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In December 2015 in Paris, at the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change’s 21st Conference of the 
Parties (UNFCCC COP21), the international community adopted the historic Paris Agreement on Climate 
Change, through which developed and developing countries came together and agreed to take concerted 
climate action through their individual Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs).

Each country’s INDC specifies its targets for emissions reductions for its economy and growth/development 
path, defines objectives for mitigating climate change, and identifies policies and measures that assess and 
quantify the impact of its planned emissions reductions. Taken together, all countries’  combined emissions 
reductions spell a potentially enormous achievement, a global threshold by 2030 which can ensure a cli-
mate-safe world.

Ultimately, as countries ratify the Agreement, they will each solidify their INDC into a final NDC, cementing 
their commitments under the Agreement. As the ratification process takes place, many questions remain 
open: how can the Agreement be implemented? Can countries settle on the best course for trading emis-
sions as existed in the Clean Development Mechanism under the old climate change agreement, the Kyoto 
Protocol? What about adaptation? What is the status of climate funding, and how can it be best utilized by 
developing countries?

And significantly. what about Africa? What are the implications and opportunities for African countries, 
many of which do not even have the means to meet their own basic needs and face numerous crises in 
addition to the climate crisis? What about the significant climate-smart advances already underway in many 
African countries despite their constraints?

As the UNFCCC COP22 gets underway in Morocco as the “COP of Action” and “COP of Africa”, this blog ex-
amines the dimensions of Africa’s engagement under the Paris Agreement and explores some of these im-
portant questions the continent must address. We welcome the chance to open a vibrant dialogue on these 
issues, and stand ready to support African nations at the COP and beyond.

Kurt Lonsway 
AfDB’s Environment and Climate Change Division’s Manager
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Fostering a conducive climate to support African 
countries’ climate change commitments

Under the December 2015 global Paris Agreement on climate change, African nations have sent a clear 
signal of their commitment to achieve climate-resilient and low-carbon development through their pledged 
Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs). However, a significant number of these African IN-
DCs are conditional, hinged on receipt of support in the form of climate finance – those financial flows from 
developed to developing countries directed toward climate change mitigation and adaptation activities.

In light of this continuing call for support, as we go into the next global climate change summit in Morocco, 
it becomes important to better understand the climate finance landscape in Africa.  Substantial structures 
for channeling climate finance in Africa already exist, including the Global Environment Facility, the Adapta-
tion Fund, the Climate Investment Funds, and the Green Climate Fund, among others. How well are these 
working? To find points of potential greater effectiveness, I suggest we consider African climate finance from 
three points of view.

Recipient government responsibility

First, to demonstrate ownership of their own climate finance agendas, African governments must ensure 
that climate change is integrated into all aspects of development planning. Integrating climate change con-
siderations into development planning means ensuring that policies and programs embed, not simply add 
on, climate-resilient and low-carbon solutions. A clear articulation of these policies and plans, informed by 
rigorous consideration of sustainability principles, allows those providing climate finance support to more 
easily engage, align and coordinate their climate finance resources. Indeed, some climate finance sources, 
such as the Climate Investment Funds (CIF), require these conditions to be in place before a country can 
even qualify to receive funding.

African countries must also have strong systems in place for sound financial management, monitoring for 
results, and social and environmental safeguards, all critical prerequisites to effectively accessing and de-
ploying climate finance. This is especially important for fragile states with weak fiduciary capabilities and 
potential high fiduciary risks. Likewise, an irregular knee-jerk approach to funding also makes sustainable 
planning difficult. At the African Development Bank, technical assistance and capacity building has increas-
ingly become a major form of support, to help ensure that countries can enter climate finance agreements 
buoyed by the right sort of systems in place to make good use of contributed funds.

Additionally, recipient governments have to come together with their funding partners to ensure that fund-
ed programs can be scaled up commensurate with the problems they are designed to solve. Typically, pro-
jects financed by these climate funds are predominantly small-scale especially for adaptation projects with 
relatively high transaction costs.  Large-scale projects, such as Morocco’s Noor Concentrated Solar Power 
Plant and Kenya’s Menengai Geothermal Project, stand as good examples of solutions with not only local but 
broader regional and global impact. For greatest effectiveness, African countries should ensure that funded 
programs incorporate the means to aggregate interventions for broader impact, at the same time helping 
reduce their relative transaction costs.

Donor government responsibility

Second, donor countries and partner institutions must align their support to match recipient countries’ pri-
orities, flexibly devolving decision-making and making use of existing country systems, informed by the local 
context and perceptions, as far as possible. This calls for active donor engagement with recipient countries 

by Uche Duru

4



BLOG SERIES:  CLIMATE CHANGE - A race against time

to better understand their context and needs and to build trust. There is also room to support countries in 
strengthening systems for accountability.

Development partners can also enhance the collective impact of their funding if they improve harmonization 
and coordination with each other, working towards common sets of objectives built around the recipient coun-
try’s stated priorities. Harmonization, a key principle for development finance in the Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness, is equally applicable to financing adaptation and mitigation. With harmonized support, recipient 
countries can avoid the onerous burden of having to manage multifaceted labyrinthine expectations presented 
by various bilateral and multilateral climate finance sources.

Donor governments should not view climate finance and traditional development aid as mutually exclusive 
but rather as complementary. It has become increasingly clear that climate change threatens the very nature 
of development; indeed, a substantial amount of development aid currently goes to sectors that are highly 
vulnerable to climate change. For example, the use of the budget support mechanism can also be applicable 
for financing climate change activities in a way that further enhances the credibility of national and local insti-
tutions in Africa.

Finally, climate finance cannot be used as a tool to influence or engineer governance in developing countries, 
but must solely serve as a tool to help countries build their programs of resilience and low-carbon growth. Con-
fidence and trust on this point allows for greater buy-in and ownership by the recipient countries.

The increasingly central role of the private sector

Third, the private sector is increasingly crucial to ensuring urgently needed increased finance for climate 
change. Given the scale of the African INDCs’ financial requirements, the finance gap cannot be closed without 
increased investment from institutional and corporate investors. In addition to capital, the private sector can 
bring efficiency, the capacity to create commercial viability, workable economic structures, and creation, financ-
ing, and distribution of affordable products and technologies, including those that serve the poorest. Private 
sector participation can also provide a signaling effect, helping to leverage additional investments. To fulfill its 
potential, though, the private sector needs projects with the right risk-return profiles.

Where to next? New instruments can reshape the financing landscape

Currently, climate finance is primarily provided by developed countries, funneled through multilateral develop-
ment banks, bilateral finance institutions, and a handful of commercial banks. But given the scale of the climate 
finance gap, a diverse array of instruments needs to be brought to bear on the challenge, including through 
public institutions. For example, multilateral agencies like the African Development Bank traditionally provide 
loans and credits; but they are also promoting a greater use of guarantees, equity products, public-private part-
nerships, and risk-sharing financing facilities.

The use of emerging finance mobilization instruments like the green bond should also be fostered to deepen 
engagement with institutional investors that represent a significant pool of funds. As this instrument continues 
to develop, there will definitely be room for domestic players within the African market. This can easily be a 
means to deepen the African capital market in such a way that will drive the realization of the INDCs.



INDCs: Prospects for Africa in implementation 
of the Paris Agreement

In December 2015, in view of the need to keep the increase in global average temperature below 2 ° C or 
1.5 ° C, the international community adopted the Paris Agreement on Climate Change. The Agreement is 
historic, because for the first time it brings developed and developing countries together around a common 
goal of long-term climate action through countries’ planned contributions, known as Intended Nationally 
Determined Contributions (INDCs). 

Each country’s INDC specifies the country’s targets for emissions reductions for its entire economy, defines 
objectives to mitigate the effects of climate change, and offers a set of policies and measures that assess and 
quantify the impact of the emissions’ reduction. When each country ratifies the Agreement, it will submit 
a more final Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC). NDCs are supposed to be ambitious, transparent 
and fair, and lead to a transformation in relevant sectors and carbon-intensive industries. Importantly, these 
commitments must also integrate climate change in national development priorities, like sustainable devel-
opment and poverty reduction.

What about Africa?

All African countries have submitted their INDCs except Libya, and by October 2016 14 African countries had 
already ratified the Agreement and submitted their NDCs. With the Agreement ready to go into force in No-
vember 2016 and the global community considering how best to implement the Agreement, African nations 
must ensure that any implementation plan offers real opportunities for green growth in Africa, particularly 
by highlighting climate change adaptation, the continent’s urgent priority. 

If INDCs are a major contribution to national and international efforts against global warming, the general 
impression is that most African countries are not yet prepared to implement them. At the same time devel-
oped countries do not seem willing to provide the required resources to developing countries as provided 
for by the Paris Agreement in the form of financing, capacity building, technology transfer, and development.
Moreover, once ratified by the countries INDCs become binding targets for countries in their efforts to con-
tribute to mitigating greenhouse gas emissions, as these will be periodically monitored through the global 
stock take set up under the Paris Agreement .  A major concern arises in Africa: is it meaningful and relevant 
for African countries to advance and implement binding commitments under the principle of “common but 
differentiated responsibilities”? What human, financial, institutional and technological means they will have 
to do this? What are the implications and opportunities for African governments, who do not even have the 
means to meet the basic needs of their populations, in a context of multiple crises, including the climate 
crisis? Given the current level of preparation of African countries, will their respective NDCs be sufficient and 
pragmatic enough to reach the goals set in the Paris Agreement? 

In the pre-Paris negotiations, the common African position favored adaptation, financing, capacity build-
ing, development and technology transfer, but in fact the INDC process focuses more on mitigation than 
adaptation. Also, the pledges by African countries are not clear enough to help them better articulate their 
priorities for adaptation and mitigation and to ensure that they receive sufficient and adequate support in 
terms of funding, capacity building, and technologies. Currently the criticisms against the INDC process are 
that it is unclear, complex, and not as relevant and ambitious as the Paris Agreement objectives, and these 
limitations are not likely to help the public to understand. The INDCs are obviously the result of a compro-
mise between the concept of “commitment” originally used by developed countries and the concept of 
“Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions” (NAMAs) on the table leading up to the Paris Agreement.
Many developing countries, including African countries, were preparing to implement NAMAs as part of 
their efforts at the national level in the fight against climate change. Currently, it remains unclear how these 
measures in NAMAs will integrate the commitments made in the INDCs.

by Al-Hamndou Dorsouma 
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It is clear that without substantial support, African countries will not achieve the objectives and targets defined 
in their INDCs. If we want Africa to effectively contribute to efforts against climate change, their INDCs must 
be brought in line with their existing national initiatives, such as NAMAs, National Adaptation Programmes of 
Action (NAPAs), and National Adaptation Plans (NAPs). Because they are commitments and set national goals, 
INDCs must also take into account the priorities and realities of each African country.

What place for adaptation in INDCs?

Adaptation to climate change is a collective responsibility of the international community, which should support 
vulnerable regions such as Africa, whose responsibility in global greenhouse gas emissions is very limited, but 
which suffers the brunt of the negative impacts of climate change – not only in the Least Developed Countries 
but throughout Africa. Therefore, support for adaptation should be clearly stated in the INDC process as it gets 
revised. Without this support, African countries can hardly participate in the global response to climate change.
In the African context, considering adaptation is an urgent development issue and should be part of the con-
tinent’s INDCs. However, it seems very difficult to take binding commitments on adaptation, compared with 
mitigation. Finally, INDCs should make clear that adaptation is not a substitute for mitigation, because both are 
complementary. It is crucial that adaptation and its funding are truly reflected in INDCs.

For a continent where poverty eradication remains a major goal, we must continue to focus attention on the 
crucial realities of the socio-economic context of African countries and their ability and commitment to contrib-
ute to international efforts to fight against climate change. Thus, African countries are challenged to translate 
their INDCs into real investment plans, able to catalyze climate-related action in each country. The task is huge 
and the international community has a key role to play in supporting African countries in the framework of the 
Paris Agreement.

The major challenge of the COP22 in Morocco in November 2016 is to take courageous decisions in favor of the 
implementation of the Paris Agreement, and translate them into concrete commitments. Regarding Africa, this 
remains a major challenge.

With strong support from the African Group of negotiators and as a strong supporter of the African Common 
Position on Climate Change, the African Development Bank (AfDB) recognizes the importance of INDCs and 
their transformation into NDCs, in that they open a path for sustainable development across the continent, 
despite the challenges posed by climate change.



With a united African front, the COP of Action 
could spell real action for Africa

African states understand that they must urgently accelerate their economic and social development in 
an environmentally sustainable way, but many lack the financial means or the capacity to do so. In Africa, 
the continent facing the double-edged challenge of under-development and climate vulnerability, countries 
stand to gain enormously at COP 22. With a united front, they can help shape the global climate framework 
in a way that provides essential support for their interlinked development and climate goals.

Climate action and sustainable development are inherently linked in Africa as demonstrated by the broad 
portfolio of projects financed or supported by the African Development Bank (AfDB). Kenya’s Lake Turkana 
Wind Power Project is facilitating a low-emissions path to development by adding 300 MW to Kenya’s power 
grid, saving the country US$ 150 million in annual foreign exchange through fuel displacement costs,  up-
grading 200 km of roads and bridges,  and avoiding the equivalent of 736,615 tonnes of CO2 emissions per 
year.  In addition to addressing the country’s climate goals, this project covers issues central to achieving UN 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) on reducing poverty, combating climate change, supplying afforda-
ble clean energy, providing inclusive and quality education, promoting economic growth and decent work, 
building industry, innovation and infrastructure, and taking urgent action on climate change; and AfDB High 
5s on lighting up and powering Africa, Feeding Africa, Industrializing Africa, Integrating Africa, and Improv-
ing the quality of life for the people of Africa.  The AfDB is also supporting the implementation of projects 
such as the Global Environment Facility’s Climate Adaptation for Rural Livelihood and Agriculture (CARLA) in 
Malawi. This project aims to improve agricultural production and rural livelihoods over an area covering 30 
000 households, and to enhance Malawi’s institutional capacity to support community-based adaptation. It 
is expected to increase agricultural output and the income of beneficiaries by 20% over time.  This project 
contributes to climate action and to development goals such as SDGs on ending poverty, achieving food 
security, ensuring good health and wellbeing, and taking urgent action on climate change; and AfBD High 5s 
on feeding Africa, and improving the quality of life for the people of Africa. Projects such as Lake Turkana and 
CARLA are effectively striking a balance between climate action and economic development. 

The current UNFCCC framework for climate action embodied in the Paris Agreement is not conducive to 
supporting these initiatives on a significant scale. Many African states have limited access to global climate 
finance because they lack the capacity to develop bankable projects, or they have markets that are high-
risk and cannot attract private investments.  These countries need technical assistance from the global 
community to attract the private sector, build sustainable markets, draw on international funds, and im-
plement effective projects. Other African countries can develop bankable projects but face another hurdle. 
The majority of international climate finance goes to mitigation.  While Africa has great potential to pursue 
a low-carbon pathway to development, the continent also has an immense need for adaptation because it 
is disproportionately vulnerable to climate change.  The continent also needs better access to climate tech-
nology.  

The current framework is not conducive to effective climate action in Africa, but it has elements that can be 
improved with Africa’s contribution. The AfDB’s Green Bond Program is helping to mitigate the risks associ-
ated with investments in Africa’s climate projects. As of February 2015, the program raised US$ 500 million 
and SEK 2 billion. It is financing mitigation and adaptation projects.  The Climate Investment Funds, for which 
the AfDB is an implementing agency, have raised US$ 8.3 billion and are expected to attract an additional 
US$ 58 billion in co-financing. They also have an adaptation component and they attract new investors to 
developing markets by running pilot programs that demonstrate the viability of renewable energy projects.  
The AfDB is successfully tackling issues crucial to Africa – through initiatives such as Lake Turkana, CARLA, 
the Green Bond Program and the Climate Investment Funds – in part because it heavily involves African 
actors. 

by Edward F. Martin
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COP 22 is taking place in Morocco, an environmental leader  that has experience in overcoming the challenges 
of implementing climate action, has multiple channels to collaborate with other African countries, and shares 
with much of the continent a disproportionate vulnerability to global warming. Morocco is actively promot-
ing COP 22 as the COP of action, the COP for Africa and the COP that will determine the implementation 
mechanisms of the Paris Agreement. In addition, it is important to remember that Morocco will hold the COP 
presidency for at least one year beyond COP 22. This will be a key opportunity to focus on climate issues that 
are central to Africa: increasing international support for adaptation; improving access to public and private 
climate finance; helping states build the capacity to implement projects and attract finance; and improving the 
efficiency of technology transfers. If African states present a united front at COP 22 and maintain it throughout 
Morocco’s COP presidency, they may be able to shape the international framework for climate action so it pro-
vides essential support for their interlinked development and climate goals.  

The AfDB is striving to seize this unique opportunity by facilitating a strong and united African presence at COP 
22. It is sponsoring key pre-COP events such as the “International Conference on Water and Climate” which 
took place in Rabat, Morocco in July 2016 with the participation of officials from more than twenty African 
countries. The Bank is also sponsoring the Climate Finance Day that will take place in November 2016. It is using 
its extensive network of regional offices to mobilize public and private climate actors throughout the continent. 
And it is collaborating with UNECA, the African Union and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development to 
organize the Africa Pavilion at COP 22. The Pavilion is a space where issues central to climate action in Africa 
are highlighted, African negotiators meet to develop common strategies, and the importance of African contri-
butions to international climate action can be emphasized. Finally, the AfDB will be assisting Morocco well into 
its COP presidency by using its expertise to provide essential technical support. 

The AfDB is facilitating the presence of a strong and united front at COP 22, and through Morocco’s COP presi-
dency, because it is a remarkable opportunity to galvanize climate action and the achievement of AfDB High 5s, 
and UN SDGs in Africa.



Environmental and Social Integrity  
in the Paris Agreement

The December 2015 Paris Agreement on climate change is a global treaty in which all participating countries 
agree to do what they can to contribute towards “holding the increase in global warming to well below 2°C above 
pre-industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit it to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels”. Specifically, countries 
agree to do this through their Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) to be submitted every five years to 
the UN Climate Change Convention. We already know that at the current level of commitments the world will 
not maintain the 2° target, so not only do we need to do more, but also we cannot afford to take credit for doing 
things which do not genuinely contribute to the goal. This concern is captured in the concept of environmental 
integrity, a particularly important concept because the Paris Agreement is voluntary.
Article 6 of the Agreement is designed to promote higher ambition in mitigation and adaptation actions and 
to promote sustainable development and environmental integrity. It provides for the creation of a mechanism 
through which mitigation outcomes can be “internationally transferred” between countries and activities can be 
implemented jointly through “voluntary cooperation”, opening the door for emission rights trading (specifically 
Articles 6.2 and 6.4). However, the Article also clearly establishes a provision that there can no double counting of 
units: in other words, if Country A exports units of emission rights to Country B, Country A and Country B cannot 
both count the units to demonstrate achievement toward their NDCs. To protect the Agreement’s environmental 
integrity, this provision needs to underlie all international transfers of emission rights. 
This fact, and the fact that all countries have commitments, raises some issues which need to be taken into con-
sideration in the design of the Article 6 mechanism.

1) Paris Agreement compared to Kyoto Protocol: The Kyoto Protocol contained three flexibility mechanisms to 
help Annex 1 Parties (Developed countries) achieve the quantified commitments (International Emissions Trad-
ing, Joint Implementation and the Clean Development Mechanism). Alongside these mechanisms there was a 
whole compliance regime around accounting, registries, rules relating to carry over of unit and over-selling of 
units, etc. All of these provisions were there to ensure the environmental integrity of the Protocol and to enable 
trading and transfer of units. Under the Kyoto Protocol, units were fungible, with targets which were designed to 
reflect countries’ development status, having been agreed in a top-down process. The commoditization of units 
had a massive impact on the development and regulation of the market. None of these provisions exist in the 
Paris Agreement suggesting that it is fundamentally not well-suited to trade and transfer of emission or mitiga-
tion units or outcomes.
2) Measuring a country’s emission reductions: The voluntary nature of the Agreement creates a fundamental 
weakness in the concept of international trade of emission rights or mitigation outcomes. Economically rational 
actors will reduce their level of ambition in order to provide headroom to generate emission rights for sale. To 
effectively address this issue, there must be some measure of whether the host (exporting) country’s target is 
considered sufficiently ambitious or for a discounting of units – both likely to be challenging to develop and both 
implying that a tonne of GHG emission or emission reduction in Country A is not the same as a tonne in Country 
B. This was also an implicit challenge under the Kyoto Protocol where, despite agreeing different targets, some 
countries found the economic cost of reducing emissions to be too high and dropped out of the Protocol. Fur-
thermore, without any form of a compliance mechanism, there is no way to penalize or discourage countries 
from over-selling or selling themselves out of compliance with their commitment.
3) The role of E-policies: Because all Governments must now start implementing policies and measures to achieve 
their commitments, GHG emitting activities are expected to be subjected to so-called “E- policies” – which the 
CDM Executive Board defined as policies implemented after 2000 which encourage reductions in GHG emissions. 
Implementing E- policies reduces baseline emissions and hence reduces the number of emission reduction that a 
project can generate. The possibility of the introduction of E- policies increases risk for project investors (because 
their yields of emission reductions will go down) or creates pressure on Governments to delay the introduction 
of the policies (in order to protect the returns for the investors). The CDM Executive Board ignored E- policies in 
the determination of baseline emissions but to do so under the Paris Agreement would lead to double counting 
of emission reductions and thereby damage the environmental integrity of the Paris Agreement.

by Gareth Phillips
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4) Shifting additionality under an evolving BAU: The issue of E- policies also impacts upon additionality as new and 
clean technologies are expected to more rapidly become business as usual (BAU) as countries strive to reduce their 
emissions. This would suggest that additionality should last significantly less time than under the CDM but quan-
tifying that time is difficult – if it is over-estimated and new technology becomes BAU faster than expected, issued 
emission reductions would not be additional. In this context, exported units added to a national inventory protect 
the integrity of the Paris Agreement but at the same time this short-changes the host country economy, because 
the national inventory will not decrease to the same extent that it is increased to avoid the double-counting of the 
exported units.
5) This leads to a different view of additionality which is that it can be totally ignored. Host countries could use the 
right to export a given number of emission reductions as a subsidy for low carbon technologies or even other social 
benefits if they wish. Private sector actors may be willing to invest on the basis of expected future value of emission 
rights. This is one way in which countries can monetize their right to emit GHGs.
6) Recognizing and regulating emission rights as sovereign assets: If emission rights are regarded as sovereign 
assets, there is also the question of how to control who gains permission to sell them. There is a risk that some 
Governments may choose to distribute allowances for international transfer and sale in a non-transparent manner 
which does not give fair value to the economy, taxpayers or citizens. The CDM addressed this issue via the Host 
Country Letter of Approval (LoA). This was the instrument which gave private sector the right to take receipt of 
Certified Emission Reductions delivered by the UNFCCC directly into an offshore account, and in my opinion, it was 
the jewel in the crown of the CDM. However, it only worked because the emission reductions were of no value to 
the host country. Under the Paris Agreement, that is no longer the case. Governments may seek to extract a price 
for the issuance of such a permit and, if existing CDM projects are to have a role post 2020, Governments may seek 
to renegotiate the terms of the LoA. Transparent accounting of these sovereign assets raises new issues of social 
equity and integrity which were never discussed under the Kyoto Protocol.
7) Registries and International Transaction Log (ITL): Some of these considerations will lead to the creation of multi-
ple tiers of emission rights with associated prices and implications for Parties that use them to meet their commit-
ments. Managing and tracking different grades of units will require the installation of sophisticated registries and 
international transaction logs (ITL) as seen in the EU ETS, for example, which will take time to establish and secure. 
There is also a risk that in helping some Parties to raise their ambition, Article 6 transfer activities encourage other 
Parties to lower their ambition with no net benefit to the global environment or, worse, net cost to the environ-
ment. Such transfers may help some Parties claim to have ambitious targets whilst in fact, their additional trans-
fer-based actions are sourced from countries with low, or lowered levels of ambition.
Of course, it is possible for buyers to simply cancel the emission reductions and leave them to be picked up in the 
national inventory, but as anyone who has either navigated the CDM registration and issuance process, or paid for 
it will appreciate, this is not a very good use of resources. There are easier ways to create mitigation and sustainable 
development outcomes for the host country.

Now may also be a good time to mention that the markets for voluntary emission reductions (VERs) and REDD + 
units which are used in some Corporate Social Responsibility programs to offset emissions, and are the subject of 
discussion within the international aviation industry, are almost certain to lose any form of environmental integrity 
post 2020. Unless these projects succeed in getting formal recognition from the host Government, and proof that 
the units are counted in the national inventory / stock-take, these units will be double counted. Only projects in 
sectors which are excluded from the scope of the NDC would remain valid, meanwhile Governments are expected 
to increase the scope of their NDCs over time. 
More generally, any move towards the commoditization of the right to emit will once again encourage private in-
vestors to maximize profits by investing in specific geographies and technologies where units are cheap to create. 
Given the complexities described above, this will almost certainly discriminate against Africa in favour of advanced 
developing countries leading, once again, to the inequitable distribution of market driven investments.
However, it’s not all bad news. These are issues which apply to the international transfer of emission rights, emis-
sion reductions and mitigation outcomes. Domestic markets are subject to a very different set of rules which, if 
managed better than in many existing emission trading schemes, bring significant opportunities to monetize emis-
sion rights and leverage investments whilst still maintaining environmental and social integrity. For example, a do-
mestic tax on large point sources of CO2 with linkage to domestic projects could result in private sector investment 
in waste management, land use and forestry. Furthermore, Article 6 also covers adaptation and, I would propose, 
existing carbon markets could relatively easily be re-modelled into an adaptation mechanism. 



From mitigation to adaptation – how to promote 
adaptation and sustainable development in developing 
countries without undermining the Paris Agreement

The Paris Agreement lacks sufficient controls to support a market in mitigation units. This blog presents 
the case for creating an Adaptation Benefit Mechanism under Article 6.8 which is designed to provide the 
private sector with an incentive to invest in adaptation technologies which also have mitigation co-benefits. 

Five easy steps to create an Adaptation Benefit Mechanism

At a generic level:
1. Amend the language in the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) modalities and procedures by replac-
ing Certified Emission Reduction (CER) with Adaptation Benefit Unit (ABU).
2. Develop new methodologies to quantify and verify adaptation benefits.
3. In the Project Design Document (PDD), add a section on the costs of generating the ABUs.
At the project developer level:
4. Find an off-taker for the benefit units and sign an off-take agreement instead of an Emission Reduction 
Purchase Agreement.
5. Raise finance on the back of the off-take agreement, implement the project and deliver the verified ben-
efits.

What is the deliverable and who would buy it?
The deliverable is an Adaptation Benefit Unit or ABU. An ABU is a verified outcome from a project which 
helps people adapt to changing climate conditions or become more resilient to such changes. ABUs also 
have un-quantified mitigation benefits. ABUs have no compliance value and therefore they do not need 
to be fungible. Their price will vary because their cost of generation is different – hence the need to have 
a verified cost of production in the PDD. Even ABUs generated using the same methodology will be priced 
differently, due, for example, to varying local / geographical conditions. They will be bought by donor gov-
ernments who want to record their support to developing countries under Article 9.1 but do not want to 
interfere with the host country’s mitigation ambition. They may also be bought by philanthropic entities and 
corporate bodies in place of purchases of emission reductions or “offsets” as the majority of these units will 
lose their environmental and social integrity post-2020 (it’s a long story but these units suffer from the moral 
hazard of host countries adopting their own voluntary targets, they are highly likely to be double counted, 
there are as yet no registries to keep track of these units and there will need to be a high level of transpar-
ency surrounding who gets the right to sell, and profit from the sale of, these units). They may be bought 
by impact investors who wish to take delivery of a verified impact outcome. Critically, all of these delivered 
benefits will leave un-quantified mitigation benefits in the host country, to be accounted within the national 
inventory or stock-take, helping the host country achieve their NDC.

Why does it not matter what units ABUs are calculated in?
Under the Kyoto Protocol, the only reason we needed to have a common definition of a GHG emission unit 
was because we wanted to trade and transfer the units and submit them against compliance obligations, 
using the flexibility mechanisms of the Protocol and the EU Emission Trading Scheme. The Kyoto Protocol 
was founded on the concept that a tonne is a tonne. In fact, this was too much of a burden for some of 
the Parties to the Protocol and in the end, the varying costs of emission reductions in different economies 
was a factor in its failure. The voluntary nature of the Paris Agreement overcomes this challenge because 
volunteer what they are willing and able to do, but with that design, we lose the ability to safely trade and 
transfer units. And so, there is no need for fungibility. It means a buyer buys the concept behind the ABU, 
not the compliance value of the unit. This also means that project developers will generate ABUs in places 
with greater adaptation needs rather than where they are cheapest to develop (i.e. ABUs will resist the push 
towards commoditization which encouraged CDM project developers to go to the cheapest countries and 
technologies – this is good news for Africa).
Is this different from today’s carbon markets?
Actually, no. This is exactly what is happening in the carbon markets today. CERs are not being bought for 
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compliance purposes (there are no current compliance obligations) and buyers who buy them are cancelling them. 
Secondly, buyers are paying widely varying prices – determined by their own eligibility criteria. These criteria in-
clude geographic / development status focus, technology choices, various assessments of additionality and so on. 
Prices are determined in equally diverse ways: some transparent, some not. 

Then what about after 2020?
I argued in an earlier blog that markets in mitigation units under the Paris Agreement will lack environmental and 
social integrity. Therefore the idea of using markets in mitigation units as a means of assisting Parties to raise their 
ambition or achieve their NDCs is flawed. Transfers under such a market mechanism seek to transfer the compli-
ance unit and leave un-quantified adaptation / sustainable development benefits behind. In fact, it would be much 
better for the host country if buyers bought the adaptation benefits and left the un-quantified mitigation benefits 
for the host country.

What about the Modalities and Procedures?
We could quite literally adopt 90% or more of the existing CDM modalities and procedures and use them to validate 
and register adaptation projects and verify and issue ABUs. The existing decision-making processes could continue 
to operate, but with a focus on adaptation benefits rather than mitigation. Some changes may be appropriate, such 
as:
• To cope with the need to set a price, a third party may verify the costs of producing ABUs and the level of profit 
sought by developers; after some time we will establish a database of the range of costs of production. 
• It will be necessary to distinguish between adaptation and good development, particularly  to avoid re-badging 
of existing ODA; 
• The emphasis on baseline and monitoring methodologies and additionality may alter particularly because there 
is no specific threat to environmental integrity; 
• Consumers may want estimates of mitigation co-benefits, although the CDM never quantified adaptation co-ben-
efits; and
• We will need to determine how long projects should be financed before the benefits become permanent – per-
haps replacing the 1*10 and 3*7 year timeframe of the CDM. 
Given the complexity of what we achieved in the CDM and the fact that ABUs do not have a compliance function, I 
do not see these as being insurmountable obstacles.

Why would this be a good thing?
The last time I looked at the UNEP RISOE CDM pipeline, I added up all the declared investments (only something 
like 80% of projects had a value). The total exceeded USD 500 billion. Granted, these projects were more or less 
additional and many were never built; but nevertheless, it shows how effective a simple price mechanism can be. 
Offering project developers a hard currency revenue stream for a previously un-valued benefit radically altered the 
investment landscape. ABUs with associated off-take agreements could do exactly the same for adaptation as the 
CDM did, albeit briefly, for mitigation.
For example: A clean cook-stove project which moves households away from open fires to any kind of more ef-
ficient and cleaner fuel brings a range of benefits – many of which help families become stronger, more healthy, 
more financially secure and hence more able to cope with climate-induced shocks. These are adaptation and re-
silience benefits which are worth paying for. At the same time, depending on the exact technology, the switch will 
bring mitigation benefits to the host country in the form of reduced deforestation and degradation, which also have 
adaptation benefits. These mitigation benefits will eventually be detected in the host country’s national inventory 
and help them achieve their NDC. The ABU associated with such a project would be a household using a clean 
cooking device for a year. The level of accuracy with which the number of units is determined will be a matter for 
commercial negotiation rather than environmental compliance and the cost of the units will depend on what level 
of financial support is required to make the project viable.
Or a larger-scale example: three villages may be in need of strengthened flood defenses to protect their farming 
lands and homes from inundation. The incremental costs of adapting the existing structures to cope with higher 
water levels may be funded through the sale of ABUs expressed in terms of communities protected from flooding 
per year with the investment paid off over a 10 year period.
The first of these units may cost USD 5 per year whilst the second may cost USD 1 million per year but buyers may 
buy cook-stove ABUs or protected community ABUs based on their own preferences and budgets.



Is the Green Climate Fund fit for purpose in Africa?

Is the Green Climate Fund ready to meet the Paris Agreement’s ambitions in Africa?
With the December 2015 adoption of the Paris Agreement on climate change, the UN-based Green Climate 
Fund (GCF) is expected to play a critical role as a major global climate finance instrument, particularly to help 
developing countries implement their pledges under the Agreement.  But, based on its design and current 
development, is the Fund ready to facilitate Africa’s green development ambitions?

In principle, the GCF is tailor-made to support Africa
The GCF was created in 2010, before the Paris Agreement, by the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) as the main operating entity of the financial mechanism of the Convention. 
The Fund is designed to enable a paradigm shift in developing countries towards low-emission and climate-
resilient development. As of July 2016, the GCF had mobilized USD 10.3 billion in pledges from 43 national 
governments. 
Recognizing the need for country ownership and capacity, the GCF established a network of about 130 
National Designated Authorities (NDAs) to interface between each country and the Fund, to provide broad 
strategic oversight, and to endorse projects proposed for GCF funding. 
The Fund has two modalities to channel finance: i) direct access through subnational, national or regional 
implementing entities; and ii) international access where the recipient countries can access funds through 
accredited international and regional institutions. Recipient countries can choose to use either modality or 
both modalities simultaneously. As of now, the GCF has accredited about 33 entities to channel resources, 
of which 58% are international organizations, 27% national institutions and 15% regional organizations. 
Significantly, as an international best practice, the Fund has committed to disbursing half of its resources 
to adaptation and half to mitigation. This is a positive sign for the emerging global financial architecture, in 
which mitigation figures prominently and adaptation remains under-funded. 
Under the Paris Agreement, developed countries committed to collectively providing USD 100 billion annu-
ally by 2020 for mitigation and adaptation while significantly increasing adaptation finance from current lev-
els. Achieving this goal will require the GCF to serve as an effective financing instrument to massively invest 
in a wide range of climate change initiatives in developing countries, particularly in Africa. 

In its current state, is the GCF prepared to support Africa?
But to date, the GCF’s own internal structure for project approvals, implementation, and funding processes 
is under-developed, and with a cumbersome accreditation process and lack of effective support to build 
countries’ readiness, the GCF is not yet well equipped to play a leading global financing role. Many questions 
remain about its capacity to carry out its mandate. 
For Africa, this is critical. Three central issues create at least short-term obstacles for African countries.
A cumbersome accreditation process
When the GCF operationalized its ‘fit-for-purpose’ accreditation process in November 2014, it was large-
ly expected that its resources would swiftly flow to recipient countries through accredited entities with a 
proven track record with other similar funds. However, for an institution to be accredited (even, with the 
fast-track accreditation process), it takes at least one year to pass through the GCF’s 3-step accreditation 
process, including Institutional Capacity Assessment; Review by the GCF Accreditation Panel; and Accredi-
tation Master Agreement (AMA). 
In addition, the GCF is meant to complement existing climate financing instruments such as the Global 
Environment Facility, Climate Investment Funds, and Adaptation Fund. But with the cumbersome approval 
process, there is high competition between both African and non-African organizations to get accredited 
and get GCF funding for projects in Africa. This adds another layer to existing fragmentation of financing by 
the wide variety of instruments. Many African countries are concerned that the GCF will not significantly 
scale up climate finance in Africa, or if it does, most of the resources will be managed through institutions 
and intermediaries outside the continent. 
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To date, it has proven very difficult for the GCF to translate its USD 10.3 billion contributions into project approvals 
and disbursements. So far, the GCF has committed only USD 424 million in projects and programmes, far below its 
USD 2.5 billion project approval target for 2016. 

An under-developed readiness support process
At the national level, countries must have a well-established institutional framework to deal with global climate 
finance, to receive and manage funds at scale, and to design projects that meet GCF requirements. To address 
this in the GCF design, support for development of countries’ readiness was built in. Preparatory activities to help 
countries get ready are underway now in partnership with other readiness programmes, including the AfDB’s Africa 
Climate Change Fund (ACCF). The GCF’s NDA structure is meant to help countries build readiness, and African coun-
tries need to take advantage of this opportunity to get ready and submit bankable investments for GCF financing.
But the slowness in delivering GCF readiness activities raises the question of whether the GCF itself is ready to help 
countries get ready. Despite the existence of the NDAs, including several in Africa, the lack of an adequate institu-
tional infrastructure in every African country is still an issue, and it is unlikely that this challenge will be addressed 
in the shorter term so that GCF funds can flow in the continent. 

GCF can fill Africa’s climate financing gap if Africa responds wisely
To date, recent estimates show that Sub-Saharan Africa receives about 12% of total global climate finance in 2014; 
therefore, African countries’ expectations for the GCF are very high. But as the complex GCF requirements make 
it most difficult for African countries and institutions to become accredited, one can conclude that Africa’s access 
to GCF resources is and will be very limited. First, African countries face two challenges with the direct access ap-
proach, including the difficulties to meet GCF accreditation procedures, and the small-size of project types they are 
able to apply for. Second, African countries and institutions can use the services of accredited regional and multilat-
eral implementing entities and avoid facing the accreditation challenges; but this could limit their ownership over 
design and implementation of their projects.
Despite all these limitations, GCF can still be an important vehicle for climate finance in Africa, if African countries 
use the opportunity wisely to build their own capacities and play an important role in the design of projects to be 
supported by GCF. 
The African Development Bank has been monitoring the development of the GCF since its inception. The Bank has 
become a multilateral implementing entity of the GCF in March 2016, and is ready to help African countries get 
access to the Fund. Based on its experience in managing similar funds, the Bank is ready to assist Africa to enhance 
access to climate finance, in particular through the GCF.   
 



Are Green Bonds really worth the buzz? For Africa’s 
climate finance, the answer is yes

Africa’s aspiration to pursue green and inclusive growth can only be met if money is made available for fi-
nancing development. But today, development financing is complicated by the added problem of support 
needed for climate adaptation and mitigation. Unfortunately, available estimates show that only a minus-
cule fraction of global climate finance flows reach sub-Saharan African countries. This is despite a number of 
concessionary climate funding mechanisms that are channeled through multilateral and bilateral donations. 
Notably, there have been calls for more efficiency in these mechanisms. Besides, they are often focused 
heavily on mitigation solutions.
 
Fortunately, there are other emerging innovations for financing green and inclusive development initiatives. 
One of these is Green Bonds , debt instruments which differ from standard bonds because proceeds are 
used exclusively to fund qualifying green investments. These bonds are market driven, making them likely 
to be more efficient than other market mechanisms like the UN’s Clean Development Mechanism under the 
old Kyoto Protocol. Green bonds are meant to be used exclusively to fund projects that have environmental 
and/or climate benefits.
 
The global green bond market started in 2007 with bonds issued by the European Investment Bank (EIB) and 
the World Bank. In Africa, since 2010 the AfDB has been active in the green bond market. Other players in 
the continent, mainly in South Africa, include the Industrial Development Corporation (IDC) and Nedbank. 
Experts expect the global green bonds market to be valued at US$1 trillion by 2020, and to be more resilient 
to volatility because of expected participation by long-term investors and diversified investment types.
 
The green bond market is new and therefore has its challenges, mainly linked to ensuring that the use of 
proceeds from green bonds is strictly guided by sustainability principles to guard against “green washing” 
(disinformation disseminated by an entity to present an environmentally responsible public image).  How-
ever, there is a growing body of independent second opinion providers who can provide assurance services 
on the use of green bond proceeds and compliance to applicable standards like the Green Bond Principles 
(GBP) among others.
 
Why Green Bonds
Questions on green bonds generally revolve around their “additionality”: do they provide additional funds 
for projects that would otherwise not have access to finance? Are they worth the effort and cost it takes 
to ensure that they comply with applicable standards?  But “additionality” can be appreciated beyond just 
financial aspects and can include aspects of reputation, robust investor base, pricing advantage, institutional 
strengthening, and transparency.
 
In fact, green bonds can provide important opportunities for domestic institutions: they can enhance their 
reputation as institutions that can offer novel green products, enabling them to have access to a global 
pool of fixed income capital and attract investors who have niche interests in sustainability and responsible 
investment. One obvious trend is that green bonds can attract interest from investors outside the local or 
traditional markets and can also bring pricing advantage from investors who have sustainability investment 
criteria or those who see value in showcasing their “green” credentials.
 
Even more importantly, I expect that green bonds can engender more transparency and institutional ac-
countability in the delivery of development in Africa, given the involvement of more responsible investors 
and second opinion providers.
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It is clear that green bonds can be a parallel and complementary alternative financing mechanism that can contrib-
ute substantially to Africa’s low-carbon and climate resilient development. In the past 4 years about an annual av-
erage of US$619.68 million has been raised from green bonds issuance in Africa compared to an estimated annual 
average of US$285.15 million from traditional climate finance sources over 12 years. 
 
Green bond proceeds are already being used to finance sustainability-driven development in Africa. The AfDB 
has allocated up to US$214 million from green bonds to finance 1889MW renewable energy capacity in different 
African countries. In 2013, the first publicly listed project bond ever issued for a concentrated photovoltaic solar 
project was by Soitec, a French semiconductor manufacturer, with Standard Chartered South Africa as the lead 
arranger. It was a South African Rand denominated bond worth US$111 million to finance the construction of a 
44MW concentrated photovoltaic (CPV) solar plant in Touwsrivier, South Africa. The City of Johannesburg also 
made a US$140 million green bond issuance which will be used to finance the city’s climate change mitigation 
strategy and these can have lessons for other African cities. Hopefully we will soon be seeing sovereign and more 
sub-sovereign entrants in this place in the near future. 
 
What is next?
Given the observed performance shown by the green bond market, it is important for Africa to embrace it as an 
innovative and alternative way of raising finance from both domestic and external sources for sustainability-driven 
investments.
 
Institutions like the AfDB can support other financial institutions in developing in-house sustainability management 
systems that can be used in investment decision-making with close attention given to shaping developments in 
market standardization such as the Green Bond Principles.

Efforts should be geared towards developing credible pipelines of green bond eligible projects on the continent. 
This should be done at optimal scale to minimize transactional costs and grow the continent’s absorption capacity.
 
Lastly, institutional investors in the continent should be encouraged to increasingly integrate sustainable and re-
sponsible investment criteria in their investment guidelines. African policy makers can use their leverage on state 
financial institutions to direct investments towards this market, especially in innovative ways that can be financially 
rewarding while supporting climate resilience and adaptation which are major concerns for the continent.
 



To effectively fight climate change in Africa, 
empower African women

Last December at the game-changing global climate summit in Paris, African Development Bank President 
Akinwumi Adesina eloquently listed his new flagship programmes, including a catalytic US $300-million fund 
to support women in business. Fellow panelist Nkosazana Dlamini Zuma, Chair of the African Union Commis-
sion, applauded the initiative, but was quick to caution him not to use the funds to buy women simple farm 
tools like hoes. Zuma’s advice embodies what the fight against climate change, at least for Africa, is about. As 
her comment highlighted, we cannot ignore a critical aspect of climate transformation: empowering women 
through access to finance, skills and technology.

Women’s access to finance is central to addressing climate change. Women make up 90% of the world’s poor, 
and it is common knowledge that climate change disproportionately affects the have nots. Floods, droughts, 
land degradation, displacements all have a disproportionately greater negative effect on the livelihoods of 
the poor than the rich, further pushing them to the bleak edge of deprivation. In many developing countries 
women, especially poor rural women, are dependent for their livelihoods on natural resources that are 
threatened by climate change. Access to finance breaks down many barriers, including access to less fragile 
agricultural lands, better safety nets, access to clean energy for lighting and cooking, easy mobility in case of 
natural disasters, and the ability to engage in alternative livelihoods such as off-farm employment.

Simple farm tools like hoes are last-century technology and have no place in the era of digitization and 
resource efficiency. Africa cannot build low-carbon and climate-resilient economies on the back of rudi-
mentary technologies and policies. Information is power; for climate change this means that rural farmers 
– most likely to be women – must be able to receive early warning climate information that enables them 
make smart decisions on seeds, sowing and harvesting times, risks, markets, etc. With technology, as mobile 
phone technology has proven, Africa is capable of leapfrogging into an era of digitization which minimizes 
risks and cuts costs of doing business. African women have shown potential to compete in this digital work-
space – Mfarm, AppsTech, JuaKali, Nandimobile, Hehe Ltd, Obami, DotNxt, are only a few of the women-led 
tech startups in Africa listed by Forbes. With the right amount of capital, these start-ups can be scaled up to 
generate Africa-specific technologies that would enable African countries to deliver their Paris Agreement 
Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) commitments to help reduce global temperature to below two 
degrees Celsius. Imagine how big that contribution would be if women – half of the world’s population – 
were given adequate means to work in climate-friendly ways.

Linked to the technology challenge is the skills challenge. The right skills set is critical to lifting rural women 
out of poverty and ultimately managing climate change. Africa negotiated hard to get loss and damage rec-
ognized by the Paris Agreement. This is a commendable feat, but it will not serve any purpose if the loss suf-
ferers (again, mostly women) are not equipped to deal with climate change. It is not sufficient to engage in 
technology transfer if the target communities are not skilled to use the technologies. Like Zuma, an African 
government official made a similarly stark comment about green jobs: “cleaning solar panels should not be 
counted as green jobs transferred to Africa”. With the right investment in their tertiary education, women 
are equally capable of designing and become users of technologies that best fit their communities. In addi-
tion, given rural women’s symbiotic relationship with nature, they possess indigenous knowledge that would 
enable them to truly make technology appropriate for their communities.
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But skills alone don’t go far without empowerment to decision-making and ownership. Until the poor (whose 
numbers are likely to double by mid-century) are empowered to own the means of production, make decisions 
about their livelihoods, and possess the right skills – there will be very little progress in combating climate 
change.

Besides the US $300-million fund called Affirmative Finance Action for Women in Africa, the African Develop-
ment Bank strives to be a frontrunner on gender equality issues. The Bank’s Special Envoy on Gender serves 
as a chief whip on gender equality. The Bank’s Gender Strategy 2014-2018 sets out a transformative agenda, 
including targeted analytical tools to mainstream gender in all Bank operations. Good initiatives are emerging 
out of this. In Niger, for example, 457,000 women have benefitted from the Pilot Program on Climate Resilience 
(PPRC) which provides climate information to farmers and social protection kits; and in Kenya, the Menengai 
geothermal power project includes core indicators that generate gender disaggregated data to assess the pro-
ject’s impact on improved access to electricity by the target population.

Facts show that there is actually great benefit in not giving women rudimentary tools like hoes. The McKinsey 
Global institute estimates that giving women opportunities equal to men would add US $12 trillion to global 
growth; that is good business by any standard. But it requires thinking outside the small farm tool mentality to 
get there! The Bank President reassured Zuma that the Bank will not do rudimentary business in its new trans-
formative African agenda: to Light up and power Africa, Feed Africa, Integrate Africa, Industrialize Africa, and 
Improve the quality of life for all African people.
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