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Compilation of public comments on the draft Guidelines on the development of an 
Adaptation Benefits Mechanism methodology 

 
 
 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. At its first meeting, the interim Adaptation Benefits Mechanism Executive 

Committee (ABM EC) agreed on its work plan for 2019/2020 and prioritized activities 

for 2019 and the first half of 2020, subject to availability of resources. The preparation 

of guidelines on the Development of an Adaptation Benefits Mechanism (ABM) 

methodology was scheduled for the second quarter of 2020. The process for adoption of 

these guidelines includes a period for stakeholders’ consultations. 

 

2. At its third meeting, the ABM EC considered and discussed the draft Guidelines 

on the development of an Adaptation Benefits Mechanism Methodology. At its fourth 

meeting, the ABM EC agreed to make this document available for public comments in 

the period 29 June – 13 July 2020.  

 

3. The next section contains a compilation of the public comments received by the 

ABM secretariat. Minor layout edits were necessary for formatting. Comments were 

received from: 

(1)  UNCDF LoCAL;  

(2)  Carelle Beng-Manza, University of Western Ontario, Canada; 

(3)  Timo Leiter, London School of Economics and Political Science, United 

Kindom; 

(4)  Moritz von Unger (Atlas Environmental Law Advisory), Dario Brescia, 

Stephan Hoch, Aglaja Espelage (Perspectives Climate Group); 

(5)  Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and Natural Resource 

Management (WOCAN); and 

(6)  Dennis Bours, Coordinator of Technical Evaluation Reference Group (AF-

TERG) Secretariat. 
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II. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

1. COMMENTS BY UNCDF LoCAL ON THE DRAFT "GUIDELINES ON THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF AN ADAPTATION BENEFITS MECHANISM METHODOLOGY“ 
 

 

 

 

 

The following processes and elements are analysed to determine the needs to be addressed 

through the subnational level across the LoCAL countries, in a systemic and contextualised 

manner: 

 

• Climate change information in terms of climate risks, vulnerability and adaptation 

assessments, as well as possible gaps in terms of information, systems or guidance, 

especially at the local level and in candidate pilot authorities; 
 
• National development strategies and priorities, planning and budgeting guidelines and 

how they relate to climate change adaptation and local authorities; 

• Decentralization strategies and status, and level of integration of climate change 

adaptation in decentralized authorities’ public expenditure management systems; 
 
• Climate-related policies and strategies, particularly relating to adaptation, 

mainstreaming and local authorities; 
 
• Existence and effectiveness of intergovernmental fiscal transfer systems and 

performance-based grant systems where applicable; 
 
• Institutional set-up, roles and mandates of central ministries (e.g. finance, planning), 

line ministries (e.g. agriculture, natural resource management, water and public works, 

health and education) and climate-related institutions in the context of 

decentralization, local development and climate change; 
 
• Local government legal framework, guidelines and manuals; monitoring and 

evaluation, audit and reporting systems; 
 
• Ongoing and planned climate change adaptation and decentralization/local 

governance programmes or initiatives by governments and development partners; 
 
• Technical and management capacities and needs of local authorities and ministries 

responsible for climate change, finance, planning and local government (e.g. staffing 

and skills for planning and procurement functions) 

 

Through this analysis of adaptation needs, policy frameworks and identification of 

institutional arrangements, LoCAL reviews the opportunities and barriers for local authority 

involvement in climate change adaptation and of the existing decentralization landscape. 

 

Climate Risks Assessment: risk and vulnerability assessments incorporates the local 

dimension, downscaling climate models, identifying and mapping climate risks, exposure 

and vulnerabilities at subnational and local/community levels, to prioritize climate change 
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adaptation actions and investments accordingly in line with NDCs/NAPs and the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC conceptual framework 2014). 

 

In the LoCAL context, climate risk assessments seek to understand the nature and level of 

climate risks on an exposed territory by determining the probability of occurrence of 

climate-related events (e.g. droughts, floods, windstorms), slow-onset events (e.g. increased 

temperature, changing weather patterns) and non-climatic variables and their impacts at 

the subnational and local levels. More specifically, LoCAL supports the development of 

Country Reports on Climate risk and vulnerability assessment that incorporates the local 

dimension, identifying and mapping climate risk, exposure and vulnerability hotspots at 

subnational and local/community levels and prioritize climate change adaptation actions 

and investments based on quantified and scientific-based analysis, updating NDCs and 

defining main adaptation targets and actions in synergy with boosting and accelerating 

SDGs achievement, particularly SDG 13. The main components of such an exercise includes: 

 

1. Climate change downscaling, where a set of indicators, maps, graphics, and tables, 

that allow observe current and future projections of climate change risks levels for 2030, 

2040 and 2050 based on RCP 4.5 and RCP 8.5 GHG emissions scenarios (under the 

assumption that human and natural system trends and its interactions, will continue 

without significant changes to 2050); 

 
2. a Climate Risk and Vulnerability assessment which incorporates the local dimension 

(an explanatory analysis and index definition for climate change risk, exposure and 

vulnerability for current and projected future situations for 2030, 2040 and 2050; including 

the analysis of climate stressors and vulnerability causality chain, its trends, main drivers 

and the interactions among climate hazards, vulnerability and exposure, focused on key 

prioritized sectors at regional and local levels, highlighting livelihoods vulnerability and 

percentages of exposed population/communities); 

 
3. a set of recommendations to update NDCs is suggested seeking synergies with SDGs 

achievement (climate change adaptation) and a menu of prioritized adaptation actions to 

reinforce resilience of communities in prioritized territories by its level of risk and expected 

impacts on their livelihoods (based on lessons learned and best practices from national 

adaptation strategies and projects); and, 

 
a Final Climate Change Downscaling and Climate Risk and Vulnerability assessment report, 

which incorporates the local dimension. 
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b) Integrating adaptation in a participatory and gender-sensitive manner in their local 

development planning and budgeting processes 

 

LoCAL supports development of guidelines for the integration of climate change in local public 

plans and, building on the CRA findings, supports a climate-risk informed local planning process. 

LoCAL also supports local governments in costing, prioritizing and selecting adaptation 

measures in a participatory manner with the view of mainstreaming it in the development 

plans of local governments. Compliance with such processes is assessed annually as part of 

the annual performance assessment. PBCRGs are distributed after the annual assessment of 

the implementation of the project, and in the context of the local authorities’ annual 

planning and budgeting cycles. 

 

c)  Developing, selecting and implementing adaptation measures 

 

Using the findings from the climate risk assessment, LoCAL, building on the ACCAF 

methodology, supports local governments articulate a few (three to five) local authority–

level adaptation priority statements which will result in a local authority-level adaptation 

plan (LALAP). Adaptation options are considered with a view to answering a series of 

questions and data/ indicators to select adaptation options. 

 

• Which current and future climate risks require adaptation?  
• What are the key dimensions of vulnerabilities?  
• Which risks, and vulnerabilities must be addressed as a priority?  
• Which areas are under the local authority mandate and where can they have an 

impact? 

 

Intervention adaptation rationale, outcome and output indicators 

 

Once an intervention has been identified/selected, LoCAL, through the ACCAF methodology, 

supports LGs to articulate an adaptation rationale for it. Developing an adaptation rationale 

is a process, and the result is an adaptation outcome statement – a short, ideally 

measurable, statement of what is to be achieved by the adaptation intervention. The 

statement should justify the intervention from a climate change standpoint. This process is 

followed by the development of outcome and output indicators that will support 

measurement of the effectiveness of the intervention. 
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d) Appraising of performance  
The appraising of annual performance is determined through the assessment of the use of 

additional resources and conducting audits as part of a regular national process. More 

specifically, annual performance assessments review local government performance for the 

previous year against a set of predetermined performance measures and provide an 

opportunity to assess the minimum conditions for the following year before embarking on a 

new cycle of planning, budgeting and execution. The results inform the subsequent PBCRG 

allocations and capacity- building support. These annual performance assessments (AP) 

serve a number of objectives: 

 

• To provide an incentive mechanism for continuous improvement in addressing 

climate change as comparing results across local governments will influence the 
subsequent year grant allocation.  

• To review progress made by participating local governments against their own past 
performance.  

• To provide information on stronger and weaker performance areas for capacity 
building and for institutional learning by local governments and other stakeholders 
on what, how and when to improve. 

• To contribute to the overall monitoring and evaluation system, especially on issues 
related to systems and procedures as well as outputs.  

• To provide lessons in improving the mechanism, especially in the early stages. 
 

e)  Capacity building-technical and institutional capacity building for resilience building 

 

LoCAL combines PBCRGs with technical and capacity-building support. The design and 

implementation stages therefore entail review and provision of recommendations to 

strengthen local governments and their operations throughout the stages of the approach. 

Such reviews and recommendations will address climate risks and vulnerability, adaptation 

assessments, and building the institutional arrangement for resilience building. 
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2) Assessing Climate Change Adaptation Framework (ACCAF) 

 

Adaptation is challenging to measure as it entails an assortment of thorny methodological 

issues. The best adaptation methodology should be multi- dimensional, contextual and 

strategy driven. One pathway is to articulate a comprehensible theory of change, supported 

by a logic model which clearly places CCA as an overarching priority. 

 

Assessing Climate Change Adaptation Framework (ACCAF) was developed by UNCDF/LoCAL 

and WRI as a multi- country M&E framework to review the effectiveness of the 

performance-based climate resilience for adaptation investments. The investment outputs 

and outcomes towards climate resilience are reviewed, and best practices and lessons 

learned are documented. 
 

The ACCAF provides a step wise exercise which begins with the development context and 

need, and moves into a nested adaptation context and need, intended to help local 

stakeholders articulate why and how the interventions address adaptation needs. 

 

The framework requires, inter alia, local governments to categorize the intervention 

according to the types of Adaptation Activities. To do so, ACCAF provides an adaptation 

action worksheet with a list of five types of adaptation activities (climate specific; climate 

smart; climate strategic; climate complementary, and capacity building and awareness 

building) along with definitions, examples, and questions for the local authorities to use to 

determine the intervention. 

 

The ACCAF comprises of a guidance document and a complementary data tracker. The data 

tracker that accompanies the ACCAF manual enables country mechanisms to report their 

achievements in a simple, straightforward way that they and the LoCAL facility can directly 

use. The data tracker is integrated into LoCAL’s existing M&E reporting systems to minimize 

country initiative’s additional data collection and management burden, and it enables the 

facility to gather information presented in a consistent manner. 
 

The ACCAF also proposes a series of periodic (every three years) adaptation- oriented 

evaluation of the country initiative. The ACCAF also introduces a standard set of primary 

output indicators. The output indicators measure activities, for example, meters of irrigation 

channel repaired. 
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The ACCAF data tracker provides the following tables: 

 

• Direct & Indirect Beneficiaries  
• List of adaptation/ investment menu  
• Local authority adaptation priorities (LAAPs)  
• Adaptation rationale  
• Outcome indicator  
• Primary output indicators  
• Adaptation specific performance Measurements  
• Adaptation sub-score, and  
• Evaluation. 

 

Adaptation-specific performance measures 

 

As discussed in the appraisal of performance, the PBCRG implementation includes an 

annual performance assessment (APA) of each local authority participating in the 

mechanism. These assessments review indicators called performance measures. The ACCAF 

pertains only to adaptation-specific performance measures. 

 

Adaptation-specific performance measures should be clearly linked to adaptation and 

account for at least 50% of all performance measures. An example of an adaptation-specific 

performance measure would be ‘Local climate risk assessments are undertaken or 

updated’. Another example would be ‘CCA investments/interventions are integrated/ 

mainstreamed into local development plans’; on integrating adaptation in local 

development plans and budgets and is associated with the local authority adaptation 

priorities.
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Monitoring Data (data tracker) 

 

Compiling and organizing basic data and information enable routine programme supervision, 

including M&E. To ensure that the ACCAF builds upon the existing reporting done by each 

country for LoCAL implementation and PBCRG processing, a table designed to capture basic data 

about each intervention is undertaken by a local authority, and enables it to be tracked across 

the Data Tracker and ultimately directly linked to the LoCAL Project Database. 

 

Another table is needed to capture an important aspect of an intervention’s scope and 

intent which is the number of its direct and indirect beneficiaries. 
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III. Comments/Inputs on the guidelines of an Adaptation Benefits 
Mechanism methodology; ABM EC/2030/4/6 

 

The LoCAL Facility commends the draft guidelines for development of an ABM methodology 

and welcomes the opportunity to provide comments/inputs. 

 

The comments that follow are structured in accordance with the draft guideline and offer 

additional considerations/suggestions under the different sections of the draft guideline for 

the development and improvement of ABM methodology. 
 
 
 

1) Guidelines 
 

a) Information on government structure, population profile, economic and climate 

profile; 

 
b) Information on institutional arrangements; including 

 

o Governance & legal arrangement for assessing impacts, addressing climate change 

at the sectoral level, planning, coordination, and data governance. 

 

The implementation of the adaptation effort is linked to the above information. Therefore, 

the methodology should be relevant for these contexts, and describe why such 

methodology is used for ABM. E.g. both PBCRG & ACCAF methodologies use this 

information to assess need and define adaptation action. More specifically, LoCAL reviews 

and assesses the following documents: 
 
• National Decentralization Policy or equivalent and institutional framework, with 

focus on institutions engaged in climate change issues  
• NDCs, National Adaptation Plan or draft outline if available or equivalent  
• Climate change adaptation and mitigation programmes with partners  
• Existing Climate Risk Assessments or Climate Information Data / Services  
• PEFA  
• Budgets and actuals local governments expenditures from the last 3 years  
• Explanation on the eligible expenditure for the use of allocations  
• Operation of the Treasury and treasury at local government level  
• Obligations of the local governments in the preparation of their budgets, of their 

administrative accounts. 
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• Types of inspection / control of local governments, frequency and follow-up 

modalities to reports 

 
c) Information on how the methodology will facilitate stakeholder engagement; 

subnational, community-level and private sector plans 

 

2) Indication of applicability of the methodology 

 

• Assessment of completeness 
 

LoCAL was designed as a standard and recognized country-based mechanism for Developing 
Countries in particular the Least Developed Countries, that supports direct access to the 
Green Climate Fund and other climate finance entities and mechanisms (international and 
national climate finance sources) for the purpose to transfer and effectively deploy 
resources to local governments through national institutions and systems for building 
verifiable climate change adaptation and resilience, aligned with the Paris Agreement goals 
(nationally determined contributions and national adaptation plans) and climate related 
sustainable development goals. The Performance-based Climate Resilience Grants (PBCRG) 
Systems including the Annual Performance Assessments, the ACCAF, and the Climate Risk 
Assessment for subnational adaptation (CRA-SNA) methodology constitute key elements of 
the LoCAL standard and may serve as important methodological inputs/elements for 
operationalising the ABM. 

 

3) Demonstration of new project and not BAU 

 

• Information on theory of change and deviation from BAU 

 

o A theory of change shows the big, often messy, ‘real-world’ picture with all possible 

pathways that can lead to change and why they might lead to change. 

o A logic model focuses on a specific pathway for the given programme and provides 

an orderly structure for how change can occur. 
 

o theory of change is a strategic planning process. LoCAL uses the ACCAF 

methodology to apply these steps for successful implementation and includes the 

development of LALAPs and related outcome and output indicators (Bours, McGinn 

and Pringle, 2014). 

 

• Integration of adaptation efforts into development priorities 

 

o Local climate risk assessments inform local planning processes and decision-making 

(guided by ACCAF methodology) 



 
 
 

Interim Adaptation Mechanism Executive Committee                        ABM EC/2020/5/4.inf 
                                                                                                                                                26 August  2020 

 
 
 

11 of 32  

 

o investments aligned with the Paris Agreement, SDGs, NDCs & NAPS, e.g. the PBCRG 

applies eligibility investment criteria for supporting adaptation efforts. 

o Investment Menu categories depend on the (anticipated) climate change impacts 

identified and the local authorities’ mandates in a given country. 
 

o CCA mainstreaming is incentivized through PBCRG system as part of the annual 

performance assessment of LGs 

o Local authority adaptation priorities and local authority level adaptation plan (LALAP) 

 

• Information on current and projected climate trends and hazards 

 

o How the methodology has prioritized and defined the relevant ABM. 
 

o E.g. LoCAL supports undertaking of local CRAs and the setting up of a Local 
Information System for Adaptation (LISA). LISA is built on in-depth diagnostics of 
local capacities, successful existing experiences and local knowledge (on 
information systems and/or similar devices), identification and collection of data 
from available databases, down-scaled climate models, and a set of indicators of 
climate and non-climate drivers of risks and vulnerabilities at the local level. The 
system allows local governments to set a climate risk and vulnerability benchmark 
and regularly update data to ensure a risk-informed local planning process. 

 

• Information on the steps to formulate and implement the adaptation activity; e.g. 

PBCRG (LoCAL steps) and ACCAF methodological guidance (ACCAF building blocks). 
 
• Information on adaptation rationale of investments to ensure that the linkages 

between climate impacts and risks, proposed interventions and expected 

socioeconomic benefits (e.g. using the ACCAF guidance). 

 

4) Baseline 

 

• Information on needs and risk assessments 

 

o As discussed above, needs and risk assessments are the basis for defining 

adaptation actions. The PBCRG and ACCAF methodologies use these parameters 

for defining eligible adaptation investments and providing grants. 

 

• Information on adaptation rationale 

 

o development context of the country 
 

o develop an adaptation rationale for each intervention, sustainable development 
and development priorities.  

o Selected adaptation interventions 
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o E.g. LoCAL, building on the ACCAF methodology, supports LGs to articulate an 

adaptation rationale for the selected intervention. Developing an adaptation 

rationale is a process, and the result is an adaptation outcome statement – a short, 

ideally measurable, statement of what is to be achieved by the adaptation 

intervention. The statement should justify the intervention from a climate change 

standpoint. 

 

• Information on defined adaptation outcome 

 

o The local authority should identify and write an adaptation outcome. The 

adaptation outcome should be clearly distinct from any other non-CCA outcomes 

associated with the intervention. As part of this process, LGs should develop both 

outcome and output indicators to help the measurement of the adaptation 

benefit. The ACCAF methodology suggests that each identified intervention should 

be classified in one of the following categories: climate specific, climate smart, 

climate strategic or climate complementary. 
 

 

5) Monitoring methodology 

 

• Information on the achievement of resilience 

 

o Baseline and end line data need to be compared to determine achievement of 

qualitative outcome indicator. E.g. ACCAF suggested outcome and output indictors. 
 

o PBCRG implementation includes an annual performance assessment (APA) of each 

local authority participating in the mechanism. These assessments also review 

adaptation-specific performance measures. 

 

• How adaptation increases and reduces resilience 

 

o Information against the baseline, e.g. ACCAF evaluation guidelines. 

 

• M&E framework with adaptation outcomes and output indicators including climate 

risk/assessment, integration into plans/IM, theory of change, climate rationale, 

outputs and indicators setting. These are building blocks of ACCAF used for assessing 

and monitoring climate change adaptation and can be considered for the ABM 

methodologies. A data tracker is provided by ACCAF to facilitate inputting and analysis 

of M&E data. 
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6) Use of indicators 
 

• Information on how the methodology uses indicators, i.e. SMART indicators 

 

o specific – targeting a specific area for improvement; 
 

o measurable – quantitative or at least providing an indicator of progress; 
 

o assignable – specifying who is responsible; 
 

o realistic – stating what results can realistically be achieved, given available 
resources; and  

o time-related – specifying when the results can be achieved). 

 

• Intervention outcome and output indicators: Indicators are benchmarks to gauge an 

intervention’s progress and demonstrate its achievements. Choosing the right indicators 

is critical- the indicators need to send and receive the right information and signals. The 

ACCAF methodology suggests that each identified intervention should be classified in 

one of the following categories: climate specific, climate smart, climate strategic or 

climate complementary. Setting up such outcome/output indicators and related 

categorization (which is the result of thorough process for developing a theory of change 

and the adaptation rationale), combined with the selection of investments in line with a 

risk informed investment menu, could be linked to amounts of AB per menu category 

(based on sector addressed and adaptation category). 

 

There is a clear relationship between indicator simplicity and the ability to conduct an 

objective and neutral performance assessment. PBCRG, through the ACCAF guidelines, uses 

the above indicators, and the ABM mechanisms methodologies can adapt these indicators. 

 

The LoCAL Facility of the UNCDF welcomes other opportunities to work together with the 

AfDB and stands ready to share its experiences further and provide detailed information.
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2. COMMENTS BY CARELLE BENG-MANZA ON THE DRAFT "GUIDELINES ON THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF AN ADAPTATION BENEFITS MECHANISM METHODOLOGY“ 

 
 
General comments 
 
The main challenge is to ensure that the AB projects produce credible adaptation benefits 

while minimizing administrative costs. The AB methodologies developed according to these 

guidelines will certainly help measuring some types of benefits associated to a project 

outcomes or outputs. Those benefits may or may not actually contribute to climate change 

adaptation, which is much more difficult to assess than mitigation. I understand the need for 

quantifiable units and the value of relying on the CDM experience yet finding 

adequate/credible metrics for adaptation poses different dilemmas. 
 
Some of the comments may become more or less relevant once the related 

documents, i.e. glossary, procedures, etc., are released 
 
 
Specific comments 
 
7. It would be important to provide definitions (and possibly examples) for each principle in 

the glossary in preparation. In particular, the terms “appropriateness” and “adequacy of 

calculations and assumptions” would need clarification because they are quite subjective. 
 
9. The start of the period “within the next five years” would need clarification. Is it within 

five years of the activity registration date? Start of project development? 
 
Also, this paragraph may hurt countries that seek to mainstream adaptation into their 

national planning by funding certain activities. In any case, the footnote 3 on co-

financing should be expanded to clarify this issue. 
 
11. The climate baseline “should include climate change trends and projections over the 

project period and beyond”. What if long-term projections are not available for the project 

boundary? It may be worth outlining an alternative here. 
 
Likewise, the phrase “The baseline shall capture all major parameters relevant to the 

project” is potentially contentious. On the one hand, it is not clear if the phrase refers to 

the two types of baseline introduced in the paragraph. On the other hand, the phrase puts 

in a requirement “all”, “major”, and “relevant”, which can open endless debates between 

the proponent and the AB Board. 
 
12. Please clarify “shall be ignored”. Can activities included in National Adaptation Plans 

be proposed as AB activities? 
 
13. The paragraph refers to indicators without introducing/defining them. Indicators are 

only explained in Para 16. 
 
Does using the same indicator mean using the same indicator value? If so, isn’t there a risk of 
multiple counting of benefits by different project. 
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3. COMMENTS BY TIMO LEITER ON THE DRAFT "GUIDELINES ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

AN ADAPTATION BENEFITS MECHANISM METHODOLOGY“ 
 
In response to the call for comments released 30 June 2020 by the African Development Bank 

on behalf of the Interim Adaptation Mechanism Executive Committee 

 
12 July 2020 

 
Timo Leiter, Doctoral researcher at the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and 

the Environment, London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE), London, UK 

T.L.Leiter@lse.ac.uk 
 

General comments 

 
Indicators and measurement of adaptation benefits  
Assessing adaptation is very different from GHG measurement. Adaptation benefits cannot 
necessarily be determined by a small set of indicators. Whether an indicator measures adaptation 
depends on whether relevant climatic changes occur in the area where implementation takes 
place. For example, the indicator “amount of water saved” would not be an adaptation indicator in 
areas not affected by water stress due to climate change. It is therefore essential that the 
methodologies focus not just on indicators, but on explaining how projects intend to lead to 
adaptation and how the indicators would measure this change (Leiter et al., 20191). The guidelines 
also miss or only briefly mention aspects that are essential for any assessment of adaptation 
benefits including:  

• who gains these benefits (are the most vulnerable left out?)  
• how sustainable are the benefits?  
• has the risk of maladaptation been minimized?  

The guidelines need to provide guidance on how to account for these fundamental issues. 
 
Comprehensiveness  
Paragraph 3 states the purpose of this document is to provide “comprehensive guidance”, but the 
guidelines are far from comprehensive. One aspect where additional guidance would be required is 
regarding risk or vulnerability assessments or climate scenarios. Paragraph 11 states “a climate 
scenario up to 2050-2100 is typically used”. It would be useful if the guidelines define minimum 
quality standards for climate risk, vulnerability or impact assessments and underlying climate 
scenarios which form one of the foundations for determining adaptation benefits. The guidelines 
could refer to established good practice documents, for example the PROVIA (2013) guidelines or 
the approach from the Vulnerability Sourcebook and its Risk Supplement (GIZ & Adelphi, 20142). 
 
Terminology  

• Some of the terminology used in the guidelines remains unclear (footnote 1 indicates the 
terminology is still under development). For example, “activity participants” – are these 
implementers or stakeholders? How do they differ from “activity developers”? Their 

 
1 Leiter, T., Olhoff, A., Al Azar, R., Barmby, V., Bours, D., Clement, V.W.C., Dale, T.W., Davies, C., & Jacobs, H. 
(2019). Adaptation metrics: Current landscape and evolving practices. Background paper for the Global 
Commission on Adaptation. Rotterdam and Washington, DC. Retrieved from 
https://cdn.gca.org/assets/2019-09/AdaptationMetrics.pdf 
2 https://www.adaptationcommunity.net/vulnerability-assessment/vulnerability-sourcebook 

 

mailto:T.L.Leiter@lse.ac.uk
https://cdn.gca.org/assets/2019-09/AdaptationMetrics.pdf
https://cdn.gca.org/assets/2019-09/AdaptationMetrics.pdf
https://www.adaptationcommunity.net/vulnerability-assessment/vulnerability-sourcebook
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roles are also unclear, e.g., why would an ABM methodology be drafted and submitted 
by participants rather than developers? 

• In how far can the “activity registration date” divert from the date of submitting an 

ABM methodology? (paragraph 12c)  

• Paragraph 9 defines anything that donors, NGOs or governments do as “business as 
usual” irrespective of its content. This is an unusual definition for this phrase. To avoid 
confusion, paragraph 9 could directly state that the focus is on projects that are unfunded 
and that declare unavailability of any other funding source. 

 

Specific comments 

 

Paragraph 12c) “Policies and measures mandating the implementation of adaptation 
technologies implemented within five years of the activity registration date shall be ignored” 

• Does this mean policies from the government shall be ignored?  
• It is unclear what the purpose of this statement is, why this is needed and how it would 

not contradict taking into account relevant policies. 
 

Paragraph 13: Baseline methodology for indicators  
• This paragraph reads a bit strange from an adaptation perspective where, due to the 

often simple indicators used in practice (see footnote 1) their actual value can usually be 
directly determined  

• b) is particularly unclear (economically attractive to whom - the developer? 

The beneficiaries?) 
 

Paragraph 14: MRV vs M&E  
• Assessing adaptation progress is fundamentally different from assessing mitigation 

progress (Leiter & Pringle, 20183). Mitigation has a clear rationale for global verification of 
emission reductions since it is a global public good. The concept of "MRV" applies to 
mitigation and is not used in the same way for adaptation. It would therefore be in line 
with terminology under the UNFCCC to choose M&E rather than MRV.  

• In regard to credibility, this would depend on how verification would be organised.  
• In regard to transaction costs, they would seem to significantly increase for 

verification, particularly if it was to be undertaken by a third-party. 
 

Paragraph 16: Use of indicators  
• The term “MRV procedure” to be adjusted if M&E is chosen instead of MRV  
• Most NDCs/NAPs do not include specific quantitative adaptation indicators, and where 

they do, these at not necessarily applicable to individual projects (see GIZ’s TAAN Tool4). 
Hence, few projects will be able to pick indicators from the listed documents 

 

 

Paragraph 18: Mitigation co-benefits  

 
3 3 Leiter, T., & Pringle, P. (2018). Pitfalls and potential of measuring adaptation through adaptation metrics. In L. 

Christiansen, G. Martinez, & P. Naswa (Eds.), Adaptation metrics: Perspectives on measuring, aggregating and 
comparing adaptation results (pp. 29–48). Copenhagen: UNEP DTU Partnership. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323838261_Pitfalls_and_potential_of_measuring_climate_change_ 
adaptation_through_adaptation_metrics 
4 4 https://www.adaptationcommunity.net/nap-ndc/tool-assessing-adaptation-ndcs-taan/ 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323838261_Pitfalls_and_potential_of_measuring_climate_change_adaptation_through_adaptation_metrics
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/323838261_Pitfalls_and_potential_of_measuring_climate_change_adaptation_through_adaptation_metrics
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• The guidelines should contain further detail on accounting of mitigation co-benefits 

(no double counting etc).  
• Could be referring to existing IPCC, UNFCCC or CDM rules and guidelines, as appropriate  
• Should align the ABM guidelines with existing international standards on GHG accounting 
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4. COMMENTS BY MORITZ VON UNGER (ATLAS ENVIRONMENTAL LAW ADVISORY), 
DARIO BRESCIA, STEPHAN HOCH, AGLAJA ESPELAGE (PERSPECTIVES CLIMATE GROUP5) 

ON THE DRAFT "GUIDELINES ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ADAPTATION BENEFITS 

MECHANISM METHODOLOGY“ 

 
Date: 13.07.2020 
 

General comment: 
 
The authors wish to commend the Interim Adaptation Mechanism Executive Committee for 
releasing draft “Guidelines on the Development of an Adaptation Benefits Mechanism 
Methodology” (“Guidelines”) for use by a future dedicated Adaptation Benefits Mechanism 
(ABM). This important work recognizes both the value of adaptation measures within the 
context of the Paris Agreement (“PA”) as well as the urgent need to design bespoke 
instruments for concrete adaptation action, including with respect to “non-market 
approaches” as laid out in Art. 6.8 Paris Agreement. It also shows deep respect for the 
principles of environmental integrity and transparency, while offering a pragmatic roadmap 
for methodology development within the ABM.  
We realize that the ABM itself remains under development and that many important 
features are not yet clearly designed. With the development of the Guidelines, the ABM the 
Executive Committee takes a major and ambitious milestone. Against this backdrop, the 
absence of much of the mechanism’s architecture makes it difficult to fully position and 
evaluate the Guidelines. Some of this is inevitable given the contentious areas of 
negotiations (e.g. on governance within Art. 6.8 PA). However, without firm directions on 

X the place: is the ABM firmly anchored in Article 6.8 of the PA? 

X the objective: is the ABM about facilitating “ABM activit[ies] and the associated 
finance” (sec. 4 of the Guidelines) or does it serve other or multiple purposes? 

X the scope: is the ABM about adaptation that may generate co-benefits in terms of 
mitigation; or is it targeting the promotion of “mitigation and adaptation 
ambition” (Art. 6.8.a PA; italics added); and  

X the specific role and function of the ABM: does the ABM realize an NDC/NAP 

target (and/or support an increase in ambition) and/or is it meant as a bilateral 

or multilateral tool in the context of new and additional climate finance?  
any specific guidance on methodology development remains a tentative effort.  
With this in mind, the most imminent need is probably the development of a glossary of 
terms to provide clarity to stakeholders on the interpretation of concepts and terms (it is 
reported as under development). It is, first and foremost, important to clearly define what 
constitute adaptation and adaptation benefits. Also, a clear description of how adaptation 
benefits are delivered/achieved by the underlying activities that apply a certain 
methodology. 

 
5 The authors write in their personal capacity. For transparency reasons, it should be noted that Dr. Axel 
Michaelowa, senior founding partner of Perspectives Climate Group, is member of the ABM EC. 
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A general question concerns the viability of defining a single set of methodology 

requirements for the wide of adaptation benefit options. Perhaps it makes sense to specify 

that area-specific requirements will be developed.  
Another question concerns the intended exclusivity or complementarity of the ABM with 
other standards or instruments, notably under Article 6 Paris Agreement, and the impact of 
that relation on methodological considerations. It should be clarified whether and on what 
conditions activities registered under another standard can also claim ABs. One example 
could be a forestry project implemented within operations under Art. 6.2 or 6.4 with the aim 
to claim mitigation benefits. Could this project at the same time be submitted under the 
ABM and claim the ABs for enhanced biodiversity protection (another example could be a 
grid extension activity)? Any cross-registration may have an impact on the eligibility of the 
action/proponent, but also on methodological details (e.g. additionality) and the calculation 
of the baseline. If projects are registered under multiple standards, there must be 
transparency and robust safeguards against double claiming. At the same time, synergies of 
mitigation and adaptation should be promoted in line with Article 6.8 of the PA.  
The consideration of safeguards is largely – outside a fleeing comment on 
‘leakage/maladaptation’ – missing. Safeguards are essential to enforce the ‘do no harm’ 
principle and to avoid prioritizing the short-term results without considering long term 
impacts. Gender responsiveness as a horizontal feature of the ABM is relevant and should be 
reflected as a mandatory pillar in any ABM methodology. A clear definition of 
leakage/maladaptation is certainly needed. Furthermore, safeguards to avoid issuance of 
ABs from activities that have adaptation benefits but that can result in negative mitigation or 
other sustainable development impacts are needed as well. 
 

Assessment criteria: 
 
The authors assess the Guidelines against the provision on “non-market approaches” in the 
Paris Agreement (Art. 6.8 of the PA) and the state of negotiations of the work programme 
under the framework for non-market approaches.6 The following principles are deemed 
particularly relevant: 
 

x Overarching Article 6 principles for international cooperation between Parties: 

Cooperation shall serve to increase the ambition with regard to mitigation and 

adaptation as well as to promote sustainable development (Art. 6.1 PA);  
x Environmental integrity and transparent accounting of the outcomes of cooperation; 

 
x Non-market approaches to international cooperation shall be “integrated, holistic 

and balanced” and assist Parties in implementation of their NDCs/NAPs, in the 

context of sustainable development and poverty eradication;  
x In pursuing international non-market based cooperation, linkages and synergies 

between, inter alia, mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer and capacity-

building should be promoted; 

x Non-market approaches should enhance public and private sector participation in the 

implementation of NDCs and enable opportunities for coordination across 

instruments and relevant institutional arrangement

 
2 6 Cf. draft text on “Matters relating to Article 6 of the Paris Agreement: Work programme under the 
framework for non-market approaches referred to in Article 6, paragraph 8, of the Paris Agreement, multiple 
iterations (including the latest of 15 December 2019). 

 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/DT.CMA2_.i11c.v3.pdf
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Detailed comments
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Guidelines Comment 

General 
3. The purpose of these guidelines is to provide ABM activity x Succinct description of the content and purpose of the Guidelines. 
participants with comprehensive guidance for the preparation of an  
ABM Baseline and Monitoring Methodology (ABM methodology). Any  
ABM activity needs to apply an ABM Methodology approved by the  

ABM EC.  
4. The ABM methodology is the basis for a credible and transparent x Propose to separate the description of purpose of ABM 

determination of the adaptation benefits (ABs) arising from an ABM methodologies (determine adaptation benefits) and key principles 

activity and the associated finance. of ABM methodologies (credibility, transparency). Mixing both 

 aspects is not necessarily logical and there is a risk that both the 

 principles as well the objectives of the ABM as an instrument 

 installed under Art. 6.8 are being reduced. 
 x On defining the purpose of ABM methodologies: in an effort to 

 align with the PA definition of NMAs we suggest to expand the 

 objective to “provide a transparent explanation of how adaptation 

 benefits for communities and other recipients, assets and/or 

 ecosystems are delivered/achieved, and how these will be 

 ensured over time.” This would provide a more holistic objective 

 beyond the determination of adaptation benefits and associated 

 finance. 
 x On the principles, we would suggest to replace “credibility” with 

 determining “real” adaptation benefits. 
5. For the definition of terms refer to the document “Definition of key x The absence of a clear terminology makes the Guidelines subject 

adaptation concepts and terms for the ABM”. (Footnote: this to temporary ambiguity. We will therefore not comment on terms 

document is under development) and concepts referred to in this guidance. 
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5. COMMENTS BY WOMEN ORGANIZING FOR CHANGE IN AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (WOCAN) ON THE DRAFT "GUIDELINES ON THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF AN ADAPTATION BENEFITS MECHANISM METHODOLOGY“ 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to the Adaptation Benefits Mechanism 
methodology. My comments are based on my own knowledge and experience of developing a 
methodology, the W+ Standard™ (http://www.wplus.org), that measures women’s empowerment 
results within programs and projects that include, but are not limited to, those related to climate 
adaptation. I have included information on the W+ in the table below, as related to the relevant text 
from the ABM methodology. 
 

From text Comments: W+ Standard™ 
Demonstration that the 
project is new and not 
business as usual  
9. An ABM activity shall show 
that it is new and not business 
as usual. Any ABM methodology 
shall include a related 
justification. If the ABM activity 
does not generate revenues 
sufficient to fully fund the 
activity and/or its promoter 
declares that no donor, NGO or 
government has provided or 
will be requested to provide 

budget fully funding3 the 
activity within the next five 
years, it is deemed to be new 
and not business as usual.  
3 Acknowledging that co-
financing is acceptable.  

It is not clear in the document 
as to how an activity generates 
revenues, and how this is 
linked to the methodology. It 
seems that this description of 
what can be considered as 
‘new’ may be a disincentive to 
projects that are funded. I am 
not clear as to why that would 
be desirable? 

In the case of the W+ 
Standard, Project Developers 
generate W+ units based on 
the results of the project’s 
impact on women’s 
empowerment in 6 areas: 
time, health, leadership, food 
security, income/assets and 
knowledge/education. These 
units are tradable assets, that 
can be marketed either alone 
or stacked onto carbon units. 
The W+ Standard stipulates 
that at least 20% of the price 
of each unit sold is provided to 
women of the project area. 
The model is designed to 
generate revenues for the 
project developers, women 
and investors.  

11. A baseline shall cover the 
adaptation baseline, which 
should include the social, 
economic and/or environmental 
context, and a climate baseline, 
which should include climate 
change trends and projections 
over the project period and 
beyond (a climate scenario up to 
2050-2100 is typically used).  

 

Can the methodology combine 
existing methodologies that 
measure environment related 
changes (i.e. to measure 
carbon, such as the VCS, CDM) 
with others that measure 
social benefits (i.e. the W+ 
Standard for women’s 
empowerment), through a 
stacking or labeling 
mechanism? 

The W+ Standard can currently  
be stacked onto a GHG unit 
issued by any standard 
including the Gold Standard, 
Plan Vivo, etc.) or as a label 
onto a VCS unit (a W+ labeled 
VCU). The GHG unit with this 
co-benefit is apt to be priced 
at a higher rate, with a 
premium applied for the co-
benefit label or stacked unit. 
An example of the 
attractiveness of this to GHG 
buyers is demonstrated by the 
World Bank Group’s recent 
RFP for carbon offset 
purchase, that identified the 
W+ Standard as a ‘Desired 
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Standard’ that would provide 
the project developer with 
additional points in the 
decision of which supplier to 
purchase the GHG units from.  

16. Each ABM methodology shall 
specify the indicators used for 
calculating the baseline and 
which are used in the MRV 
procedure. Indicators shall 
respect the principles listed in 
Paragraph 7 above. They may be 
derived from Adaptation 

Communications (ACs)6, 
Nationally Determined 
Contributions (NDCs), National 
Adaptation Plans (NAPs), 
National Communications to the 
UNFCCC (NatComs) or other 
relevant publicly available 
national documents; the UN 
Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) and other sustainable 
development priorities of the 

host country7  

 The W+ measures gender 
equality/women’s 
empowerment as per SDG #5 
(though its indicators go 
beyond those of the goal). 
Indicators are defined for the 6 
domains of time, health, 
leadership, food security, 
income/assets and 
knowledge/education. These 
can be adjusted as per the 
project context, through a 
process of validation.  

18. Indicators to determine 
mitigation co-benefits as well as 
generic sustainable 
development co-benefits of the 
adaptation activity may be 
included in an ABM 
methodology.  

 

See comments in Box related 
to Point 11.  

See comments in Box related 
to Point 11. 

 
It was noted that all ABM demonstration projects should be aligned with Nationally Determined 
Contributions (NDCs) and National Adaptation Plans (NAPs). Concerns were raised that long and complex 
procedures may impede the approval and implementation of projects. Furthermore, it was noted that it 
will be important to engage local governments, in addition to national governments who will need to 
report on results. The ABM EC agreed that during the ABM Pilot Phase, various options will be explored in 
consultation with the host countries and relevant stakeholders.  
The ABM EC discussed the nature of the mechanism to be piloted. It was noted that the ABM could include 
not only projects and programmes, but also longer term approaches that could engage the private sector 
in delivering sustained resilience outcomes over the long term. It 7was also noted that the ABM should be 
designed to be responsive not only to local community needs, but also to resilience of ecosystems, as 
appropriate. The ABM EC agreed that the ABM demonstration activities should not be limited to a specific 
funding structure, but should have the flexibility to be funded through a variety of approaches.  

The ABM secretariat is exploring various sources of funding to secure the continuation of the 
work of the ABM EC and the implementation of demonstration projects. Some funding proposals 
that are expected to deliver project-related funding also for the associated work of the ABM EC 
are under way. However, a more structural source of funding remains needed. Some ABM EC 
members raised concerns with a mechanism administrated by a third party, as it may imply that 
the ABM is linked to a specific process or sector, and suggested that this option may be 

 
7Possibility of using it as a screening tool for portfolios of investors. 
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considered less desirable8. It was noted that the option of a financial intermediary fund at 
another Multilateral Development Bank may not be feasible for a pilot phase. Several ABM EC 
members suggested that the option of structuring the entire ABM pilot phase as a project 
proposal for the GCF may be the most feasible option. While9 acknowledging that establishment 
of any funding mechanism is time-intensive, the ABM Secretariat noted that it has initiated 
discussions internally for the establishment of a new African Adaptation Benefits Fund (AABF) 
to receive resources dedicated specifically to the ABM. The AABF could also finance the work of 
the ABM EC.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Jeannette Gurung, PhD 
Executive Director 
Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and Natural Resource Management (WOCAN) 

  

 
8 Why less desirable? A third party mechanism lends more credibility, not less, to the process, if it has been 
vetted and is a reliable mechanism that is already in use. This saves the ABM considerable amounts of time and 
resources that would be required to ‘rebuild the wheel’. 
9 The GCF is well known to be  bureaucratic and has not been particularly successful with following its own 
gender policies. If the mechanism could be mandatory for all GCF funded adaptation projects, it could be a 
good choice. Otherwise, a new Fund, set up with mechanisms that enable women’s organizations to access 
funds, for example, would be more effective. The problem with large funds is that they are unable to provide 
‘small’ ticket sizes (less than $10 million), making it near impossible for women’s funds to access. 
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6. COMMENTS BY DENNIS BOURS, COORDINATOR OF TECHNICAL EVALUATION 

REFERENCE GROUP (AF-TERG) SECRETARIAT, ON THE DRAFT "GUIDELINES ON THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF AN ADAPTATION BENEFITS MECHANISM METHODOLOGY“ 

 
I am going through the document and will reference where I find the text I am commenting on. I am 
starting with the Draft V.3 guidelines.  

• -  Par. 5 It is a little hard to know what you are commenting on if you do not have the 
concepts defined. I would have probably waited with opening it for public comments for all 
documents to be finished in draft;  

• -  Par. 6 Similar comment. I would not know what a methodology proposal can look like if 
there is no template to review. I’m not sure what the boundaries are, and as such it is 
impossible to assess whether this will be credible or transparent;  

• -  The risk however with asking people to submit methodologies with (expected?) limited 
guidance on what is credible M&E is that you get methodologies that range from soft touch 
low involvement to rigorous approaches, and thus the results cannot be compared;  

• -  Par. 8 Yes, you probably will end up with methodologies that are fit for certain sectors, and 
even within one sector you might have different methodologies for different scales, eg. a 
macro level focus on increasing resilience of food systems at the national level will look at 
other things compared to adapting small scale farmers to climate shocks and stresses at the 
community level;  

• -  If you would want to compare those different scales or want to compare between sectors 
then a purely financial analysis is probably best, but at the loss of any nuance / appreciation 
for context;  

• -  Note as well that a decision for a project is not necessarily (read; by definition) not based 
on the quality of a project or the maximum climate adaptation contribution to be expected; 
it is political. I have seen average projects brought forward because of a major of a town 
being of the same political party as the president, and great projects from opposing 
stakeholders never making it to a donor at the international level. Great initiatives are often 
killed because they provide little political leverage;  

• -  Par 9. What is ‘new’? New to the area, new to the country, new to the sector? And new, or 
innovative? And what would that mean? And new or innovative, but then what type of 
change is envisaged? Incremental or transformational? And is the system in which it is 
implemented / embedded ready for that change?!  

• -  Par 10. It is perhaps equally if not more important to also clearly indicate what is not within 
the realm of control of the activity participants, and how to measure on such externalities, ie. 
you want to be able to indicate maladaptation early, and you are not going to see that if you 
only look at what is within your control...  

• -  Par 11. Note that you would need to say something about the granularity of the data 
needed for climate projections; such projections are at times not available, or at a resolution 
too low to really be helpful;  

• -  Par. 12. Again the procedure for the approval of new methodologies is very much a 
cornerstone of this approach. As such, I would like to propose to do a second round of 
outreach for comments once all the accompanying documents are finished;  

• -  Par. 16. The documents referenced are not necessarily showcasing the best indicators, and 
most of the time stay at the national level. Eg. ‘mainstreamed policies, strategies and plans’, 
‘documents refer to adaptation’, ‘lessons learned are shared’, ‘communication around EWS 
has improved’, ‘percentage and number of pieces of legislation reviewed and updated to 
integrate climate change adaptation’. These are examples from NAPs, and pretty much 
useless for the  
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project level. Also, they mix up activity output, outcome and impact indicators, and mostly focus on 
outputs, sometimes on outcomes, and almost never on impact...  
In the end, you need to link the guideline to what it is; “The ABM is an innovative mechanism for 
mobilizing new and additional public and private sector finance for enhanced climate change 
adaptation action.” But what is its objective? That should be at the forefront.  
To me, the objective is to de-risk and incentivize investments by facilitating payments for delivery of 
Adaptation Benefits. That should be at the forefront. And then you probably want to start with those 
sectors where ABs are most beneficial and uptake, appetite for the use of ABM certificates is high. 
The proposed early concepts are very broad. I would probably test this in one sector, eg. agriculture.  
Also, when looking at the early concepts of proposed pilots; a number of these are mitigation 
projects with adaptation co-benefits. My focus would be on adaptation projects with co-benefits.  
Note that under the ISO Technical Committee ISO/TC 207/SC 7 Greenhouse gas management and 
related activities, there are some activities with relevance to adaptation, for example: 
https://www.iso.org/standard/68507.html 
https://www.iso.org/standard/68508.html  
https://www.iso.org/standard/72433.html  
If interested I can look who would be your best point of contact within ISO; I’m an observer to the 
work under this technical committee.  
The basic conceptual ideas behind the ND-GAIN index could be of interest as well:  
https://gain.nd.edu/our-work/country-index/methodology/  
And some more resources attached. Best regards, Dennis  
 


