelling its eleventh round of 
grant making. Some of the insights from this experience with the Global Fund are brought out in the 
implications section below.  
 
However, these challenges have not led independent assessors to conclude that there should be an 
increased use of multilateral organisations within the Global Fund. Indeed, the High Level Independent 
Review Panel Report (High Level Indepenent Review Panel on Fiduciary Controls and Oversight 
Mechanisms of the Global Fund 2011) reaffirms that: 

‘The Global Fund should consider UNDP a transitory and temporary PR in almost 
all cases, and should hold the organisation accountable for developing an exit 
strategy with concrete timelines. UNDP’s goal should be to develop enough 
capacity to hand over the management of the Global Fund grants to local 
institutions as soon as possible. In fact, the Global Fund should develop a 
performance indicator to endorse this goal, and measure the transition of UNDP 
(or any other non-national implementer) against the number of countries exited, 
plus the infrastructure left behind and the capacities of national entities developed 
during the course of the grants.’   

 

4.2 Potential actions for the GCF, African 

governments and the AfDB 

Building on the existing models of ‘standard’ direct access, this section outlines a series of potential 
actions to enhance the use of this approach by African countries accessing the Green Climate Fund. It 
looks, in turn, at the Green Climate Fund, African countries and then the African Development Bank.  
 

4.2.1 Green Climate Fund 

 
1. The GCF should act quickly to provide resources to support direct access 

 
There is a need to act quickly to implement the provisions in the Governing Instrument of the Green 
Climate Fund to provide financial resources to support (African) countries in using the direct access 
arrangements of the fund. The Governing Instrument of the GCF (Green Climate Fund 2012) states that: 

‘The Fund will provide resources for readiness and preparatory activities and 
technical assistance, such as the preparation or strengthening of low-emission 
development strategies or plans, NAMAs, NAPs, NAPAs and for in-country 
institutional strengthening, including the strengthening of capacities for country 
coordination and to meet fiduciary principles and standards and environmental 
and social safeguards, in order to enable countries to directly access the Fund.’ 
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This policy is welcome in light of the challenges that African countries have had in accessing the 
Adaptation Fund where similar support is not provided. The Adaptation Fund has explicitly stated that it 
did not wish to provide funding support to facilitate direct access, for fear that it would distract from its 
primary focus on financing adaptation activity. A number of African countries have found that the limitation 
on the resources to support these activities have impeded development towards accreditation of NIEs. Other 
bodies have, on occasion, stepped in to provide this support, e.g. GiZ, UNEP, UNDP. Such bodies often note 
that the advantages provided by this support extend beyond the narrow institution that is supported and rather 
support governance reform across the public sector (GIZ 2012b).   
 
Provision of these resources could be fast-tracked while the remaining details around the Green 
Climate Fund are finalised. Without this support, it will be difficult for the GCF to deliver on its objectives 
of promoting country-ownership. Therefore, the arrangements for accessing these resources should be a 
priority for the GCF, while some of the more difficult and complex issues around other aspects of its design 
i.e. the private sector facility, are finalised. That said, there will be a number of issues that will need to be 
resolved prior to providing these resources so that (African) countries have a good understanding of what the 
GCF envisages a country ready for direct access looks like e.g. policies and guidelines for programming and 
project cycle, access modalities, and fiduciary standards. 
  
These resources could focus not just on the process up until accreditation but also on helping develop a 
project pipeline and raising awareness of the GCF, and its requirements, after the NIE has been 
accredited. A number of African countries noted in relation to the Adaptation Fund that there is a 
presumption that successful accreditation marks the end of the process of achieving direct access; while in 
reality this only marks the beginning. The selection of projects and making finance applications has proved 
difficult and when conditional accreditation has been granted, such as in the case of Senegal’s Centre de 
Suivi Ecologique (CSE), meeting the conditions has not always been easy (CDKN 2012b). Resources could 
be usefully provided to overcome such challenges and create awareness about the advantages of direct access 
and support national stakeholders in understanding the content and format of any proposals. The GCF’s 
adoption and expansion of the project formulation grants (PFGs) offered by the Adaptation Fund, with a 
special focus on their use by NIE’s, may help address this process.  
 

2. Consider a more flexible approach in countries where fiduciary risks currently make direct access 
unduly risky  
 

The GCF could adopt a more flexible approach to determining implementation modalities. The recent 
experience with the Global Fund demonstrates clearly the balance that needs to be struck between promoting 
country ownership and ensuring that resources are spent to maximum effect. However, aside from the use of 
conditional accreditation, the current practice of the Adaptation Fund involves a binary approach to direct 
access: either a country/NIE is considered to be appropriate to receive funds or it is not. By contrast, a more 
flexible approach to direct access might consist of some of the following elements: 
 

– Within a project/programme, NIEs and MIEs adopting shared responsibility for project 
implementation. This could allow, for instance, NIEs which were unable to provide evidence of in-
house capacity on, for example, monitoring and evaluation or project appraisal to work in 
partnership with MIEs to fulfil these functions.  

 



33 Operationalising the Green Climate Fund: Enabling African Access 

 

– This sharing of responsibilities might be determined in consultation with developing countries, 
drawing on the approach adopted by GAVI for its CEM. 

 
– An explicit requirement that any MIEs would be monitored against their performance in building 

capacity and infrastructure that would allow NIEs to fulfil this role in future (as recently proposed in 
relation to the Global Fund).  
 

– In cases where there were moderate concerns regarding the fiduciary standards of NIEs, 
accreditation could be allowed in concert with an on-going system of monitoring and control. This 
could be akin to the role played by Local Funding Agents in the Global Fund.  

  
These arrangements may be particularly important for young organisations. It is sometimes the case 
that relatively young organisations can find it difficult to provide evidence of compliance with the criteria for 
direct access, despite being the most relevant and appropriate body within the country. One of the clearest 
examples of this relates to the ANII in Uruguay who applied for accreditation for the GEF pilot but was 
explicitly rejected on the grounds that it ‘does not yet have adequate experience and track record’ (Global 
Environment Facility 2012). This could also be a particularly important issue in Africa where a number of 
new organisations are being developed specially dedicated to deal with the challenges caused by climate 
change. A more flexible approach to accreditation may avoid the problem whereby a new body is not 
accredited because it is unable to provide evidence that it meets various fiduciary standards yet because it is 
not accredited, it does not gain such experience.    
 

3. Ensure that, over time, a minimum of resources are allocated to direct access   
 
The experience of the Adaptation Fund shows that even when direct access is possible, there is a 
tendency towards using multilateral implementing entities. To date, around 85 per cent of the funds that 
the Adaptation Fund Board has provided to African projects have been provided via multilateral entities. 
These patterns seem to be largely explained by a preference among countries to use MIEs (often because 
they do not have an NIE) rather than a tendency of the Adaptation Fund to disproportionately reject 
proposals that might be implemented by NIEs5.  
 
The GCF could achieve a more even balance between direct access and using multilateral entities in 
one of two (or both) ways: 
 

– As with GAVI and the Global Fund, there could be a general presumption that the direct access 
modality is used and only when this is explicitly shown to be inappropriate would multilateral 
entities be considered.  

– As with the Adaptation Fund, a cap could be placed on the proportion of funding provided by 
multilateral entities.  

 
In order to fully capitalise on the existing experience and implementing capacity of MIEs, the latter approach 
may be preferable.  
 

 
5 Indeed, the Adaptation Fund Board is yet to reject a project proposal from an NIE.  



34 Operationalising the Green Climate Fund: Enabling African Access 

 

Depending on the resources available to the GCF, it may be unduly prescriptive to allocate the 
proportion of funding provided through a direct access within Africa itself. If the total resources of the 
fund are relatively small (as they may be in the early stage) then this might result in a small number of large 
projects leading to any cap being breached and hence desirable projects/programmes not being funded.  
  

4. Provide a ‘passport’ for NIEs already accredited under the Adaptation Fund 
 
One of the key long-term potential benefits of the Green Climate Fund is that it may reduce the 
current fragmentation that characterises climate finance. This fragmentation increases transaction costs 
through different sources of finance placing different requirements on countries. This is a well-
acknowledged problem, as discussed in section 2. 
 
To give an immediate demonstration of the benefits that could be delivered through greater 
streamlining, the Green Climate Fund could allow for automatic accreditation of those organisations 
that have already been accredited by the Adaptation Fund6, or indeed possibly other funds. This could 
apply at least until the accreditation period in relation to the Adaptation Fund expires. This may be 
accompanied with a limit on the project size that such ‘passport-ed’ NIEs could implement, recognising that 
the processes and procedures that the Adaptation Fund adopts are to assess fiduciary and other risks in 
relation to the implementation of relatively small projects.   
 
This would be particularly valuable in the context of the limited resources of the Adaptation Fund and 
its US$10 million cap per country. At the time of writing, there was only about US$7 million of Adaptation 
Fund  income that had not been approved for projects or accounted for by overheads (Climate Funds 
Update). The decline in the price of CERs (the Adaptation Fund receives the bulk of its resources through a 
tax levied on the first international transfer of CERs) has resulted in substantially lower resources than might 
initially have been hoped. Consistent with this, as discussed above, the Adaptation Fund has placed a cap of 
US$10 million per country, which in many instances is equivalent to just one project. Hence, without such an 
arrangement there is a substantial risk that (African) countries may undertake the, often substantial, exercise, 
of accrediting an NIE, for the purposes of implementing just one project. 
 

5. Ensure that the accreditation processes for (new) NIEs are quickly developed, transparent, well-
understood and publicised, and efficiently executed.  

 
The GCF needs to make sure that the accreditation process it develops for (new) NIEs is well-
understood and publicised. In order to maximise the interest and engagement of African countries, it is 
important that the GCF adopts clear and transparent rules for its accreditation process. This will need to be 
complemented by a thorough stakeholder engagement exercise to ensure that they are effectively 
disseminated. 
 
In doing this, it can take on board some of the early challenges associated with the Adaptation Fund 
processes. During the early stages of the Adaptation Fund, a significant number of challenges were 
identified by the Accreditation Panel that held back the accreditation of NIEs (Adaptation Fund Board 2010). 
Some of the most salient and potentially transferrable to the GCF include: 

 
6 It may even be possible to extend this to other multilateral funds that allow direct access.  
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— a need for clearer guidance in relation to systems that need to be put in place to address gaps in the 

ability of prospective NIEs to meet the fiduciary standards; 
 

— clarity in the supporting documentation that may be needed to demonstrate each of the fiduciary 
standards; 

 
— the importance of allowing sufficient budget for field visits to potential NIEs.  

  
Corroborating these findings, GIZ (2012) summarises early experience of the accreditation process and finds 
that candidates had a poor understanding of the scale and type of documentation required as well as the need 
to present a coherent case for how direct access would allow national climate change strategies to be 
implemented. As a result of these sorts of observations, the Adaptation Fund Board developed an online 
toolkit to provide more information about the accreditation process, how to select an NIE and the supporting 
documentation required7.  
 
It is also important that the execution of any accreditation process is adequately resourced with the 
GCF. It is insufficient that the accreditation process for NIEs is effective ‘on paper’, it is also crucial that it 
is implemented efficiently and effectively. It is clear from historical experience with the GEF how processes 
that are perceived as bureaucratic and time consuming can lead to disenchantment among developing 
country stakeholders, including those within Africa. This may require proportionately more resources 
devoted to the accreditation process than is currently the case with the Adaptation Fund board.    
 

6. Allow for applications to be processed in a range of languages, including French 
 
In contrast to the Adaptation Fund, the GCF should allow for the accreditation process to be 
conducted in a variety of languages. A number of commentators have been critical of the Adaptation 
Fund’s requirement that the accreditation process, including the provision of all evidence, be conducted in 
English (Kaloga 2012; ADAPT Asia-Pacific 2012; CDKN 2012a). For countries where English is not the 
first language, this has been criticised for, at best, increasing the cost of the process through translation costs 
and, at worst, putting off some countries from even applying. This point was reinforced in a number of 
stakeholder interviews undertaken for this study. 
 
More than forty per cent of the population of Africa live in countries where English is not an official 
language. This language barrier may impede African access to the Adaptation Fund for, as Table  1 and 
Figure 8 show, more people live in countries where English is not an official language, or is an official 
language alongside another UN language8, than in countries where it is. It is noteworthy that there are 219 
million people in Africa living in the countries which have been classed as the most vulnerable to climate 
change where English is not an official language9. 

 
7 This is available at http://www.adaptation-fund.org/NIE/toolkit/EN/review.html 

8 Only including officially recognised UN languages. 

9 Based on the vulnerability assessment provided by (Barr, Fankhauser, and Hamilton 2010). 
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Table  1. More than 40% of Africa’s population live in countries where English is not an official language 

 Only Arabic Only French >1 UN 
language, 
excluding 
English 

Only English >1 UN 
language, 
including 
English 

Number of 
countries 
(and %) 

8 (15%) 16 (31%) 4 (8%) 18 (35%) 6 (12%) 

Total 
population of 
these 
countries 
(and %) 

181 million 
(18%) 

215 million 
(22%) 

14 million (1%) 407 million 
(41%) 

166 million 
(17%) 

 

Note: No countries in Africa have Chinese (Mandarin) or Russian as an official language. Some countries have more than one 

(but none have more than two) UN languages as official languages. While a country may have a UN language as an 

official language this does not imply that it is always widely spoken. Percentages may not sum due to rounding. 

Source: Vivid Economics, based on (CIA) and (The World Bank) 

 

Figure 8. English is an official language in less than half of African countries 

 
 

Source: Vivid Economics, based on (CIA) 

: English
: Other
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4.2.2 African countries 

 
1. Prepare credible, robust pipeline of funding opportunities (and related documentation)  

 
The single most important action that African countries can undertake to increase their readiness for 
the Green Climate Fund is to develop a credible pipeline of funding opportunities. These funding 
opportunities will be most credible when placed in the context of an overall low-carbon growth strategy, if 
they demonstrate substantial climate related benefits (either mitigation or increased climate resilience) and at 
the same time, ideally, deliver on broader development objectives. Accurate, robust costing data will also be 
required. These may be identified through one or a series of documents including a low-carbon development 
plan; Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs); and National Adaptation Plans10.  
 
There are a number of models from across the continent to build on. While the GCF Governing 
Instrument notes that funding may be made available to support these activities, there are already many 
examples from across the continent. A number of African countries that have developed low-carbon 
development plans include Ethiopia, Kenya and South Africa; there are at least fifteen examples of NAMAs 
that have been developed across seven African countries (Ecofys); and more than 30 countries have 
submitted NAPAs. These provide a range of useful experiences: a recent example of an innovative process in 
Kenya is described in more detail in the Box below.  
 

 
10 These build on National Adaptation Programmes of Adaptation 
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Box  2. Kenya’s Climate Change Action Plan 

In mid-2011, the Government of Kenya embarked on the creation of a climate change action plan to implement its National 

Climate Change Response Strategy. Working with a range of development partners, the Ministry of Environment established 

a multi-sectoral, cross-departmental Task Force that has overseen the work of eight technical subcomponents: 

– low carbon climate resilient development 

– enabling policy and regulatory framework 

– adaptation 

– mitigation 

– technology action plan 

– national performance and benefit measurement framework 

– knowledge management and capacity development 

– climate finance 

Each of these subcomponents has been supported by a Thematic Working Group consisting of representatives from the 

government, civil society and the private sector. 

Figure 9. The KCCAP aims to provide a coherent package of actions to place Kenya on a low-carbon, 
climate resilient growth path 

 

 

Source: MEMR, Government of Kenya 

The intention is that by addressing each of these issues simultaneously, the overlaps between the different components can be 

tackled, and the opportunities for coordination maximised. Another feature of the Action Plan has been the extensive 

consultation process: there have been four national consultation workshops as well as 9 county consultation workshops.  

The Plan is now entering its concluding phase with a series of Validation workshops for each of the subcomponents as well as 

for the Action Plan itself. Further information on the process is available from the Action Plan’s website: www.kccap.info 
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Pan-African institutions such as the African Development Bank can have an important role to play in 
assisting with these initiatives and in building a repository of information from which best-practice 
may be identified. This is described more fully below. 
 

2. Take early steps to prepare the infrastructure needed to access the GCF 
 
The GCF will require the establishment of a National Designated Authority. This body will be asked to 
‘recommend to the Board funding proposals in the context of national climate strategies and plans … [and] 
… be consulted on other funding proposals for consideration prior to submission to the Fund, to ensure 
consistency with national climate strategies and plans’ (Green Climate Fund 2012). A current consequence 
of the fragmented approach to climate finance is that multiple sources of funding support numerous 
initiatives across different actors both within and outside government. This may lead to a situation where 
there are conflicting in-country priorities. As such, taking early action to identify who might perform this 
role, and who may be represented upon it, would be a valuable step for African countries to take. 
 
It is striking that there are 27 African countries that do not currently have the equivalent body – a 
Designated Authority – in relation to the Adaptation Fund (Adaptation Fund Board). This is shown in 
Figure 10 below. 
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Figure 10. Just 31 of 58 African countries have a Designated Authority in the Adaptation Fund 

 
 

Note: Countries with a Designated Authority in the Adaptation Fund are highlighted 

Source: Vivid Economics based on (Adaptation Fund Board) 

The Designated Authority may be one and the same body as the climate change fund (discussed in the 
following section). However, to avoid conflicts of interest, the NDA should be clearly separate from, and 
have separate members to, any implementing entity that might ultimately receive GCF resources. 
 
Additional work will be required at a later date to identify an appropriate NIE, support the 
accreditation process and make successful applications. The experience of the Adaptation Fund shows 
that the entire process that culminates in the successful implementation of a direct access project can be time 
and resource intensive: the difficulties in achieving accreditation have been well documented (UNDP/ODI 
2011) while it also now becoming clear that the process of making project applications should not be 
underestimated. African governments therefore will need to remain committed to direct access over the 
medium term if they are to realise its benefits.  
 

3. Build a cross-departmental dialogue, on the opportunities provided by direct access, also engaging 
with civil society and the private sector, and, as appropriate, link this to broader fiscal reform 
processes 
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National discussions on climate change finance (generally), and opportunities from direct access 
(specifically), sometimes do not attract sufficient cross departmental attention, nor engage as much as 
might be desirable with civil society and the private sector. For instance, within government, it is often 
unclear whether access to climate change finance is the responsibility of the Ministry of Environment, the 
body normally responsible for climate change, or the Finance Ministry, responsible for the overall fiscal 
framework. This has the potential to result in confusion, or, worse, institutional deadlock. In the specific case 
of direct access, for instance, there may be limited awareness within the Ministry of Finance about the 
additional resources available from climate finance. In other cases, there may be disagreements about which 
body may be the best implementing entity or the NIE may not be integrated with national adaptation 
strategies, which has been a barrier to accreditation to the Adaptation Fund for some countries (GIZ 2012b). 
In a similar way, without consultation with civil society there may be differences in understanding about, for 
instance, priorities for reducing vulnerability to climate change (which might inform the appropriate NIE). 
Engagement with civil society can also accelerate the selection of projects and the award of funding, as was 
the case with Senegal’s CSE US$8.6 million project on adapting to coastal erosion (CDKN 2012a). Limited 
dialogue with the private sector will make it difficult to direct private sector investment towards climate-
related priorities.     

Greater dialogue between these and other ministries can help to overcome these problems. 
Communication in the accreditation process, perhaps through the creation of an explicit forum, may help to 
achieve wider aims of building strong institutions and bringing those with the best skills across ministries 
and civil society and the private sector together. It is also likely to lead to greater ‘national ownership’ of any 
resulting accredited NIE. These efforts could be co-ordinated by the Designated Authority for the GCF.  

4.2.3 The African Development Bank 

The African Development Bank can play a key role improving African access to the Green Climate 
Fund. On the one hand, its capacity to channel resources for development, making use of existing scaleable 
processes, and its existing relationships with both public (i.e. ministries of finance) and private sector 
stakeholders all point to a valuable pool of resources and experience that should be capitalised upon. On the 
other hand, it will plausibly have a greater sense of local ownership than other bodies with similar capacity. 
Given this, there are three specific roles where the AfDB could play a key role: 
   

- Supporting the development of National Implementing Entities before and after accreditation. 
- Play a role as a multilateral implementing entity. 
- Supporting the development of Africa specific green growth/climate change action plans.   

 
These are explored further below. 
 

1. Support the capacity of the NIEs before and after accreditation 
 
The African Development Bank could play a crucial partnership role in advancing the development of 
NIEs across Africa. The project implementation skills and capacity at the Bank’s disposal can be transferred 
to African NIEs. At least three distinct roles might be envisaged. 
 

– First, the African Development Bank can support the identification of potential NIEs and assist with 
the process of accreditation. This would build on – and might even involve partnering with - similar 
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initiatives from other multilateral organisations e.g. UNEP, to help build capacity within prospective 
NIEs. It would likely target on building capacity in some areas which have proved to be most 
challenging for prospective NIEs e.g. developing internal audit functions.     
 

– Second, even where African countries have successfully accredited NIEs, the AfDB may play a key 
partnership role working alongside these NIEs. As discussed above, the GCF may consider the 
development of more flexible modalities rather than either using an NIE or an MIE. For instance, 
MIEs such as the African Development Bank might work with NIEs on project implementation in 
cases where, for instance, NIEs only have experience in implementing smaller projects. In this 
model, for instance, certain functions associated with project implementation such as monitoring and 
evaluation or project appraisal (i.e. cost-benefit analysis) could be carried out by the African 
Development Bank. Through ‘learning-by-doing’ the AfDB could develop capacity in these national 
bodies. Other implementation activities e.g. management of contractors, disbursement of funds could 
be undertaken by the national body from the start. An alternative form of support that might be 
provided to accredited NIEs would be to provide technical assistance in project selection activities. 

 
– A third role would be to act as a facilitator in information exchange and sharing of best-practice 

between different NIEs in Africa for example through organising conferences, field visits and so on.  
 
Any or all of these roles might be performed by the proposed new Green Facility for Africa (GFA).  

 
2. Increase its attractiveness as a MIE for African partners 

 
Second, in a number of instances, the Bank will still have a crucial role to play as a multilateral 
implementing entity. If Africa is to be successful in gaining access to a substantial proportion of climate 
finance flows through the GCF, then those providing climate finance are going to want to have confidence in 
the implementing entities. In some countries, this will necessitate multilateral implementing entities in the 
near-medium term. However, it is striking that, to date, no African country putting forward a proposal to the 
Adaptation Fund Board has chosen the AfDB as its MIE partner.  
 

3. Support the development of Africa specific green growth climate change action plans  
 
Third, the African Development Bank can play a greater role in promoting green growth and climate 
change action plans among its member countries. Despite the diversity, there are a number of challenges 
associated with dealing with climate change that are common to many countries on the continent, and which 
differ, at least in severity, with climate change challenges elsewhere in the world. Examples of these 
challenges are the predominance of emissions from agriculture and land-use change and the existing 
adaptation deficit in many countries. Many of these will necessitate an African-specific solution. Following 
its recent decision to integrate green growth into its long-term strategic planning, the AfDB is already 
assisting countries in responding to these challenges; placing a particular emphasis on sustainable 
infrastructure, efficient and sustainable management of natural capital and building resilience. This has led to 
initiatives in, among others, Sierra Leone and Mozambique, with planned developments in other member 
countries as well. By building on this progress to date, the African Development Bank has the potential to 
become both a trusted partner with African governments as they develop their national climate change/green 
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growth plans, as well as, vitally, a repository of information and forum for sharing best practice on these 
issues within Africa. 
 
This role may be fulfilled by the proposed Green Facility for Africa which intends to build this as a 
core area of expertise.  
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5 Moving towards enhanced direct 
access 

An emerging modality for allocating climate finance 

5.1 The emergence of national climate funds 

In recent years, the concept of national climate funds (NCFs) has become increasingly prominent. The 
key feature of such bodies is that funding decisions i.e. which projects and programmes to fund, using which 
financial instruments and to what extent, are taken at a national level by national bodies. Although a 
definitive list of such funds is difficult to acquire, GIZ (2012a) reports at least 30 that are either in operation 
or being developed around the world. Within Africa, Ethiopia, Kenya and Rwanda are all at various stages of 
the development of such funds. Bangladesh, Indonesia and Thailand all provide examples of operational 
national climate funds.  
 
The resources for these bodies have typically come from a combination of bilateral and domestic 
sources. For example, the Bangladesh Climate Change Resilience Fund is resourced with funds from the 
UK, Denmark, EU, Sweden and Switzerland, while the Indonesia Climate Change Trust Fund has been 
received money from UK, Australia and Sweden. On occasion, such as with Thailand Energy Efficiency 
Revolving Fund and the Brazil National Climate Change Fund, domestic resources complement those from 
international partners. To our knowledge, there are no examples of NCFs that have received resources from 
multilateral institutions. 
  
NCFs hold out the prospect of many advantages for African countries. The potential advantages of 
NCFs can be compared to two paradigmatic alternatives (1) what might be labelled the status quo in which 
funding decisions are largely made on a project-by-project basis by development partners; and (2) an 
alternative whereby all funds are routed through national government systems. 
 

– Compared to the status quo, an NCF offers greater opportunities for alignment with national 
priorities (the ‘ownership’ principle). As noted by the UNDP (United Nations Development 
Programme 2011), ‘national climate funds are consistent with several principles for the Paris 
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action’. (Gomez-echeverri 2010), more 
stridently states that: 

‘there is a gradual recognition that the current situation of financial support for 
climate change action in developing countries – characterised by a large number 
of international funds with complex administrative processes, minimal 
transparency or accountability, and conflicting mandates that do not always 
address or respond to developing country concerns or priorities – is untenable. 
Consequently, we see a gradual acceptance that more needs to be done in terms of 
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shifting the responsibility for managing and disbursing the funds to developing 
countries…’. 

– Compared to the latter, an NCF would have more clarity of purpose and allow the development of 
expertise and transparency on the specific challenges associated with climate change financing. This 
expertise, in turn, can allow it to operate in ways that would be atypical for a line ministry, such as 
providing a wide range of financing instruments and entering into contracts with a wider range of 
beneficiaries. In addition, by explicitly creating a separate body there is likely to be greater focus on 
the transparency of its decision making and associated financial flows, making it easier to 
demonstrate the additionality of climate finance. 

  
These opportunities carry with them risks. Once again, these risks can be contrasted with the alternatives 
of the status quo approach (development-partner led initiatives) and with the alternative of channelling funds 
through existing government systems. 
 

– NCFs risk ignoring the expertise and track record, of existing organisations. Existing institutions 
already possess significant capacity to channel resources, and can make use of existing scaleable 
processes (often including well-developed social and environmental safeguards) as well as the 
existing relationships between their staff and both public (i.e. ministries of finance) and private 
sector stakeholders to disburse significant amounts of climate finance cost-effectively. By contrast, 
most NCFs will be new organisations without an established track record of efficient disbursement. 

– Compared to budgetary support, there is a risk that creating a separate modality for financing climate 
change investments prevents the ‘mainstreaming’ of climate change within line ministries and hence 
that climate change will continue to be treated as an exceptional issue. 

 
Many of these risks can be avoided with careful design. In particular, these risks suggest that national 
climate funds need to be developed in a way that takes advantage of the lessons learnt from existing 
institutions and from best practice in terms of safeguards and standards etc. It is also likely to be necessary 
for them to be developed in close partnership with key ministries so as to ensure that there are close links 
with existing government ministries, strategies, personnel and procedures (see below). 
 
Notwithstanding the challenges, the emergence of NCFs and the recognition that funds such as NCFs 
may potentially receive funding from the GCF, offers many opportunities for African countries. Below 
we adopt the same structure as for the direct access section chapter, considering possible actions for the 
GCF, countries and the African Development Bank that would allow Africa to realise the potential 
advantages that such funds offer in accessing climate finance. 
 

5.2 Potential actions to promote enhanced direct 
access in Africa 
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5.2.1 Green Climate Fund 

 
As no multilateral body in the climate finance area has, to date, delegated funding decisions to national 
bodies, the GCF will be breaking new ground. To innovate in this way will require some important 
decisions to be reached on some challenging issues. Two of the most important areas will be on: 
 

– determining accreditation criteria for NCFs (and the oversight that the GCF might have over any 
implementing entities chosen by the national funding entity); 

– identifying the appropriate relationship between the GCF and NCFs 
  
In addition, the GCF could pilot the concept of enhanced direct access through providing an opportunity for 
funding entities to manage a small grants programme. 
 
These are discussed further below.  
 

1. Undertake early work to identify appropriate criteria for accrediting national funding entities  
 
The skills and competencies required for acting as a funding entity are different from, although share 
some overlaps with, those required for being an implementing entity; these should be reflected in any 
accreditation criteria. The defining characteristic of a funding entity is that it makes decisions over which 
projects to support, to what extent, and using which financial instruments. This suggests a certain set of skills 
are required to ensure that money is spent wisely, that may not have so much attention attached to them in 
the case of implementing entities, such as:  
 

– the ability to undertake financial due diligence on prospective projects;    
– the existence of a resource allocation framework, and the ability to manage scarce resources in a 

manner consistent with this framework; 
– the ability to assess potential projects and programmes for compliance with social and environmental 

safeguards11; 
– especially in the event that instruments other than grants are provided, the ability to manage inflows 

and outflows of financial resources so as to ensure financial sustainability;  
– evidence of insulation from political demands so that funds are allocated on the basis of maximum 

effectiveness.  
 
That said, there are a number of other skills/competencies required by NIEs that will also be required by any 
NCF such as the ability to handle financial mismanagement/a zero tolerance policy on fraud; monitoring and 
evaluation competencies; the ability to prepare financial statements; and the existence of an appropriate 
internal control framework. This overlap highlights the possibility that one body could perform both funding 
and implementing functions (although processes would need to be in place to avoid conflicts of interest in 
this case). 
 
At the same time, in order to avoid placing unnecessary burdens on national climate funds, it will be 
important to strip out those criteria that are not necessary for being an effective funding entity. For 
 
11 It is noteworthy that the GEF accreditation criteria for implementing entities include criteria related to this.  
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instance, the accreditation assessment criteria for the Adaptation Fund (see Annex) include criteria related to 
project preparation and approval and project implementation planning. It is not clear that a funding entity 
would require these competencies. 
 
In addition, broader (national) economic and governance criteria, above and beyond those that 
measure the competence of the individual NCF, will be relevant. As any National Climate Fund will not, 
ultimately, be responsible for the spending of GCF resources, ensuring the competence of that body will not 
guarantee that those resources are spent wisely. It is possible that in the distribution of financial resources to 
individual projects and processes, there would be an opportunity for fiduciary risks to arise. There would 
appear to be two broad approaches available to overcome these risks: 
 

– A ‘hands-off’ approach whereby the GCF makes a judgement based on an overall assessment of the 
governance of the country. This could be drawn from a series of quantitative and qualitative 
indicators such as, for instance, used in the Ibrahim index in Africa or Country Performance and 
Institutional Assessments (CPIA), the worldwide governance indicators (WGI), the International 
Country Risk Guide (ICRG), the Corruption Perception Index (CPI). Each of these measures slightly 
different factors but they all contribute to, or are correlated with, the ability of a country to manage 
financial inflows effectively. 

– A ‘detailed approach’ whereby the GCF seeks to gain assurance from the body responsible for each 
individual project that might be supported by the NCF.  

 
Of these, the former approach seems much more practical. This is the (implicit) approach that existing 
bilateral development partners have taken in relation to climate funds they have supported12. Furthermore, 
the time and resource implications associated with accreditation of implementing entities under the 
Adaptation Fund and GEF suggest that this is the only approach that would have any chance of allowing the 
rapid progression of this modality and its potential advantages. 
   

2. Determine the appropriate relationship between the GCF and NCFs 
  
The GCF will need to work with stakeholders to identify the appropriate relationship between itself 
and any NCFs it supports. Two of the most important facets of this relationship will be: 
 

– the appropriate role for GCF representatives in the decision-making processes of any NCF; 
– the appropriate flow of information from any NCF to the GCF on any projects that it has supported 

using GCF resources.  
 
To date, development partners who have supported NCFs have typically assumed a (minority) position 
on the decision making boards. For instance, in the BCCRF, the World Bank has an observer status on the 
governing council while there are two representatives, of which one has a vote, from development partners 
on the Management Committee (9 members in total). Likewise, the management forum of the ICCTF has 
one development partner representative. This position has allowed development partners to make a 
contribution to determining the strategic direction and policy decisions of each Fund. 

 
12 In the sense that they have tended to support NCFs in countries that would score well against the criteria above. This is often coupled 
with representation on the board of these bodies, see below.  
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While the modality of enhanced direct access is still in its infancy, there is likely to be merit in 
replicating these arrangements. This will lend confidence both to the GCF, and its ultimate contributors, 
that there will be strong levels of accountability and scrutiny regarding any resources that flow through this 
modality. There would, however, be resource implications that would need to be accounted for. One option 
would be for the relevant regional representatives (and their alternatives) on the GCF board to also be 
responsible for sitting on the Board of the NCFs supported by the GCF in their region.  
 
The information that the GCF requests from NCFs to monitor the effectiveness of its support might be 
co-ordinated with any future guidance in relation to the provision of information under the Biennial 
update reports. The GCF will have a legitimate interest in monitoring the effectiveness of any projects or 
programmes it supports through an NCF. This would partly be achieved in the event that a GCF 
representative was on the board of the relevant NCF but it is likely that more systematic flows of information 
may be required by the GCF Board and its supporting secretariat. At the same time, overly onerous data 
requirements risk distracting NCFs from their primary function. As the GCF strives to seek this balance, it 
may be helpful to ensure that the information it requires is consistent with, and supports the delivery of, the 
information that will be required under Biennial update reports (about which further guidance will follow in 
the future)13. The GCF may wish to work closely with the UNFCCC to ensure this consistency.  
 

3. Experiment with enhanced direct access through developing a small grants programme 
 
The GCF could pilot the concept of enhanced direct access by developing a small grants programme. 
This would provide a funding entity with resources which they could then allocate to particular small 
projects according to criteria developed by the funding entity, rather than the GCF. This would allow some 
of the key procedural aspects associated with enhanced direct access to be trialled, without exposing 
substantial financial resources to an untested modality and restricting the complexity of the instruments 
provided by the funding entity to grants.  
 

5.2.2 African countries 

 
1. Where appropriate, initiate/accelerate processes to design a National Climate Fund 

 
African countries wishing to take advantage of this new modality will need to establish a National 
Climate Fund. This is a political decision that will need to be taken in light of the domestic situation and, 
bearing in mind the factors discussed elsewhere in this paper, the likelihood of successful mobilisation of 
resources from the GCF and elsewhere. The box below highlights some of the key issues that need to be 
considered when designing an NCF, as well as some of the most important challenges that are likely to 
emerge. 
 

 
13 (UNFCCC 2011) states that ‘Non-Annex I Parties should also provide updated information on financial resources, technology transfer, 
capacity-building and technical support received from the Global Environment Facility (GEF), Annex II Parties and other developed 
country Parties, the Green Climate Fund and multilaterals institutions for activities relating to climate change.’ 
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Box  3. Design issues and challenges in establishing an NCF  

A number of key decisions need to be made/issues need to be addressed when designing a National Climate Fund. Some of the 

most central will be: 

 

– What should be the objectives of the fund and what is its relationship with any associated climate change action plan 

etc.? 

– What ‘windows’ of support should there be? These may be linked to particular thematic areas (adaptation, 

mitigation, forestry); geographic areas; technologies; or types of implementing entities (public sector, private sector, 

CSOs). 

– What financing instruments might the fund offer? Typically bodies start by just providing grants but greater cost-

effectiveness may come through offering a wider palette of instruments e.g. risk capital, guarantees. 

– What is the project cycle i.e. the processes by which applications are made and funding decisions reached? 

– What are the appropriate governance arrangements for the fund and, in particular, the appropriate balance between 

government (often both central and local), civil society, private sector and development partners (see discussion 

above)? 

– What are the institutional/corporate governance arrangements of the fund? Who will determine the strategic 

direction of the fund, who will be responsible for day-to-day decision making and how will technical experts be 

brought into the fund decision making process?  

– Will there be an external Trustee for the Fund? Who should that be? 

– What safeguards will the Fund introduce to guide its decision making? 

– How will the Fund undertake monitoring and evaluation?  

 

From the existing experience in establishing NCFs, a number of common challenges – and potential means of overcoming 

these challenges- are apparent. This list is drawn from (GIZ 2012b); (Frankfurt School UNEP Collaborating Centre, 2012) as 

well as the experience of the authors in helping to design national climate funds.  

 

– Often engagement with the private sector and using fund resources in a way that will leverage further private sector 

investment has proven to be more difficult than providing (grant) resources to either the public sector or CSOs. 

Targeted support by development partners is likely to be valuable here.  

 

– It is sometimes difficult for funds to effectively channel resources to the local level (especially rural and remote 

communities). Providing ‘wholesale’ finance to institutions that already have networks at the local level may partly 

overcome this problem. 

  

– Establishing a results based management framework (both for individual projects and for the fund itself) has been 

identified as both vital for the fund’s success and yet also an area where capacity is often relatively weak. Once 

again, there is likely to be a role for development partners, including RDBs where such frameworks are already in 

place, to support these activities.  
 

– Institutions that become NCF’s may receive a quantity of funds many times greater than their budgets prior to 

becoming an NCF and as a result extra funds may not always be spent wisely. A gradual transition to full funding 

may be a solution but this must be balanced against the expectation of and need for high levels of funding. 
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2. Further improve governance arrangements  

 
Strong and robust governance processes will be essential for the GCF, and other development partners 
to support an NCF. As discussed above, for an NCF to be effective and spend money wisely14, it is not 
sufficient that its fiduciary standards are strong and robust; it is necessary that its resources are disbursed in a 
broader environment where there is strong governance and transparent decision making.  
  
Contrary to expectations, the bulk of the population of Africa live in countries where this performance 
is comparable with other countries at a similar stage of development. Figure 10 below shows the 
Country Performance Rankings of IDA-eligible countries15, which measures performance against four 
criteria: economic management, structural policies, policies for social inclusion and equity and governance. 
Countries are split into quintiles depending on their performance from which it can be seen that more than 
50% of Africa’s population is in one of the top 3 quintiles. Figure 11 shows there has been a moderate 
improvement in African performance between 2006 and 2011.  

Figure 11. The majority of African countries have moderate or better International Development 
Association (IDA) Country Performance Rankings (CPR) relative to IDA-eligible countries 

 
 

Source: Vivid Economics, based on World Bank (2012) 

 
14 And arguably in contrast to an NIE. 

15 This is just one indicative metric which captures the broader governance arrangements within a country. The important aspect is that 
it captures the performance of a country not a specific institution. If the GCF was to adopt this approach it would need to decide what 
was the best set of metrics which captured this general argument.    
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Figure 12. Africa’s population weighted CPR has modestly increased from 2006 to 2011 

 

Note: 2006=100. 

Source: Vivid Economics, based on (The World Bank 2012)  

3. Develop a national climate change strategy to stimulate a pipeline of funding opportunities and 
assist with resource allocation 

 
If a National Climate Fund is to be established then an accompanying National Climate Change 
Strategy and/or Action Plan becomes even more important. As well as helping to identify priority 
projects, such a document can provide a strategic direction and coherence to guide the funding decisions of 
any Fund. It is unlikely that the development partners, including the GCF, will be willing to provide any 
substantial financial resources to an NCF when there is no such unifying document to help them understand 
what it is that they will be supporting. The document will be more compelling if it is incorporated into 
mainstream development plans, led by the Finance and Economy ministries, rather than a plan only endorsed 
by the Ministry of Environment.    
 

5.2.3 African Development Bank 

 
1. Support the capacity-building efforts of countries wishing to establish NCFs 
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There are a number of critical challenges that African countries will need to overcome in establishing 
an NCF. Box 2 above identified a number of key challenges that existing experience suggests can impede 
the development of NCFs, including means of engaging (and leveraging) private sector capital, as well as 
establishing results based frameworks. These are all core areas of expertise for the African Development 
Bank. It may wish to consider vehicles or programmes explicitly aimed at sharing this experience with its 
regional members that have a particular interest in developing NCFs. The GFA could be a vehicle for 
providing this support. 
 

2. Provide trustee arrangements to interested NCFs 
 
A number of NCFs - as well as other non-climate change related funds – have found advantages in 
appointing an external trustee, at least on an interim basis. This can help provide the confidence to 
potential supporters that resources will be spent as designed, and, if designed well, can provide ‘hands-on’ 
capacity support within the relevant country. For instance, the World Bank is acting as a Trustee for the 
Bangladesh Climate Change Resilience Fund and the UNDP for the Indonesia Climate Change Trust Fund. 
Although these arrangements have been somewhat controversial, they have also proved pivotal in gaining 
financial support for the Fund from development partners.  
 
This could represent an important way for the AfDB to support the development of NCFs in Africa. 
To date, the AfDB has not performed this role in relation to climate change funds, although it does in relation 
to, for example, the African Water Facility Special Fund and the African Public Health Emergency Fund. 
 

3. Work as a funding partner alongside NCFs 
 
Finally, NCFs may represent important funding partners for the AfDB in future years. Many larger 
climate change projects require multiple sources of finance in order to diversify the risks that would 
otherwise be faced by any one capital provider. NCFs can represent an important new partner for the AfDB 
by providing a further source of climate finance with which its own resources can be blended.  
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Appendix 
Fiduciary risk management standards to be met by Implementing Entities under the 
Adaptation Fund 

Table  2. There are specific competencies, capabilities and supporting evidence required to gain accreditation 
under the Adaptation Fund 

Required 
competency 

Specific capability required Illustrative means of verification 

Financial 
Management 
and Integrity 

Accurately and regularly 
record transactions and 
balances in a manner that 
adheres to broadly 
accepted good practices, 
and are audited 
periodically by an 
independent firm or 
organization. 

– Production of reliable financial statements 
prepared in accordance with internationally 
recognized accounting standards. 

– Annual external audited accounts that are 
consistent with recognized international 
auditing standards. 

– Production of detailed departmental accounts. 
– Use of accounting packages that are 

recognised and familiar to accounting 
procedure in developing countries. 

– Demonstrate capability for functionally 
independent internal auditing in accordance 
with internationally recognized standards; such 
as International Standards on Auditing (ISA). 

Managing and disbursing 
funds efficiently and with 
safeguards to recipients 
on a timely basis. 

– A control framework that is documented with 
clearly defined roles for management, internal 
auditors, the governing body, and other 
personnel. 

– Financial projections demonstrating financial 
solvency. 

– Demonstration of proven payment / 
disbursement systems 

Produce forward-looking 
financial plans and 
budgets 

– Evidence of preparation of corporate, project or 
departmental / ministry budgets. 

– Demonstration of ability to spend against 
budgets. 

Legal status to contract 
with the Adaptation Fund 
and third parties. 

– Demonstration of necessary legal personality 
in case it is not government 
department/institution. 

– Demonstrated legal capacity/authority and the 
ability to directly receive funds. 
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Requisite 
Institutional 
Capacity 

Procurement procedures 
which provide for 
transparent practices, 
including competition 

– Evidence of procurement policies and 
procedures at national levels consistent with 
recognized international practice (including 
dispute resolution procedures). 

Capacity to undertake 
monitoring and evaluation – Demonstration of existing capacities for 

monitoring and independent evaluation 
consistent with the requirements of the 
Adaptation Fund. 

– Evidence that a process or system, such as 
project-at-risk system, is in place to flag when 
a project has developed problems that may 
interfere with the achievement of its objectives, 
and to respond accordingly to redress the 
problems. 

Ability to identify, develop 
and appraise project – Availability of / access to resources and track 

records of conducting appraisal activities. 
– Evidence of institutional system for balanced 

review of projects, particularly for quality-at-
entry during design phase. 

– Risk assessment procedures are in place. 
Competency to manage or 
oversee the execution of 
the project/programme 
including ability to manage 
sub-recipients and to 
support project 
/programme delivery  
and implementation 

– Understanding of and capacity to oversee the 
technical, financial, economic, social, 
environmental and legal aspects of the project 
and their implications. 

– Demonstrated competence to execute or 
oversee execution of projects / programmes of 
the same nature as intended project or 
programme. 

Transparency, 
self -
investigative 
powers, and 
anti-corruption 
measures 

Competence to deal with 
financial mismanagement 
and other forms of 
malpractice 

– Demonstration of capacity and procedures to 
deal with financial mismanagement and other 
forms of malpractice. 

– Evidence of an objective investigation function 
for allegations of fraud and corruption. 

 

Source: (Adaptation Fund Board 2012), Annex 2 

 
 
 
   



55 Operationalising the Green Climate Fund: Enabling African Access 

 

References 
ADAPT Asia-Pacific. 2012. “Understanding the Green Climate Fund: Implications for the Evolving 

Architecture of Direct Access to Climate Finance” (September). 

Adaptation Fund. 2012. “Funding Status.” http://www.adaptation-fund.org/page/funding-status. 

Adaptation Fund Board. Operational Policies and Guidelines for Parties to Access Resources from the 
Adaptation Fund. 

———. “Accredited National Implementing Entities.” http://www.adaptation-fund.org/national-
implementing-entities. 

———. “Parties’ Designated Authorities.” http://www.adaptation-fund.org/page/parties-designated-
authorities. 

———. 2010. Report of the Third Meeting of the Accreditation Panel AFB/B.11/4. 

Barr, Rhona, Samuel Fankhauser, and Kirk Hamilton. 2010. “Adaptation Investments: a Resource Allocation 
Framework.” Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for Global Change 15 (8) (July 24): 843–858. 
doi:10.1007/s11027-010-9242-1. http://www.springerlink.com/index/10.1007/s11027-010-9242-1. 

Brown, Jessica, Neil Bird, and Liane Schalatek. 2010. Direct Access to the Adaptation Fund  : Realising the 
Potential of National Implementing Entities. 

CDKN. 2012a. “Inside Stories on Climate Compatible Development” (September). 

CEPA LLP. 2010. Second GAVI Evaluation: SG4 Report. 

CIA. “Country Languages.” World Factbook. https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/fields/2098.html#. 

Climate Funds Update. “Adaptation Fund.” http://www.climatefundsupdate.org/listing/adaptation-fund. 

Climate Policy Initiative. 2011. The Landscape of Climate Finance. October. 

DFID. 2011. Multilateral Aid Review  : Assessment of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, TB and Malaria. 

Ecofys. “NAMA Database.” http://www.nama-database.org/. 

Fankhauser, Samuel, and Guido Schmidt-Traub. 2010. “From Adaptation to Climate-resilient Development  : 
the Costs of Climate-proofing the Millennium Development Goals in Africa.” 

Frankfurt School UNEP Collaborating Centre. National Climate Finance Institutions. 

GAVI Alliance. 2009. Guidance Note: GAVI Financial Management Assessments. 



56 Operationalising the Green Climate Fund: Enabling African Access 

 

GIZ. 2012a. It’s Not Just the Money: Institutional Strengthening of National Climate Funds. Lessons 
Learned from GIZ's Work on the Ground. 

———. 2012b. “Capacity Development for Direct Access to Climate Finance.” GIZ Discussion Paper. 

Global Environment Facility. 2012. Secretariat Recommendations of Project Agencies for Accreditation 
GEF/C.42/09/Rev.01. 

Gomez-Echeverri, Luis. 2010. National Funding Entities: Their Role in the Transition to a New Paradigm of 
Global Cooperation on Climate Change. 

Green Climate Fund. “Mandate and Governance.” http://gcfund.net/about-the-fund/mandate-and-
governance.html. 

———. 2012. Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund. 

High Level Indepenent Review Panel on Fiduciary Controls and Oversight Mechanisms of the Global Fund. 
2011. Turning the Page from Emergency to Sustainability. 

Kaloga, Alpha. 2012. Accreditation of Two New NIEs, Approval of the Second Direct Access Projects: 
Germanwatch Report on the the 16th Meeting of the Adaptation Fund Board. 

Müller, Benito. 2011. Enhanced Direct Access. 

Overseas Development Institute. 2012. “Climate Funds Update.” http://www.climatefundsupdate.org/. 

UNDP/ODI. 2011. Direct Access to Climate Finance: Experiences and Lessons Learned. 

UNFCCC. 2011. Draft Decision [-/CP.17]: Outcome of the Work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-
term Cooperative Action Under the Convention. 

United Nations Development Programme. 2011. “Blending Climate Finance Through National Climate 
Funds.” 

Vivid Economics. 2012. The Cost of Adaptation to Climate Change in Africa. 

Wheeler, David. 2011. “Quantifying Vulnerability to Climate Change: Implications for Adaptation 
Assistance.” 

World Bank. 2009. World Development Report 2010: Development and Climate Change. 

———. 2010. Economics of Adaptation to Climate Change. 

———. 2012. “International Development Association Country Performance Rankings.” 

World Resource Institute. 2012. Climate Analysis Indicator Tools (CAIT). 

 



 

 

	  
 
 

Contact	  us:	  
306	  Macmillan	  House	  	   T:	  +44	  (0)844	  8000	  254	  
Paddington	  Station	  	   E:	  enquiries@vivideconomics.com	  
London	  W2	  1FT	  

	  
Company Profile  
Vivid Economics is a leading strategic economics consultancy with global reach. 
We strive to create lasting value for our clients, both in government and the 
private sector, and for society at large. 
 
We are a premier consultant in the policy-commerce interface and resource- and 
environment-intensive sectors, where we advise on the most critical and complex 
policy and commercial questions facing clients around the world. The success we 
bring to our clients reflects a strong partnership culture, solid foundation of skills 
and analytical assets, and close cooperation with a large network of contacts 
across key organisations. 	  



 

 

 


