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Developed countries committed to mobilise jointly USD 100 billion a year in climate finance by 2020 to
address the needs of developing countries, in the context of meaningful mitigation actions and transparency
on implementation (UNFCCC, 2009). “Climate finance in 2013-14 and the USD 100 billion goal” (OECD, 2015)
provided estimates of progress towards this commitment. Several countries and multilateral development
banks? recently pledged to scale up the climate finance they provide in future. This note provides an
analysis of what the current pledges® imply about climate finance levels in 2020, conscious that any such
projections are inherently uncertain, made at a specific point in time and incomplete in some respects. It
also briefly discusses climate finance in the broader context of development finance and mainstreaming.

The methodology used here takes as a starting point the accounting framework set out in OECD (2015).
The projection of developed countries’ public finance in 2020 is based on an analysis of pledges made so
far by developed countries and multilateral institutions, as well as a number of assumptions detailed in
the body of this note. On this basis, developed countries’ public finance in 2020 is projected to be close to
USD 67 billion (approximately USD 37 billion of bilateral public finance and USD 30 billion of multilateral
public finance attributable to these countries). In addition to the USD 67 billion, the projection includes
the value of export credits* at the average annual level observed in 2013-14 of USD 1.6 billion.

Mobilised private finance in 2020 cannot be projected with the same degree of confidence as public finance.
Indeed, conceptually these two elements are of a very different nature. This note, therefore, provides a
projected overall range for climate finance in 2020 that is driven by the level of public finance (P) but is
conditional on the fraction of projects likely to mobilise private finance (A) as well as the corresponding
private-public finance ratio (B). As an illustration, if half the public finance in 2020 mobilises private
finance (A=0.5), meeting the USD 100 billion commitment would require the private-public ratio (B) to be
50 percent larger than if three quarters of the public finance (A=0.75) was devoted to such projects.

Each of these three elements (P, A and B) of the analytical framework will be affected by several other
factors, such as exchange rates, the location of projects financed, and climate policies. As many of these
factors are not determined at this time, there is currently insufficient information available to significantly
narrow the range of future values of A and B. Historical private-public finance ratios based on estimates in
OECD (2015) are, therefore, used to provide some insights.

Nevertheless, a key implication of this analysis is that, while a higher level of public finance always
enhances developed countries’ ability to meet the USD 100 billion commitment, it does not guarantee a
higher level of overall climate finance, which also depends on the portfolio of projects and the average
private-public finance ratio.

2. http//www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/document/Climate/Joint%20MDB%20Statement%20Climate_NOV%2028_final.pdf
3.The term “pledge”here is used to refer to any firm intention announced by countries and other relevant institutions.

4. Primarily related to renewable energy projects.
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2. Introduction
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At the 15th Conference of Parties (COP15) of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) in 2009, developed countries committed to mobilise jointly USD 100 billion a year in climate
finance by 2020 to address the needs of developing countries, in the context of meaningful mitigation
actions and transparency on implementation (UNFCCC, 2009). This commitment has, since then, been a
key element of the international climate negotiations. The text of the Copenhagen Accord specifies that
this finance would come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, bilateral and multilateral,
including alternative sources of finance. However, even as late as 2015 there was much confusion about
what exactly constituted mobilised climate finance and the levels of such flows, despite the significant
progress made on the underpinning definitional and methodological issues by a number of different
institutions, including the UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance in its first Biennial Assessment
(UNFCCC SCF, 2014) and its forthcoming second Biennial Assessment to be released ahead of COP22 in
Marrakech in November 2016.

The importance of having greater clarity on the progress developed countries had made against this
commitment was seen by the (then current) Peruvian and incoming French COP Presidencies as a
potentially critical factor for improving trust between Parties ahead of the COP21 negotiations. The two
COP Presidencies, therefore, asked the OECD to provide an updated estimate of climate finance flows as
an input to a ministerial meeting on climate finance in Lima in October 2015.

The OECD undertook this previous work in collaboration with Climate Policy Initiative (CPI) and published the
results in the OECD report “Climate Finance in 2013-14 and the USD 100 billion goal” (OECD, 2015). That report
provided a preliminary aggregate estimate of public and mobilised private climate finance flows in those years.
Public and private finance mobilised by developed countries for climate action in developing countries reached
USD 62 billion in 2014 compared to USD 52 billion in 2013.°

The underlying data for these estimates were specially provided by developed countries and by the
relevant financial institutions, including major multilateral development banks and key climate funds.
The data provided by developed countries were their preliminary estimates of what they would themselves
subsequently report officially under the UNFCCC in January 2016 in their Biennial Reports. Similarly,
the data provided by the major multilateral development banks were based on their own established
definitions of what counted as climate finance. The major contribution of OECD (2015) was to provide
the rigorous and consistent analysis of these data to ensure that the risks of any double counting were
minimised and that the amounts were adjusted to ensure that developed countries could only claim their
share of multilateral public flows and associated mobilised private finance.

In the run-up to and at COP21 in Paris, a number of developed countries and multilateral institutions made
significant climate finance pledges, as acknowledged in the COP21 Decision relating to long-term finance
(5/CP.21). Further, Decision 1/CP.21 accompanying the Paris Agreement “strongly urges developed country
Parties to scale up their level of financial support, with a concrete roadmap to achieve the commitment
of jointly providing USD 100 billion annually by 2020 for mitigation and adaptation while significantly
increasing adaptation finance from current levels” (UNFCCC, 2015). The Paris Decision made clear that
developed countries intended to continue their existing collective mobilisation commitment through to
2025, with a new collective quantified goal to be agreed prior to 2025, taking into account the needs and
priorities of developing countries.

Against this background, the OECD was asked to provide analytical support to the preparation by developed
countries of a concrete roadmap for meeting the commitment of mobilising USD 100 billion per year by
2020. The intention of this note is, therefore, to provide an analysis of the scale of future climate finance

5.These aggregate estimates of climate finance, as well as those projected volumes in 2020 referred to in this note, do not include finance related to coal projects.
However, Japan and Australia consider that financing for high efficiency coal plants should also be considered as a form of climate finance. In addition to the
figures in the OECD (2015) report, Japan provided US$3.2 billion for such projects in 2013-14. The coal-related volumes in Japan’s 2020 pledge are here assumed
by the OECD to represent the same percentage as in 2013-14, and this value is subtracted from the overall pledge in the projections detailed in this note.
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and identify and discuss some key uncertainties. It sets out the resulting OECD projections for climate
finance in 2020 along with the underlying assumptions and methodologies used to construct them,
based on the recent climate finance pledges made by developed countries and relevant institutions. The
analytical and accounting framework underpinning the projections is consistent with that used for the
2013-14 estimates (OECD, 2015) as well as the common understanding of the scope of mobilised climate
finance that was adopted by a large group of developed countries ahead of COP21 (TWG, 2015).

The note further explores how achieving the USD 100 billion a year commitment depends on three key
factors: the level of public finance in 2020; the way in which it is allocated between projects aimed at
mobilising private climate finance and those which do not; and the private-public ratio with which public
finance is able to mobilise private climate finance. Rather than trying to identify a single number for
climate finance in 2020, this note, therefore, sets out a scenario-based approach that yields a range of
projected outcomes conditional on these key factors.



3. Projection of climate
finance in 2020
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This section sets out the OECD’s projections of climate finance in 2020 based on the pledges of climate
finance by developed countries (including to the GCF) and multilateral development banks (MDBs) as
of September 2016. It takes as starting point the accounting framework used to produce estimates of
mobilised climate finance for 2013-14 (OECD, 2015). Table 1 summarises the main financial components
of climate finance flows considered.

Table 1: Overview of the categories of finance underpinning the 2020 projection

Bilateral public Developed countries bilateral pledges (or 2013-14 levels of bilateral public finance) and their intended
contributions (inflows) to the Green Climate Fund and United Nations Specialised Bodies

Multilateral public Portion of pledges from seven multilateral development banks* and multilateral climate funds** attributable
to developed countries, benefitting developing countries

Export credits Mainly officially-supported export credits to renewable energy projects
Directly-mobilised Attributed private co-finance linked to bilateral and the developed country share of multilateral public
private climate finance

*The African Development Bank (AfDB), the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), the European
Investment Bank (EIB), the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), and the International Finance Corporation (IFC) and the World Bank (WB) from the
World Bank Group (WBG).

**The Adaptation Fund, the Climate Investment Funds (CIFs), the Global Environment Facility (GEF), and the Nordic Development Fund (NDF).

On the basis of public pledges, developed countries are projected to increase the levels of public climate
finance - bilateral and multilateral - to close to USD 67 billion by 2020 compared to almost USD 38 billion
in 2013 and close to USD 44 billion in 2014 (slightly below USD 41 billion on average). Taking into account
export credits, climate finance increases to some USD 68 billion (assuming that the level of export credits
in 2020 will remain at the same level as on average in 2013-14).

Climate finance in 2020 will also include the level of private finance mobilised by bilateral and attributed
multilateral public finance. If private finance is mobilised in the same proportion as estimated in 2013-14,
these increased levels of public finance would be accompanied by an increased level of private co-finance
by 2020, relative to 2013-14. There is at this stage no strong analytical or evidential basis for estimating
whether, and if so to what extent, future mobilisation of private finance in 2020 might differ from that in
2013 or 2014. To attempt that task would require a granularity of information on public finance pledges
that is (at least currently) not available to the OECD, e.g. in terms of financial instruments to be used, the
intended levels of concessionality, the destination countries for the finance, etc.

As such, it is important to underline that any projection is:

Inherently uncertain. Levels of climate finance in 2020 will depend on a multitude of factors that will,
between now and then, influence both the actual levels of public finance provided and the extent to which
private finance can be mobilised by public interventions. While these projections cannot be adjusted to
account for the possible effect of all of these factors, there is no reason to suppose that the future will be
exactly like the past.

Time-sensitive. [t would need to be updated if, for instance, new pledges are announced or if countries or
MDBs were to adjust the pledges they have already made.

Incomplete in some respects. The projection for export credits and private co-finance is derived from
underlying 2013-14 data which are partial. Estimates that will be produced in future years are likely
to capture both components more comprehensively and accurately as data availability and methods
continue to improve.
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Rather than a single absolute number, these informational gaps and uncertainties require a scenario-based
approach. A framework for such an approach and the resulting range of possible outcomes is presented in
Section 4. The following sub-sections first describe the different components of the projection of climate
finance in 2020 in further detail, along with the underlying methodological assumptions made.

3.1 Public climate finance

As done in the OECD (2015) report, the projection takes into account the different channels through
which climate finance can flow to developing countries (see Figure 1). Bilateral flows refer to the financial
commitments made in a given period by a developed country directly to a developing country. Large
volumes of climate finance support are also channelled through the multilateral financial system;
countries provide core contributions® to multilateral institutions, which in turn conduct all or part of their
activities in developing countries.

Public finance in OECD (2015) was divided between:

1. Bilateral flows;

2. Outflows from MDBs and climate funds attributable to developed countries; and

3. Contributions from countries to specialised United Nations Bodies; for which outflow information

were not available.

Figure 1: Point of measurement of climate finance in OECD (2015)

Bilateral climate finance flows

PROVIDER
COUNTRY
Climate finance
outflows
attributable to
2 developed countries
S MULTILATERAL
5 DEVELOPMENT
2 BANKS
= Climate finance
(o) outflows
Y attributable to
g CLIMATE developed countries
~ FUNDS
UN
SPECIALISED
BODIES*

* Accounted for less than 1% of public climate finance in 2013-14 Point of measurement in OECD (2015)

6. The country relinquishes the exclusive control of its funds. Core contributions are pooled and used to meet the recipient institution’s running and programme
costs, i.e. it loses its identity and becomes an integral part of the recipient institution’s financial assets.
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GCF contributions were not included in OECD (2015) as, when the report was prepared, there had been no
disbursements from countries to the Fund’. The substantial forward looking pledges made by developed
countries to provide funds to the GCF over the coming years need to be considered in the context of the
present projection.

For the purposes of this projection, and given constraints in terms of the granularity of information
available, climate finance pledges made by countries and multilateral institutions are grouped into the
following two categories (Figure 2):

1. Bilateral pledges, including contributions (inflows) to specialised United Nations Bodies and to the GCF;
2. Multilateral pledges from MDBs and expected outflows from multilateral climate funds attributable to

developed countries.

Figure 2: Point of measurement of climate finance for 2020 projections

Bilateral climate finance flows

PROVIDER
COUNTRY a

(7]
IS MULTILATERAL
5 DEVELOPMENT
= BANKS
E Climate finance
8 outflows
() attributable to
S CLIMATE developed countries
O FUNDS e
UN
a SPECIALISED
BODIES
GREEN
0 CLIMATE
FUND ‘ Point of measurement in projection

The methodological steps and the information used under these categories are explained in sub-sections
3.1.1to03.1.3.

7. OECD (2015) was based on disbursements for inflows to multilateral institutions rather than on pledges.
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3.1.1 Assumptions and methodology

The projection of public climate finance in 2020 is based on the following general assumptions:

Developed countries’ bilateral pledges refer toresourcesinvested in or benefitting developing countries?.
This analysis does not consider the possibility of countries transitioning out of the developing country
category;

For multilateral institutions, the share of resources allocated to developing countries is assumed to be
in 2020 equal to the share of resources allocated to such countries on average in 2013-14;

The structure and shareholding of multilateral institutions are assumed constant in 2020 compared
to 2013-4 (or to the latest replenishment cycle) since it is difficult to foresee how the shareholding of
multilateral institutions might evolve between now and 2020;

Except for the GCF, the in-country and international architecture of actors of climate finance is
assumed constant compared to 2013-14. There is no consideration of the possibility of new bilateral
development finance institutions being created or of the potential role of the recently-created Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB);

Pledges are all assumed to be in nominal values, like the USD 100 billion commitment;

The 2013-4 annual average exchange rate from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC)
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) is used to ensure comparability with results from OECD (2015).°

The nature of the pledges (for 2020, to earlier years or multi-year pledges) and level of further detail
provided to the OECD vary widely (as shown in Figure 3).

Figure 3: Type of information in pledges and projected public finance in 2020 (bilateral and multilateral)

Bilateral flows Multilateral flows
3.7 1.5
\ \
0.9
\
6
Number of countries USD, billion Number of institutions USD, billion
Pledges Multi-year pledge or pledge No climate finance Pledges Climate funds”
in 2020 for an earlier year than 2020 pledge in 2020 expected outflows in 2020

8. Asin OECD (2015), developed countries are defined as 24 Annex Il countries (including the European Union) plus Czech Republic, Poland, Slovak Republic and
Slovenia. Developing countries are defined as non-Annex | and/or ODA-eligible countries.

9. For more information, see: http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/climate-change.htm.
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Further assumptions were, therefore, required to translate these pledges into a projected annual volume
in 2020:

7. Where available, the value of the annual pledge for 2020 was used.

8. For countries or institutions having provided pledges up to 2019 or to earlier years, climate finance in
2020 is assumed to be equal to the pledge in the year closest to 2020.

9. For countries or institutions having provided multi-year pledges, the multi-year total is divided by the
number of years the pledge refers to, thus implying an equal distribution of finance throughout the
years.

10. For countries and institutions that have not made official climate finance pledges, finance in 2020 is
assumed equal to the level of climate finance provided on average in 2013-14. This comprises nine
countries whose climate finance in aggregate was estimated at USD 3.7 billion in 2013-14.

11. For countries that included export credits and/or mobilised private finance in their pledge, 2013-14
data were used as a basis for separating the share of public climate finance from the total pledge.

Over 90% of the projection of public climate finance to 2020 is based on the countries or institutions that
made 2020 pledges (item 7 above). The following sub-sections describe the methodological steps followed
to ensure a projection of public climate finance in 2020.

3.1.2 Projection of bilateral finance (including inflows to the GCF and Specialised
United Nations Bodies)

Where pledges detailing future climate-related outflows for multilateral institutions are available, outflows
attributable to developed countries are used in the projection rather than inflows (see Figure 1 and 2).
Thus, whenever country pledges include contributions to a multilateral institution for which information
on future outflows is available, a risk of double-counting between core contributions (from countries to
multilateral institutions) and multilateral outflows arises. To avoid such double counting, future bilateral
inflows to those multilateral institutions whose future outflows are counted need to be subtracted from
the country pledges.

The content of the country pledges varies significantly in coverage (see Figure 4). In addition to pure bilateral
flows, many pledges include contributions to climate funds, to MDBs and/or to the GCE. Clarifications on
the content of pledges were sought from individual countries on a case-by-case basis, as necessary.

At this stage, however, countries know neither the share of their pledge that will be allocated to multilateral
institutions in general, nor to which institutions they will provide funds. An additional assumption is
therefore needed; namely that countries are assumed to disburse the same amounts (core contributions)
to the same multilateral institutions in 2020 as they did on average in 2013-14.

Moreover, core contributions from countries to multilateral institutions are typically not climate-specific.
So-called “climate-related imputed multilateral contributions” to multilateral institutions® were therefore
used as a proxy for separating out the climate share of core contributions in 2020. These imputed multilateral

10. Climate-related imputed multilateral contributions are an estimation of the share of the core contributions to multi-purpose organisations that is used for
climate-related activities. It is a two-step estimation. First, the proportion of the activities undertaken by the multilateral organisation that aim to address climate
change is calculated. Second, this proportion is applied to the country’s core contributions, to estimate the climate-related share of their core contributions.
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Figure 4: Content of country pledges - number of pledges
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contributions were based on data from the OECD DAC statistical database for 2013 and 2014, which in turn
is based on information reported by bilateral and multilateral providers. When subtracted from countries’
total pledges, the result is a projection of their “bilateral” public climate finance.

How bilateral flows are quantified:
Bilateral flows = total country pledge — imputed multilateral contributions included in the pledge, to
institutions for which outflows are available

Given the limited commitments made by the GCF to date, itis not yet possible to make reliable assumptions
about future levels of GCF outflows. The projection, therefore, uses information about the envisaged level
of contributions (inflows) to the GCF in 2020, supplemented by the assumptions set out below. As a result,
and in contrast to multilateral institutions for which historic information about outflows is available, the
GCF-related projection is included under the “bilateral public finance” heading rather than included under
multilateral climate finance (see Figure 3).

As shown in Figure 4, pledges from most countries include future contributions to the GCEF. In this case, no
additional analytical step is needed. Some countries, however, explicitly stated that any future contribution
to the fund would be additional to the amount pledged. An estimation of future GCF contributions was
therefore added to such pledges and quantified using contributions (inflows) to the GCF by country from the
GCF website for the period 2014 to 2018. As a first step, annual contributions were calculated by dividing the
total amount of each country contribution by the relevant number of years. Secondly, contributions to the
GCF in 2020 for these countries were assumed to be equal to annual contributions in the period 2014-18.
Announced (rather than signed) contributions are included in this projection.*

The resulting amount of bilateral climate finance refers to bilateral flows in pledges plus any inflow to
multilateral institutions for which outflows are not available (UN Specialised Bodies and the GCF).

11. Contributions to the GCF from developed countries based on signatures amount to USD 2.4 billion compared to USD 2.5 billion based on announcements.
Contributions to the GCF based on announcements were considered more comparable to pledges.
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3.1.3 Projection of multilateral finance (based on outflows)

Pledges made by MDBs vary in content and in the way the pledges are expressed. Assumptions are thus
needed to estimate comparable pledges.

Missing information

For multilateral institutions whose pledges are expressed as a share of climate finance in total outflows
with no indication on the level of outflows in 2020, total outflows in 2020 are assumed to be equal to
the outflows on average in 2013-14. This is the case for two MDBs, whose combined multilateral public
finance to developing countries*? and attributed to developed countries amounted to USD 9.5 billion on
average in 2013-14 compared to total attributed multilateral public finance in the same period of USD 17.6
billion.

Internal versus external resources

MDBs provide finance based on both their own internal resources as well as resources they manage on
behalf of others (external resources, i.e. trust funds managed by the MDBs such as the GEF and CIFs,
see Figure 5). The pledges of two MDBs included both of these components. For these two, the share of
internal resources in total MDB climate finance in 2020 is assumed to be the same as the average level
in 2013-14. For multilateral pledges including external resources, the average share of internal resources
to total climate finance outflows in 2013- 2014 (Joint-MDB Report 2013, 2014) is used to estimate the share
of the pledge referring to internal resources.

The trust funds included under the MDBs’ external resources report their outflows separately. Including
both the MDBs external resources and these outflows would, therefore, result in double counting. The
projection presented here adjusts for this risk.

Figure 5: Reporting by MDBs and by funds managed by MDBs

Reporting of outflows
(including internal & external resources)

MULTILATERAL
DEVELOPMENT
BANKS

External resources
in MDB reporting

FUNDS .
MANAGED Reporting of outflows

BY MDBs
(e.g. GEF, CIFs)

12. As set out in Section 3.1.1., the share of resources allocated to developing countries is assumed to be in 2020 equal to the share of
resources allocated to such countries in average in 2013 and 2014 flows.
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Share of multilateral climate finance attributed to developed countries

In order to be in line with the scope of the USD 100 billion commitment, only outflows attributable to
developed countries were included in the estimate in OECD (2015). For MDB pledges, the same share
of attribution (Table 2) — based on a large group of developed countries’ “Technical Working Group”
methodology (TWG, 2015) —is used, with the underlying assumption that “... the structure and shareholding
of multilateral institutions are assumed constant in 2020 compared to 2014.”*. A weighted average was used
to recalculate the shares below whenever pledges referred to more than one institution (e.g. the World
Bank Group average which uses the weighted average of the IDA, IBRD and IFC values shown in Table 2).

How multilateral flows are quantified:

Multilateral flow = Multilateral pledges * Share of multilateral climate finance attributed to developed
countries * Share of internal resources in total MDB climate finance (if pledge includes external
resources) * Share of resources benefitting developing countries

Figures for climate funds refer to expected outflows in 2020 rather than to pledges. As for the MDB pledges,
only the portion attributable to developed countries (using the shares in Table 2) and benefitting developing
countries was included in this estimate.

Table 2: Share of pledges attributed to developed countries

MDBs African Development Bank 59%
African Development Fund 94%
Asian Development Bank 71%
Asian Development Bank Special Fund 96%
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 89%
European Investment Bank 99%
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 70%
International Development Association 95%
Inter-American Development Bank 74%
Inter-American Development Bank Special Fund 73%
International Finance Corporation 64%
Climate funds Adaptation Fund 100%
Climate Investment Funds 100%
Global Environment Facility 98%
Nordic Development Fund 100%

13. As stated in general assumption 3 on page 13.
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3.1.4 Discussion of further factors that could affect the public finance projection

There are a multitude of factors that will influence the actual volumes of public climate finance in 2020
compared to the projected amounts presented here on the basis of announced pledges. Some relate to
the demand (e.g. the project pipeline), domestic policy settings and enabling environments in developing
countries, although such factors may have an even greater impact on the ability to mobilise private
investment, as discussed in Section 3.3.2. There are, however a number of specific “supply side” factors
that can impact future levels of public climate finance, two of which are briefly discussed below.

The architecture of international climate finance is evolving. New actors are emerging on the scene, most
notably the GCF and the AIIB, which has a number of developed country founding members. As the GCF
becomes more fully operational and to the extent that the AIIB becomes a major provider of climate
finance, this could impact significantly on the projections of future climate finance set out in this note.
While some account has been made for the future activities of the GCF (although only on the basis of
developed country inflows to the GCF, not future outflows from the GCF), the potential contribution that
the AIIB might make to climate finance flows in 2020 has not been included in these projections. Further,
in the time period considered, some developed countries are considering the creation of new bilateral
development finance institutions, or might restructure or consolidate existing ones. This would likely
have an effect on both the respective shares of bilateral and multilateral public finance channels, as
well as the ability of these countries and their DFIs to mobilise additional funds and thereafter commit
such finance to projects in developing countries. Similarly, there may be changes in the way MDBs are
structured, raise or channel development finance, which in turn could influence future flows. For example,
the Asian Development Bank is merging the balance sheets of its concessional and non-concessional
windows (effective as of January 2017) as a means to significantly increase its overall lending capacity.

Another source of uncertainty relates to the domestic political, economic and budgetary context
in developed countries in relation to forward looking pledges. Without questioning in any way the
commitment of developed countries to fulfil the pledges they have made, it remains possible that some
will adjust their pledges.

3.1.5 Sensitivity analyses

This section highlights the sensitivity of the results presented above under alternative methodological
choices. It also includes a further sensitivity analysis that underlines the impact that exchange rate
variations may have on the level of climate finance reported in 2020.

3.1.5.1 Alternative baseline year for missing pledges

For countries and institutions not having made official pledges, or not having provided information on
their pledge or the expected levels of outflows, finance in 2020 was assumed to be equal to the climate
finance they provided on average in 2013 and 2014. The two-year average was preferred as a proxy for
missing information in order to smooth fluctuations from large multi-year commitments programmed in
a given year. The most recent data point available — 2014 flows - is an alternative proxy. Figure 6 compares
the resulting 2020 projection using as a proxy the average climate finance in 2013 and 2014 versus a
projection using 2014 flows. The resulting projection for country pledges appears not to be significantly
affected by the choice of proxy year.



PROJECTING CLIMATE FINANCE IN 2020- 19

Figure 6: 2020 projections with alternative proxy for missing information (country pledges only,
including contributions to the GCF)

37.3 37.5
Using 2013-4 level Using 2014 level
for missing pledges for missing pledges

3.1.5.2 Alternative method for estimating the share of bilateral finance in country
pledges

Countries separately report to the UNFCCC on the climate finance they provide bilaterally and multilaterally.
Multilateral contributions reported to the UNFCCC refer to inflows to multilateral institutions. Instead of
using the climate-related imputed multilateral contributions based on the DAC data and methodology to
derive a measure of bilateral public finance, the projection might have instead used the share of bilateral
flows reported by developed country Parties to the UNFCCC. The underlying assumption of doing so is that
the allocation of funds in 2020 will follow the same pattern as in 2013 and 2014.

The method of using climate-related imputed multilateral contributions from the DAC was preferred as
the higher granularity and better consistency of information allowed for more precise estimations. Results
for both approaches are compared in Figure 7 and there is only a very marginal difference in the resulting
projections.

Figure 7: Bilateral projection using imputed multilateral contributions vs. UNFCCC preliminary reporting

34.9 34.2
Using DAC imputed Using UNFCCC
multilateral bi/multi split

contributions*

* Contributions to the GCF were excluded to ensure comparability.
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3.1.5.3 Exchange rate fluctuations

In the 2020 projection described in Section 3.1.1, 3.1.2 and 3.1.3, the same exchange rate as in the OECD
(2015) report was used, so as to ensure that changes in volumes between 2013-14 and 2020 did not relate
to exchange rate fluctuations. Pledges were reported in different currencies — so too is climate finance to
the UNFCCC - and thus the aggregated climate finance figures are affected by the exchange rate used to
convert the amounts reported by countries into US Dollars.

The future exchange rates that will be used to estimate climate finance in 2020 are not yet known. As an
illustration of the effect exchange rate fluctuations may have on actual climate finance in 2020, Figure 8
presents the impact of exchange rate fluctuations in the last 10 years (2006-15) on the projection. To do
so, the standard deviation of the average exchange rates over that period of time is used as a basis.* It is
clear from Figure 8 that exchange rates can make a very significant difference to the amounts of climate
finance reported in connection with the USD 100 billion commitment.

Figure 8: 2020 projections of total public finance with alternative exchange rates

62.7 66.8 70.7
Average exchange 2013-14 average Average exchange
rate in 2006-15 exchange rate rate in 2006-15
- 2 standard + 2 standard
deviations deviations

3.1.6 Thematic split

The pledges of eleven countries and two multilateral finance institutions mention mitigation and
adaptation as categories of climate finance. None refer to finance targeting both activities (“cross-cutting”),
as a third category, which was a significant proportion (14 percent) of bilateral public finance on average
in 2013-14 (OECD, 2015)*. Only six of these pledges (four countries and the two MDBs) include a clear
target in terms of either thematic allocation between mitigation and adaptation or a quantified objective
for adaptation specifically. The remaining seven pledges only mention an intended, and as such tentative,
increased funding of adaptation.

As a result, there is currently limited tangible and quantified information available to inform a comprehensive
projection of the thematic allocation of bilateral and multilateral public finance in 2020. Except for those
aforementioned six pledges that do include a clear thematic target and for inflows to the GCF (see below), the
2020 projection is based on the assumption that the respective shares of mitigation, adaptation and cross-
cutting remain the same for each country and institution in 2020 as in 2013-14 on average. The GCF aims for

14.The standard deviation was calculated for each currency and weighted by the share of the total pledges having been reported in such currency. An underlying
assumption is that climate finance will be reported in 2020 in the same currencies and same proportion as the pledges.

15. It was a much smaller proportion of attributed public finance from MDBs, at about 4 percent of their 2013-14 average.

16. The thematic split for the average level of mobilised climate finance in 2013-14 was estimated to be: 68% mitigation, 18% adaptation and 14% cross-cutting for total
bilateral public finance; 76% mitigation, 20% adaptation and 4% cross-cutting for total multilateral public finance attributable to developed countries (OECD, 2015).
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a 50:50 balance between mitigation and adaptation investments on a grant-equivalent basis over time¥. For
the purposes of this report, the shares of mitigation and adaptation are consequently assumed to be 50% for
mitigation and 50% for adaptation projects for inflows to the GCF.

Figure 9 below presents the resulting projected volumes of climate finance in 2020 for developed countries’
bilateral (including inflows to the GCF) and multilateral public finance. When combined, they add up to
almost USD 45 billion (67%) for mitigation only, close to USD 16 billion (24%) for adaptation only, and over
USD 6 billion for cross-cutting (9%).

Figure 9: Projected thematic allocation of developed countries’ bilateral and multilateral public climate
finance in 2020

0.9
(3%)

Figures refer to USD billions.

Cross-cutting

* Includes inflows to
the Green Climate Fund.

Bilateral flows* Multilateral flows

Note: Based on six pledges including a thematic target and - for the majority of countries and institutions - the assumption that the respective shares of mitigation,
adaptation and cross-cutting remain the same in 2020 as in 2013-14 on average

An additional assumption about the share of cross-cutting activities in 2020 is needed, given that country
pledges that included a thematic component only refer to the two distinct mitigation and adaptation
categories. Consistent with the approach taken elsewhere in the context of this projection in the absence
of information, the percentage share of cross-cutting activities in 2020 is (for each individual country)
kept the same as the 2013-14 average. The remaining share of the 2020 projected volume of public finance
for each country is then allocated between mitigation and adaptation, taking into account the thematic
specification contained in each country’s pledge. For the two MDB pledges, no such assumption is needed
as the institutions for which information on the thematic split is available in the pledge, do not use the
cross-cutting category in their accounting of climate finance.

The use of the average 2013-14 thematic split for all but six countries and institutions does not reflect the
less quantifiable intent mentioned in another seven pledges to increase adaptation funding.

17. Source: http://www.greenclimate.fund/-/gcf-paradigm-shift-revisited
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3.2 Export credits

Governments provide official export credits with the primary objective to support national exporters that
compete for overseas sales of technologies, goods or services. Official Export Credit Agencies (ECAs) can
be government institutions or private companies operating on behalf of the government. The financing
that ECAs provide can take the form of direct credits (loans) to foreign buyers, or a credit guarantee or
insurance to the private financial institution extending the loan to the buyer.

Export credits are, here, a separate category from public climate finance (Section 3.1) because they do not
qualify as official development finance due to their financial terms and conditions and trade-related aim.
Nonetheless, they can represent an important source of finance for large projects in developing countries.
When they provide support in sectors and for activities that are relevant to climate change mitigation
and/or adaptation, export credits participate in financing climate action in addition to supporting national
exports and facilitating international trade.

3.2.1 Projection and underlying assumptions

The estimates for export credits in 2013-14 were based on renewable energy-related officially supported
export credits data collected by the OECD Trade and Agriculture Directorate directly from ECAs. It is
important to note that such data are limited to:

Support to renewable energy projects but may involve the export of any type of good or service to such
projects e.g. export of jack-up rigs for a wind farm is counted as wind energy;

Export credits provided in conformity with the terms and conditions of the Arrangement on Officially
Supported Export Credits'® and that were reported to the OECD via established procedures. This means
that there could be export credits from official sources that are not included e.g. what countries/ECAs
consider being purely market terms and conditions.

The 2013-14 estimates also included limited complementary reporting by a few countries of climate-
relevant export credit data for other sectors than renewable energy. On that basis, volumes of climate-
related export credits from developed to developing countries was estimated at USD 1.6 billion per year
in 2013-14. This estimate may be considered as incomplete since it omits climate-related export credits
beyond renewable energy for the majority of countries. Reporting on climate-related export credits might
expand over the coming years, thereby resulting in more comprehensive estimates by 2020.

Climate-related activities (e.g. renewable energy, energy efficiency, resilient infrastructure such as in the
water sector) might be of increasing focus for ECAs in response to priorities expressed by either provider
or recipient governments. However, export credits are primarily demand driven to respond for instance to
a lack of commercial market financing due to either risk appetite or liquidity concerns. Hence, in contrast
to development finance institutions, ECAs do not typically make sector-, thematic- or geographic-related
forward-looking pledges. As a result, consistent with the assumption made for using future volumes
of public finance as a proxy in the absence of publicly-announced pledges (see Section 3.1), projected
volumes of export credits in 2020 are kept constant with the average annual estimate for 2013-14 i.e. USD
1.6 billion. Actual levels of climate-related export credits in 2020 will most likely differ. Some of the factors
that could lead to lower or higher volumes are discussed in Section 3.2.2.

Further, as a means to avoid double counting in cases where climate finance pledges put forward by countries
were known to include export credits, the corresponding amounts were deducted from the “bilateral public
finance” projection presented in Section 3.1.

18 See http://www.oecd.org/tad/xcred/theexportcreditsarrangementtext.htm
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3.2.2 Discussion of factors that could lead to a lower or higher volume of climate-
related export credits in 2020

As mentioned above, the provision of export credits is typically demand driven. As a result, an increase in
the demand of climate-related export credits between now and 2020 would mainly be dependent on an
increasing deployment of commercially-viable climate-related technologies in countries requiring the use of
risk-reduction instruments in support of imports. This implies a growing pipeline of (at least partly) import-
based projects in developing countries. The extent to which domestic policies in developing countries include
local content requirement regulations could therefore reduce the demand for export credits.

This does not mean that there cannot be supply-side factors (i.e. on the side of ECAs, governments and
exporters) that could lead to an increase or decrease in volumes of climate-related export credits. These
include for instance recent restrictions on official export credits for the least efficient coal-fired power
plants®. However, it cannot be assumed that the consequences of this necessarily include an increased
use of export credits for renewable energy.

There are nevertheless specific initiatives to pave the way for an increasing use of export credits to reduce
the risk associated with climate projects in developing countries (see for e.g. EKF, 2014). The possible
positive effect of such initiatives on volumes of climate-related export credits volumes by 2020 is, however,
dependent on the growth of demand.

3.3 Mobilised private finance

Governments have at their disposal a range of public finance and policy interventions in order to increase
private sector investments in climate-relevant activities in developing countries. Depending on their
characteristics, public interventions might mobilise private finance directly (mainly the case of public
finance at the project- or fund-levels), or have a more catalytic effect over time (typically the case of
capacity building and climate policies). While developed countries have an important role to play in this
context, it is important that developing countries’ own efforts (domestic finance and policies) towards
mobilising private investments are acknowledged.

Further, the ability of public finance and policy interventions to effectively mobilise and catalyse private
investment is dependent on country and market conditions (or “enabling conditions”) that influence
levels of investment flows in general. Table 3 below provides an indicative list of examples of the types of
factors that would ideally need to be considered to make a comprehensive and holistic analysis of what
has led to private investment.

Table 3: Factors playing a role in mobilising and catalysing private investment

International and domestic public Domestic climate-related Enabling
finance instruments public policies conditions
Grants Joining/ratification of the Paris Agreement GDP level and growth
Loans (including credit lines) Nationally-Determined Contributions Structural demand
Mezzanine finance Formalised and quantified objectives Technology costs
Direct and fund-level equity investments Incentive programmes Absorptive capacity
Guarantees Subsidies Investment environment
Insurances Carbon pricing Legal framework

Quotas Political stability

Source: adapted from Has¢ic et al. (2015)

19. See http://www.oecd.org/newsroom/statement-from-participants-to-the-arrangement-on-officially-supported-export-credits.ntm
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Progress has been made to collect data and design methods for measuring private finance mobilised
directly by international public climate finance (e.g. Benn et al., 2016; Joint-MDB, 2016; Stumhofer et
al., 2015), including specifically towards the USD 100 billion commitment (OECD, 2015; TWG, 2015). By
comparison, it is not yet possible to reliably quantify the “indirect” catalytic effects on private investment
resulting from capacity building and policy interventions. This is, however, an active field of exploration
and research (e.g. Brown et al., 2015; Hascic et al., 2015).

3.3.1 lllustrative projection of private co-finance attributable to developed
countries

The projections presented in this section and the remainder of this note are based just on the direct
mobilisation of private finance by public finance. This is consistent with the methodological approach
used in OECD (2015) to estimate private finance mobilised in 2013-14 by developed countries for climate
action in developing countries. These estimates were based on private co-financing directly associated with
public climate finance (at the project-, activity- or fund-level) as best-available evidence for mobilisation.

As underlined in that report, private co-financing does not necessarily equate to mobilisation, and
analysing private finance mobilisation based on co-financing data has some limitations. On the one hand,
it may lead to overestimating the impact of public finance at the project level given that the catalytic role
of public finance for upstream capacity building and project demonstration as well as the role of public
policies is not taken into account. On the other hand, it means that private finance mobilised indirectly
in the absence of direct public co-finance will not be captured, leading to a possible underestimation of
overall volumes.

Taking 2013-14 total private co-financing data from bilateral and multilateral public climate finance
providers as a starting point (only for projects to developing countries), two attribution steps were needed
to quantify the private finance directly mobilised by developed countries:

First, total private co-finance was attributed among public co-financiers based on respective volumes
provided by each. This approach took into account the contributions of all multilateral, bilateral and
domestic public actors involved, from both developed and developing countries alike.

Second (for multilateral public actors only): the developed countries’ share in each multilateral
institution (See Table 2 in Section 3.1.3) was applied to the amounts estimated as mobilised by each.

The 2013-14 estimates produced on that basis are summarised in Table 4 below, along with the resulting
indicative public to private finance ratios. Very careful and transparent use should be made of such
public-private finance ratios. This is because they are highly sensitive to both the underlying calculation
methods (e.g. in terms of attribution of private finance among public actors involved), as well as to core
characteristics of public finance that result from varying mandates of individual bilateral and multilateral
institutions (see Jachnik and Raynaud, 2015). A number of other factors will also affect them, including
technology risk and the country in which the project is financed.

The ratios presented in Table 4 are based on the aforementioned attribution steps. They are, therefore,
significantly lower than public-private finance ratios that can be calculated by each public finance institution
based on total (rather than attributed) private finance involved in the projects it funds. Using total (rather
than attributed) private co-finance for estimating mobilisation at an aggregate level across actors would,
however, lead to systematic double counting where more than one public co-financer is involved in a given
project or activity.
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Table 4: Estimates of private co-finance attributable to developed countries for 2013-2014 and resulting ratios
(attributed private co-finance/total public climate finance commitments)

Attributed private Public finance Ratio **
co-finance (USD billion) (USD billion) *
2013 6.5 228 0.29
Bilateral * 2014 8.1 235 034
2013-14 average 73 232 0.32
2013 6.2 15.1 041
Multilateral ** 2014 86 20.0 043
2013-14 average 74 17.5 042
2013 128 379 0.34
Total 2014 16.6 435 038
2013-14 average 14.7 40.7 0.36

Source: Based on OECD (2015) and underlying data

* Public finance under “Bilateral”includes inflows to “Specialised United Nations Bodies”. Public finance under "Multilateral”includes outflows from multilateral
funds e.g. GEF, CIFs.

** Ratios might not match exactly due to rounding

The ratio in 2014 was greater than in 2013, particularly for bilateral public finance. From these two data
points, it is not clear to what extent this reflects a random variation, improved data coverage, or an
upwards trend. However, many developed countries and institutions have expressed a determination to
increase the ratio with which their public finance mobilises private climate finance. Further, the averages
presented in Table 4 hide significant difference across institutions providing public climate finance. This is
illustrated in Figure 10, which displays private to total public finance ratios (based on the same attribution
steps described above and for the ratios presented in Table 4) for a selection of bilateral and multilateral
development finance institutions, some of which are more specialised in targeting the private sector than
others. There might even be small, specialised funds or institutions that achieve higher ratios than the
ones displayed below.

Figure 10: lllustration of the variability of private-public finance ratios using institution specific 2013-14 averages
(attributed private co-finance/total public climate finance commitments)
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Source: based on data underpinning the 2013-2014 estimates in “Climate finance in 2013-14 and the USD 100 billion goal” (OECD, 2015)
Note: The ratios presented here are solely aimed at illustrating that institutions with different mandates and focuses will, on average, mobilise very different levels
of private finance per unit of public finance they provide.
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It is also important to note that the ratios in Table 4 and Figure 10 were calculated by including in the
denominator not just public finance that had private co-finance attached to it, but all public climate
finance. This means that the ratios are averages across the full portfolios of activities and financial
instruments of bilateral and multilateral actors. Obviously, considering only instruments and projects
that have a direct private finance mobilisation potential would yield higher ratios on average (see Section
4 for a further discussion of these two distinct types of ratios).

Independently from how ratios are calculated, caution should be exercised in their use and interpretation.
If, for instance, maximising private-public ratios is set as a performance measure, there is a risk of
incentivising public resources to be provided primarily to countries and activities where the context
would allow such maximisation. This might lead to increased “efficiency” in terms of use of fewer public
resources needed to mobilise private investment. But it could also result in decreased “effectiveness”, as
these resources might not be invested in the countries or activities most in need (Ellis et al. 2013, Mirabile
et al, 2013). Thus, the amount of private finance mobilised by public actors (and the various ratios that
can be derived on that basis) should not be interpreted as reflecting their respective abilities to achieve
effective and transformational climate action, which requires monitoring over time of both the catalytic
effect of public interventions on private finance, as well of actual mitigation and adaptation results.

Nevertheless, the historic 2013-14 average as well as the individual 2013 and 2014 annual public-private
finance ratios can be used to derive an indicative projected level of private co-finance in 2020 on the
assumption that nothing changes (Figure 11). This is done by multiplying the projected amounts of
bilateral and multilateral public finance in 2020% presented in Section 3.1.2 and 3.1.3, by the respective
average ratios of public co-finance and attributed private co-finance (shown in Table 4) observed based on
the estimates for 2013 and 2014.

Figure 11: 2020 projections of mobilised private finance attributable to developed countries based on
2013-14 average ratios
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Private mobilisation ratio - 2014 25.5
. Private mobilisation ratio — Average 2013-14
22.8
12.9 12.6
12.1
10.7
Bilateral Multilateral Total

20. As a means to avoid double counting where climate finance pledges put forward by countries or multilateral institutions were known to include mobilised
private finance, the corresponding amounts were deducted from the "bilateral” and “multilateral” public finance projection presented above.
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Assuming no change in the observed ratios over time is clearly implausible, but at least it provides one
illustrative projection of total climate finance. However, there is no tangible basis in the countries’ and
institutions’ pledges that would allow a robust quantification of the extent to which future private-
public ratios might differ from those estimated for 2013-14. Section 3.3.2 below, however, discusses how
individual factors (introduced in Table 3 above) might affect future levels of publicly-mobilised private
finance. Section 4.1 then quantifies a range of possible outcomes based on shares within public finance
portfolios of activities with a mobilisation potential and ranges of average private-public finance ratio for
such activities, rather than for total public finance.

Finally, it should be kept in mind that the 2013-14 estimates of mobilised private finance (and the resulting
ratios presented in Table 4 and Figure 11) were based on partial data from bilateral and multilateral
development finance institutions. On-going efforts by the international community to improve data
collection and methodologies in this area are expected to lead to more comprehensive estimates in the next
few years, and would contribute to measuring progress toward the USD 100 billion commitment. Without
any change in accounting framework and methods used for the present analysis, better data coverage would
lead to a higher number than the one projected using the historic ratio (all other things equal).

3.3.2 Discussion of factors likely to affect levels of private finance
mobilisation in 2020

As indicated in Table 3 above, a range of public interventions and enabling conditions play a role in
mobilising and catalysing private investment. Quantifying the combined effect of these factors on future
levels of private finance would — even assuming that adequate data was available — require the use of
advanced modelling techniques without necessarily yielding reliable projections. Tables 5 and 6, however,
provide a qualitative discussion of some of the factors, which, depending on their evolution, could lead to
increased/decreased private finance mobilisation for climate action in developing countries in 2020.

Table 5 focuses on some of the future characteristics of developed countries’ bilateral and multilateral
public finance that could lead to increased or decreased private finance mobilisation.

Table 5: Possible influence of the type of, mix and aim of developed countries’ bilateral and multilateral
public finance on future levels of private finance

Selected factors An increased focus on which would likely lead to An increased focus on which would likely lead to

higher private-public finance ratio lower private-public finance ratio

Type of activity Investments in mitigation-related projects and Finance in support of non-income generating,
companies that make use of demonstrated technologies | capacity building and policy development activities
(though catalytic of private finance over time)

Instruments and Instruments to reduce private investors'risk exposure Stand-alone grants and highly concessional loans in

mechanisms (e.g. equity, guarantees); Loan syndications and blending | countries where the private sector will not invest for
mechanisms the time being

Geographical split Countries with lower sovereign risk and more conducive | Politically unstable countries with an under-
enabling environments developed private financial sector and local capital

markets
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Beyond the characteristics of developed countries’ public finance (Table 5), Table 6 puts forward a number
of other factors that will play a critical role in catalysing or hindering private investment. These relate to
domestic policies in developing countries (the development and implementation of which can in some
instances be supported by finance or technical assistance provided by developed countries), as well as to
broader national and international enabling conditions.

Table 6: Possible influence of selected policy environment and enabling conditions on future levels of

private finance

Selected factor

Would negatively impact the ability to

Domestic investment
environment and legal
framework

Transparent and stable rule of law (as well as
application of it) for investors

Overly protectionist conditions e.g. discriminating
between different investors, creating barriers to
entry

Domestic climate policies

Increased level of ambition (e.g. targets, carbon
pricing) and stability of climate-related support
policies

Lack of ambition/transparency of climate goals
and targets; Retroactive changes to policies;
Increase in fossil fuel subsidies

Depth of domestic
financial markets and
industry

Well-developed capital markets and financial services
industry (e.g. banks, equity funds and investors)

Under-developed markets for bonds and shares;
limited number and variety of actors of the
financial services industry

Country risk factors

Improved sovereign ratings in destination countries

Deteriorating macro-economic conditions;
Excessive levels of country debt and risk of default

Global financial conditions

Solid balance sheets of domestic and international
commercial banks

International financial crisis leading to tightening
of credit-granting conditions including high
interest rates

Maturity of technologies /
project-related risk

Increased profitability of climate-related technologies
and projects thanks to a decrease in their overall cost
structures

Failure of demonstration projects for key
upcoming climate-related technologies
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4.1 Analytical framework

As underlined at the start of Section 3, any projection is inherently uncertain. This is the case for public
finance (see Sections 3.1.4, 3.1.5) but even more so for the private finance component (see Section 3.3.2).
As a means to provide additional analytical input to decision makers, this section proposes a framework
that allows for the presentation of a range of possible outcomes for a given level of public finance and
conditional on the portfolio choices that could be made by countries and multilateral institutions.

Total level of climate finance (T) net of the value of export credits (X) can be written as:
T-X=(14R)P (Equation 1)

where the symbol R stands for the average private-public finance ratio for the whole portfolio of public
finance (P) described in Section 3.1.1. In practice, different countries and institutions will have a different
value of R, as shown in Figure 11 in Section 3.3.1. Indeed, countries and institutions typically provide public
finance in different forms, each with a different capacity to mobilise private finance. The parameter “R”
lacks the granularity to inform on this aspect, as many different types of public finance portfolio could
result in the same average value for “R”. To see this, the total public climate finance portfolio, T, can be
divided between the fraction of projects (by volume) with a potential to mobilise private finance (A) and the
remainder that do not. The average mobilisation effect of “A” is then captured in one single parameter (B).

Hence, the projections of overall climate finance takes into account the following three determinants:
P. The overall level of public finance provided;

A. The share of projects with a direct private finance mobilisation potential in the portfolios of
bilateral and multilateral actors;

B. The ratio between (attributed) private finance mobilised and public finance provided in such
projects (A).

Based on this, the total level of climate finance net of export credits can then be rewritten as:
T-X=P(1-A)+ PA(1+B) (Equation 2)

Note that the level of export credits (X) is included in total climate finance (T), but not in P and, thus, not
multiplied by the private-public finance ratio (A).

Using Equations 1 and 2, we see that the portfolio wide average private-public finance ratio “R” (or
the “portfolio-wide average public-private ratio”) is given in terms of the two factors, A and B, by the
relationship:

R=AB

This implies that different combinations of A and B can result in the same value of R, as illustrated
in Figure 12 below. One public finance portfolio might have a high fraction of projects (A) with a small
capacity to mobilise private finance (B). Another one might have a smaller share of such projects (A)
but with a higher capacity to mobilise private finance (B). As an illustration, if half the public finance in
2020 was used for interventions mobilising any private finance, meeting the USD 100 billion commitment
would require the mobilisation ratio to be 50 percent larger than if three quarter of public finance was
devoted to such projects.

In more concrete terms, the portfolio-wide average private-public ratio (R) for bilateral public finance in
2013-14 (used in Section 3.3.1 to derive a “no-change” projection) was estimated at 0.32. It was calculated
by including in the denominator all public finance (whether it mobilised private finance or not). Due to
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data constraints, it is not possible to provide a more detailed characterisation of the portfolio of projects.
It is, however, important to underline that such a ratio could result from different types of portfolios, in
which for example:

75% of projects (A) mobilise private finance with an average ratio of 0.48 (B), the remaining 25% do not
mobilise directly;

50% of projects (A) mobilise private finance with an average ratio of 0.72 (B), the remaining 50% do not
mobilise directly.

All three determinants considered by the framework (P, A and B) will in turn be influenced by a number
of contributing factors, such as the exchange rate of key currencies against the US Dollar (see Section 3.1.5)
or enabling conditions for investment in recipient countries (see Section 3.3.2). It would, therefore, be
premature on a purely technical and analytical basis to draw conclusions from this projection about whether
or not the USD 100 billion commitment will be met by 2020. It is, however, possible to illustrate under
which assumptions about “A and B” the USD 100 billion commitment might be met.

4.2 Range of projected outcomes

A simple rearrangement of Equation 2 gives us the value of total climate finance that is of interest for
these projections:

T=P(1+AB)+X (Equation 3)

Figure 13 presents the range of outcomes (T) based on a fixed level of public finance (P) of USD 67 billion
corresponding to the 2020 public finance projection presented earlier in this note. There is currently
insufficient information available to significantly narrow down the range of likely outcomes (T). This would
require the availability of more complete and granular information on the composition of the current
(and ideally future) public climate finance portfolios of developed countries and multilateral institutions,
including the probability distribution of individual activities with different private-public finance ratios.

It is, however, possible to illustrate the range of combinations of factors A and B that would lead to the
same USD 92.5 billion figure projected on the basis of the 2013-14 historical private-public finance ratios
(R) — see bold numbers in Figure 13. Further, as a pure sensitivity test, Figures 14 and 15 then present the
same range of outcomes (T) for a variation in the volume of public finance (P) based on exchange rate
fluctuations. To do so, two standard deviations of the average exchange rates over the last ten years are
used, as detailed in Section 3.1.5.3.22 A key implication when comparing Figures 13, 14 and 15 is that, while
a higher level of public finance always enhances developed countries’ ability to meet the USD 100 billion
commitment — all other things being equal - it does not guarantee a higher level of overall climate finance,
since this also depends on the portfolio of projects and the average private-public ratio for those projects.

23.The standard deviation was calculated for each currency and weighted by the share of the total pledges having been reported in such currency. An underlying
assumption is that climate finance will be reported in 2020 in the same currencies and same proportion as the pledges.
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Figure 12: Portfolio-wide average private-public ratios (R) for different combinations of shares of
projects with a direct private finance mobilisation potential (A) and private-public ratio (B)

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 1.1 1.2 1.3
25% 0.13 0.15 0.18 0.20 0.23 0.25 0.28 0.30 0.33
30% 0.15 0.18 0.21 0.24 0.27 0.30 0.33 0.39
A. Share of
. 35% 0.18 0.21 0.25 0.28 0.32 0.39 0.42 0.46
projects
40% 0.20 0.24 0.28 0.32 0.40 0.44 0.48 0.52
(volumes)
witha 45% 0.23 0.27 0.32 0.41 0.45 0.50 0.54 0.59
direct 50% 0.25 0.30 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65
private 55% 0.28 0.33 0.39 0.44 0.50 0.55 0.61 0.66 0.72
finance 60% 0.30 0.42 0.48 0.54 0.60 0.66 0.72 0.78
e e 65% 0.33 0.39 0.46 0.52 0.59 0.65 0.72 0.78 0.85
mobilisation
. 70% 0.42 0.49 0.56 0.63 0.70 0.77 0.84 0.91
potential
75% 0.45 0.53 0.60 0.68 0.75 0.83 0.90 0.98

Note: For a fixed public finance volume (P) of USD 66.8 billion. In bold yellow the possible positions of the private-public ratios observed in 2013 and 2014.

Figure 13: Range of projected outcomes (in USD billion) for a fixed level of public climate finance of

USD 67 billion
P=66.8 B. Private-public finance ratio for projects with a direct mobilisation potential
. 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 1.1 1.2 13
25% 77 78 80 82 83 85 87 88 920
0/

A. Share of 30% 78 80 82 84 86 88 920 94
. 35% 80 82 85 87 89 94 96 29

projects
40% 82 84 87 90 95 98 100 103

(volumes)

with a 45% 83 86 89 95 98 101 104 107
direct 50% 85 88 95 98 102 105 108 112
. 55% 87 920 94 98 101 105 109 112 116

private
60% 88 96 100 104 108 112 116 120

finance
sl s 65% 920 94 29 103 107 112 116 120 125

mobilisation

. 70% 96 101 106 110 115 120 124 129

potential
75% 98 103 108 113 118 123 128 133

Note: In bold yellow the possible positions of the projected outcome using the average private-public ratio observed in 2013 and 2014.
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Figure 14: Range of projected outcomes (in USD billion) for a fixed level of public climate finance of

USD 63 billion
P=62.7 B. Private-public finance ratio for projects with a direct mobilisation potential

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 1.1 1.2 1.3
25% 72 74 75 77 78 80 82 83 85
A. Share of 30% 74 76 77 79 81 83 85 87 89
;)rojects 35% 75 77 80 82 84 86 88 91 93
(volumes) 40% 77 79 82 84 87 89 92 94 97
witha 45% 78 81 84 87 90 93 95 98 101
direct 50% 80 83 86 89 93 96 29 102 105
private 55% 82 85 88 92 95 99 102 106 109
finance 60% 83 87 91 94 98 102 106 109 113
mobilisation 65% 85 89 93 97 101 105 109 113 117
potential 70% 86 91 95 99 104 108 113 117 121
75% 88 93 97 102 107 111 116 121 125

Figure 15: Range of projected outcomes (in USD billion) for a fixed level of public climate finance of
USD 71 billion

P=70.7 B. Private-public finance ratio for projects with a direct mobilisation potential
. 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 1.1 1.2 1.3
25% 81 83 85 86 88 90 92 94 95
A. Share of 30% 83 85 87 89 91 94 96 98 100
;)rojects 35% 85 87 90 92 95 97 100 102 105
(volumes) 40% 86 89 92 95 98 101 103 106 109
witha 45% 88 91 95 98 101 104 107 111 114
direct 50% 920 94 97 101 104 108 111 115 118
private 55% 92 96 100 103 107 11 115 119 123
finance 60% 94 98 102 106 11 115 119 123 128
mobilisation 65% 95 100 105 109 114 118 123 128 132
potential 70% 97 102 107 112 117 122 127 132 137

75% 99 104 109 115 120 125 131 136 141
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Climate finance is an integral part of development finance. This results in a number of opportunities and
challenges to ensure coherence and impact across multiple policy objectives. One key concern is whether
increasing volumes and shares of climate-related finance within development co-operation portfolios
might be diverting development finance from other developmental priorities or sectors.

This section provides a preliminary discussion in the light of data drawn from the OECD DAC’s statistics
on climate-related development finance from bilateral and multilateral providers.?? It is in this context
important to underline the extent to which insights from analysis of DAC data can be assumed to apply to
climate finance data in relation to the USD 100 billion a year commitment. Key is the difference between
the DAC bilateral public finance data and the data reported by countries to the UNFCCC, which was used
for producing both 2013-14 estimates (OECD, 2015) and 2020 projections of climate finance (previous
sections of this note) against the USD 100 billion a year commitment. There is currently no easy way to
systematically identify which specific elements in the DAC data correspond to the volumes reported to the
UNEFCCC by the countries.® A second consideration is that there is no attempt in DAC data to attribute a
share of multilateral public climate finance outflows back to provider countries.

Despite these differences, the analysis of climate-related development finance recorded in the DAC
statistical system (where all data is publicly-available at the activity level) can yield some relevant
insights. This is particularly the case when it comes to the mainstreaming that will be required to make
“finance flows consistent with a pathway towards low-greenhouse gas emissions and climate-resilient
development” (UNFCCC, 2015) and in the context of the Sustainable Development Goals. In this regard, the
sectoral allocation of development finance can provide information about the extent to which providers
and partner developing countries have been able to mainstream climate objectives and align them with
broader sustainable development objectives.

5.1 Trends and implications

Official Development Assistance (ODA) has been on an upward trajectory since 2000, with ODA
commitments from the 29 members of the OECD DAC increasing by 90% in real terms between 2000-01
and 2013-14. Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and other Low Income Countries (LICs) have traditionally
been the primary recipients of concessional development finance. Recently, however, net flows of overall
ODA to this group had declined, though 2015 marked a slight rebound as bilateral ODA to LDCs and LICs
increased by 4%.%

Climate-related concessional development finance (see Box 1) has also increased, both in absolute terms
and as a share of total (bilateral and multilateral) concessional development finance® (see Figure 16).
Annual commitments reached USD 33.7 billion in 2014, representing 20% of the total. The upward trend of
the share of climate-related development finance in the total is an indication of the priority attention given
to climate change within development co-operation portfolios. The convergence of allocation patterns of
climate-related development finance with those for broader development finance, in terms of geographies
and income groups, will be important to achieve broader sustainable development objectives.

22. While the DAC CRS database is comprehensive, containing all development finance activities at project level identified by providers as targeting climate change
objectives, provider countries do not report all of the finance related to these activities to the UNFCCC. Bilateral numbers in Figure 17 refer to ODA from members of
the OECD Development Assistance Committee. Due to reporting coverage issues, the series for multilateral outflows does not go back further than 2013.

23. Efforts are underway in the DAC to address this.

24.This is based on preliminary data — see http://www.oecd.org/dac/development-aid-rises-again-in-2015-spending-on-refugees-doubles.htm.

25. All subsequent figures in this section relate to commitments.
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Box 1: Distinction between official development assistance (ODA) and concessional

development finance

« ODA is a measure of effort by countries, consisting
of bilateral ODA as well as contributions to eligible
multilateral organisations.

» Concessional development finance refers to

bilateral ODA and multilateral concessional outflows

(i.e. finance provided by multilateral organisations
to developing countries on concessional terms)

While ODA contributions to multilateral organisations
are essential to fund their concessional operations,
concessional outflows of multilateral institutions are,
in turn, generally considered to be the multilateral

equivalent to ODA. Flows of concessional development
finance to developing countries are constituted by
concessional multilateral outflows together with direct
bilateral ODA, and this section focuses primarily on this
measure.

Total development finance then refers to concessional
development finance as defined above, plus official
bilateral and multilateral flows to developing countries
that are not considered concessional but do have a
primary development purpose.

Figure 16: Climate-related concessional development finance, volume and share of total commitments

(bilateral 2010-14, bi- and multilateral 2013-14)

20%

17%

USD billion, constant 2014

21%

2010 2011

. Bilateral flows

. Multilateral outflows

2012 2013 2014

=== Share of bilateral climate-related ODA in total bilateral ODA

==« ==== Share of combined bi- and multilateral climate-related concessional

development finance in total concessional finance

Source: DAC CRS, 2016.

Note: Bilateral figures refer to ODA from members of the OECD Development Assistance Committee. Due to reporting coverage issues, the series for multilateral

outflows does not go back further than 2013.
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5.2 Insights from sectoral analysis

Mainstreaming climate change considerations into development co-operation activities offers a way forward
to deliver adaptation and mitigation results as part of sustainable development (Shine and Campillo, 2016).
This suggests thatlarger shares of climate-related finance can be expected in development finance portfolios
over time, particularly in key climate-sensitive sectors such as energy, transport, agriculture and water.
Mainstreaming of climate considerations into development activities also offers potential for exploiting
co-benefits between action on climate change and other development objectives such as gender, health,
poverty reduction and so on.

To shed more light on this issue, Figure 17 presents data on four key social sectors (Health; Education;
Population & Reproductive Health; Government & Civil Society) as well as five climate-sensitive sectors
accounting for 84% of total climate-related commitments in 2013-14 (Energy; Agriculture, Fisheries & Forestry;
Water & Sanitation; General Environmental Protection; and Transport & Storage). The social sectors reflect
key development priorities, yet they account for very low volumes of climate-related development finance. If
climate-related activities had been diverting concessional development finance from priority social sectors,
the share of social sectors in total commitments would be expected to exhibit a declining trend. Conversely,
the share of climate-relevant sectors should exhibit a corresponding increasing trend.

Figure 17: Shares of total concessional development finance, social and climate-sensitive sectors,
2010-2014

HEALTH GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

4.8% 3.7% 4.0% 3.4% 3.5%

POPULATION POLICIES
AND REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION

4.6% 5.6% 4.8% 4.6% 5.4%

EDUCATION AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY AND FISHERIES

ENERGY
GOVERNANCE AND CIVIL SOCIETY TRANSPORT AND STORAGE
12.3% 13.4% 11.0% 11.0% 11.1%
2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: OECD CRS data
Note: Shares of total concessional development finance commitments, based on sector allocable aid across multilateral and bilateral channels. Values for
multilateral channels have been adjusted to account only for institutions reporting on climate finance outflows.
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While some fluctuation in the social sectors is observed, the data does not support the existence of a declining
trend of social sectors. Two of the social sectors show a lower share at the end of the period, whereas two
record a slight increase, and none follows a clear linear trend over the period. Similarly, there is no clear
tendency across the climate-sensitive sectors. While Energy shows an upward trend for the 2010-14 period,
all the others recorded slightly lower shares of total concessional development finance commitments in 2014
than at the start of the period considered.

Examining the five climate-relevant sectors combined, the share in total concessional development finance
commitments fluctuated over the five-year period, but accounted for an identical 32.6% in both 2010 and
2014. For the social sectors combined, the share was slightly lower in 2014 (29.1%) than in 2010 (30.1%).
Over the last five years, the evidence, therefore, does not suggest that increased mainstreaming of climate
considerations in concessional development finance is diverting concessional development finance from
priority social sectors. However, further analysis is needed to understand what is behind the changing shares
of finance in the five climate-sensitive sectors identified above.

Substantial potential actually exists to further mainstream climate change considerations into
development finance portfolios in particular within climate-sensitive sectors, as displayed in Figure 18.
For example, for 2013-14, climate-related development finance for energy represented 51% of the sector
total, suggesting that the remaining 49% (around USD 13.3 billion on average per year), offers significant
scope for activities to be made low-emission and/or climate-resilient. The potential also exists in other
sectors to increase climate mainstreaming, although the scale of the opportunity varies with the relative
size of the portfolio in different sectors.

Figure 18: Extent of greening within key climate-sensitive sectors, 2013-14

0.5%

1.6%

-

Energy generation & supply

3.7% 0.2%

-

Transportation & storage

7% 21% 9% _ Agriculture, rural development, forestry & fishing

4% 4%

\
_ e

I Mitigation-related

Identified as
climate-related [ Adaptation-related 777 Notidentified as climate-related

Both mitigation & adaptation

Source: OECD CRS data
Note: Total sector allocable commitments, concessional and non-concessional, across multilateral and bilateral channels. Values for multilateral have been adjusted
to account only for institutions reporting on climate finance outflows.
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