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1. Defining Fast Start Finance 




















Exhibit 1 – We assume that Fast Start Finance is public sources of 
finance, including grants and loans, used to finance incremental costs

1 By ensuring that the IRR (Internal Rate of Return) on climate change projects is equal to the WACC (Weighted Average Cost of Capital)  
of private sector operators
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Fast Start Finance

 We assume that Fast Start 
Finance relates to public 
sources of finance, including 
both grant and loan elements, 
used to finance the incremental 
cost1 of mitigation and 
adaptation activities in 
developing countries, including 
costs associated with capability 
building and other critical 
enablers

 















  

 



 



 






 








1 Carbon markets also indirectly fund some of the intermediaries (e.g., CDM levy funding the Adaptation Fund)
2 MDBs source their funds from the private capital market. Excluded from analysis of Fast Start Finance.

SOURCE: Project Catalyst analysis
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Exhibit 2 – We focus on two main channels of sources 
of Fast Start Finance





  



2. Sources and uses of Fast Start 
Finance  



















 SOURCE: Press search; Team interviews

$b, 2010-121

1 Includes climate finance pledges of Australia, Canada, EU (EU commission and member states), Japan, Norway, and US; numbers may not sum to 
total due to rounding. Exchange rate from April 26, 2010 used ($1.33 to €1)

2 Multilateral funds include the World Bank climate funds, GEF, and other funds providing concessional climate-related financing; excludes general 
funding for the World Bank and other development bodies; share for some donor countries based on historical allocation of multi- and bilateral funding

3 Expected CDMs issued from 2010-2012 at an assumed price of EUR 10-15  per tonne CO2

11

28

17

Total climate
finance

37-42

Carbon 
markets3

Climate 
Funds2

Bilateral
funding

9-14

Total 
Fast Start 
Finance

Fast Start Finance

Exhibit 3 – Current pledges of Fast Start Climate Finance for 2010-2012 
to developing countries add up to approximately $28b


















  

 



 

























Exhibit 4 - There are currently a range of alternative definitions of 
“new and additional” being used by contributing countries

SOURCE:  ODI, “Climate financing and Development Friends or foes?”, January 2010; WRI; “Counting the Cash: Elements of a Framework for the 
Measurement, Reporting and Verification of Climate Finance”, December 2009;  Team analysis

Description

Climate finance should be 
additional to existing climate-related 
funds

Country examples

Additional to 
existing climate-
related funds

Additional to 
existing aid flows

Additional to a 
specific level of 
ODA support

Climate finance should be 
additional to existing aid flows

Only climate finance above a 
specified benchmark level is 
considered additional

Blending ODA
and non-ODA

Climate finance and other ODA
bundled together

 The Netherlands

 Belgium

 Sweden/Denmark: 0.7% 
GNI baseline, above which 
is additional

UK: rising aid with no more 
than 10% of aid budget to 
be spent on climate1

SELECTED EXAMPLES - NON EXHAUSTIVE

1 UK definition relates to long-term financing in 2020
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1.7

0.9

TBD

4.8
TBD8.8

FSF incl. grants/loans
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1.8

5.1
11.0

0.9
0.2
0.9
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0.4
1.1

1.7
2.3

1.7

Australia
Norway2

US2

Japan
Not committed yet5
EU commission
Other EU-members4

Spain
Netherlands3 0.9
Sweden3

France3 TBD
UK
Germany2,3 5.4

EU TBD9.6

SOURCE: Team interviews; press search; Project Catalyst analysis

$b, 2010-121

1 Includes climate finance pledges of Australia, Canada, EU (EU commission and member states), Japan, Norway, and US; includes bi-lateral 
financing and financing for multi-lateral climate funds. Exchange rate from April 26, 2010 used ($1.33 to €1)

2 For US, assumes that 2012 contribution is equal to budget commitments in 2011; for Germany, assumes that non-FSF-commitment in 2011 and 2012 
is equal to budget commitments in 2010; for Norway, assumes that overall commitments in 2011 and 2012 equal to 2010 budget commitments 

3 Includes climate finance in addition to explicit Fast-Start-Financing; additional climate finance for Sweden and France still to be confirmed
4 Other EU-commitments including e.g., Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, etc.
5 Represents gap to overall amount pledged by EU (not yet matched by individual member states); potentially committed by Italy - to be confirmed

Donor countries

Public climate finance commitments

Total 28.0 25.4

Other climate finance separate from 
country’s explicit FSF pledge

Exhibit 5- Japan is the largest individual country contributor to Fast Start 
Finance









  

 



 

Exhibit 6 - Almost a third of funding could be in the form of loans

SOURCE: Team interviews; press search; Project Catalyst analysis; climatefundsupdate.org; AFD

Fast Start Finance by type1, percent INCLUDES BI-LATERAL AND CLIMATE 
FUND CONTRIBUTIONS

67

Grants

Loans

33

1 All estimates based on historical data with exception of the US, UK, Germany, and Japan; weighted average based on new Fast-Start-Funding pledges
2 Based on interviews with government representatives and information from the EU commission
3 Includes bilateral funding through “Agence francaise de developpement“ (AFD and climate change”, AFD, March 2009)
4 Based on historical climate finance commitments stated by climatefundsupdate.org
5 Estimates based on information by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan and Norway
6 Historical commitments to climate funds were 100% grants

100

100
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US6 100

Japan5 55-60 40-45

EU-commission2

Other EU-members4 0-10 90-100

Spain4 ~50

~45 ~55

UK2 30-50 50-70

Germany2

EU ~25 ~75
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Exhibit 7 – Adjusting loans provided for their historical ‘grant 
equivalence’ results in Fast Start Finance falling by $3b

SOURCE: Team interviews; Press search; Project Catalyst analysis; climatefundsupdate.org; OECD Development Cooperation Report 2009

$m, 2010-12

 Roughly 32 percent of 
climate finance is 
assumed to be in the 
form of loans (based on 
combination of historical 
data and new pledges)

 Adjusting for “grant 
element” of these loans 
based on OECD formula1

and assumptions about 
loan structure, results in 
fall of stated FSF
contribution by ~9%

3
28

25

"Grant 
equivalent" 
contribution 
of FSF

Reduction in 
contribution 
due to non-
grant sources

Stated FSF
public 
financing 
pledges

-9%

1 See OECD website for further information on methodology: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/15/0/31738575.pdf. Includes both bilateral funding and 
contributions to climate funds. Data was unavailable for UK and Germany, so for these countries a weighted average of the grant elements of other 
OECD countries was applied. For EU pledges not yet matched to any individual country, the average EU grant / loan share and grant equivalency rate
was used. Overall average grant equivalency of approximately 70 percent.











  





Exhibit 8 – Japan’s Hatoyama Initiative and the Climate Investment 
Funds represent roughly two thirds of total public climate finance

SOURCE: Interviews; Press search; climatefundsupdate.org

$b, 2010-12 CIF BASED ON HISTORICAL SHARE

9

9

28

10

Climate 
Investment 
Funds (CIFs)2

Total public 
finance

Other fundingJapan 
Hatoyama
Initiative1

36 33 31Share of total public 
climate finance
%

1 Excludes the 10 percent of Japan’s $11 b public financing pledge from 2010-12 is to be allocated to the Clean Technology Fund (CTF)
2 Based on projected funds according to historical share of overall public funding of the CIFs



































  

 



 



Exhibit 9 - Whilst past climate finance was largely focused on mitigation, 
going forward there is likely to be a larger share of finance to adaptation

SOURCE: Team interviews; press search; Project Catalyst analysis; climatefundsupdate.org, “Climate Action” report

1 Historical splits based on commitments until End of 2009 (provided by climatefundsupdate.org)
2 Based on budget 2010, assumes that non-FSF-commitment in 2011 and 2012 is equal to budget commitments in 2010
3 Split based on commitments at CHOGM 2009 for 50:30:20 split between adaptation, mitigation and REDD
4 63% of already decided EU commitment will be allocated to mitigation and 37% to mitigation; 36% not allocated yet (based on Climate Action-report)

$b, 2010-12; split of climate finance by intended use, percent

Adaptation

~17 REDD

~11

Mitigation

~72

20
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Historical

1.81

~32

~23

~45

Fast-Start

2.73

50

Historically1, REDD and other 
mitigation together represented 
more than 80 percent of spend …

… intended use of Fast-Start-Funding commitments shows 
that a larger part is likely to be used on adaptation4

Fast-Start
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3.71
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~70

Germany Commonwealth

REDD AdaptationMitigation









 



  



3. Needs for Fast Start Finance 

















 SOURCE: Project Catalyst analysis, IWG-IFR, McKinsey Global Abatement Cost Curve v2.0

Preliminary estimates of fast-start funding needs to reach 450ppm pathway
$b, 2010-12

1 Other mitigation fast-start funding needs rounded to the next $b

• Funding for critical enablers, e.g. support for “low carbon growth 
plans” (~$5b) 

• Funding support for incremental costs of domestic policies 
assuming a ramp-up, incl. transaction cost, excl. China ($7-21b)

• Planning, capacity building and improvement of information 
and data gathering ($1-2b)

• Focus on no-regret ‘soft’ adaptation projects in most 
vulnerable countries ($8-22b) 

REDD 4-9

Total needs 
excl. carbon 
market financing

21-54

Total needs to
reach 450ppm
pathway

25-60

Adaptation 9-24

Other
mitigation

12-26

• Funding for capacity building (~$1.5b) and results-based 
funding for reduced emissions performance ($2.5-7.5)

• Excluding financing of incremental cost of mitigation 
measures in developing countries (excl. China) through 
carbon markets (CDMs)

Low case

High caseExhibit 10 – $21-54b of public finance is required to address 
adaptation, forestry and other mitigation needs from 2010-12




















  

 



 























Exhibit 11 – Fast Start Finance needs in REDD over time

SOURCE: FAO FRA 2005; IWG IFR secretariat;Report of the informal working group on interim finance for REDD+ (IWG-IFR)

Total annual cost – IWG IFR mid-case
$ billions

NB – All costs in € have been converted to $ at exchange rate 0.67

12

4.7

11

3.0

2010

1.7

0.4 Gt 0.7 Gt 1.0 Gt

Readiness

REDD+ (emission reduction payments)

Peat (emission reduction payments)

Gt Annual emissions reductions achieved

3.1 bn per year 
average 2010-12
 ~0.5 for readiness 

costs
 ~2.3 for REDD+ 

(emission reduction 
payments)

 ~0.3 for peatland
(emission reduction 
payments)





















  









  

 


 





















































  

 



 







































































  



























 



 





 



 



 



 








  

 



 



Exhibit 12 – A list of selected best-practice policy packages could deliver 
~4 Gt CO2e of abatement in developing countries 

SOURCE: McKinsey Global GHG Abatement Cost Curve v2.0

Developing country abatement 
2020, GtCO2e

1 Vehicle efficiency standards are more expensive to implement in developing countries due to the much higher share of 
medium- and heavy-duty vehicles out of the total vehicle fleet

13 -6 -10 381 4 -60 -1Avg cost
€/tCO2e

List is not exhaustive; 
abatement could be 
increased through additional 
policies

List of selected 
‘best-practice’
policies
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1 NAPA project database online athttp://unfccc.int/cooperation_support/least_developed_countries_portal/napa_project_database/items/4583.php
2 Other mitigation fast-start funding needs rounded to the next $ b

Exhibit 13 – Currently identified projects are 
significantly less than estimated needs

SOURCE: Project Catalyst analysis

Preliminary estimates 
$b, 2010-12

• Already available REDD-projects based on 
expert interviews (incl. capacity building)

• Capacity building of $ 4.5 bn (2010-12)
• Additionally available NAMAs ($4-10 bn), 

e.g., Brasil: ~$0.5 bn; Indonesia: $2-8 bn; 
Mexico: $~0.5 bn; India: ~1 bn)

• Capacity building of $ 1.5 bn (2010-12)
• Currently available NAPAs projects based 

on the database provided by the UNFCCC1

(about $1.7 bn)

Total
~16-23

25–60

Adaptation
~3

9–24

Other mitigation 
9–15

12–26

REDD
3.5–4.5

4–9

Notes on currently identified projects

Currently identified projects

Estimated needs

APPROXIMATE ESTIMATES






















  



4. Priorities for Fast Start Finance  











 





 





 



 


 



 











  

 



 



Exhibit 14 – There are six prioritization criteria, split across three 
different levels 

Policy 
prioritization

1
Private sector 
prioritization

5
Mitigation 
prioritization2

Capacity 
prioritization6

Co-benefits 
prioritization4

National level Sector level Design level

Adaptation 
prioritization3

Prioritize financing to those 
non-Annex-I nations that 
have low carbon growth 
strategies or sector plans 
that allow capture of the 
value of projects with 
“negative (net) cost”, while 
implementing policies 
supporting more expensive 
mitigation and adaptation 
measures with Annex-I 
country support 

Prioritize mitigation funding to 
address “lock-ins”, rather than just 
cost; avoid duplication of financing 
with carbon markets

Prioritize adaptation funding based 
on fact-based assessment of cost-
benefit of adaptation measures

Prioritize opportunities that can 
provide both mitigation and 
adaptation benefits 

Active focus on choosing public 
financing mechanisms to 
maximize co-investment and 
have a “catalytic” effect

Provide financing for creation of 
low carbon growth strategies; 
involve investing entities (e.g. 
MDBs) in design of capacity 
building efforts













Exhibit 15 – ‘Negative cost’ measures are critical to deliver 450 ppm
pathway  representing about 30 percent of required 2015 abatement

SOURCE: McKinsey Global Abatement Cost Curve v2.0, team analysis

Developing world abatement cost curve in 2015

76421

0

53

-150

-100

-50

50

100

150

Abatement cost
USD per tCO2e

Abatement potential
GtCO2e per year

Total of ~1.2 Gt of abatement 
from “negative” cost measures, 
representing about 30% of 
required abatement to get on 
450ppm pathway in 2015





  

















































  

 



 



Exhibit 16 – Guyana is an example of the potential to use international 
financing to achieve broader policy leverage

SOURCE: Guyana low carbon growth strategy, December 2009

GUYANA CASE STUDY

Guyana aims to avoid 
cumulative forest-based 
emissions of 1.5 Gt of 
CO2e by 2020 through 
an internationally 
financed REDD+ deal 

Guyana REDD and 
Investment Fund (GRIF) 
as a financing 
mechanism managing 
forestry payments, 
attracting low-carbon 
investment, and 
distributing the REDD
funding

Supporting relevant and approved 
projects of Guyana’s "low-carbon 
development strategy“, e.g.
 Mitigation: hydropower project ($0.4-

0.6 bn) to reduce dependence on fossil 
fuel imports with an abatement 
potential of 12 Mt CO2e in 2020

 Adaptation: building of sea walls ($0.2 
billion) to reduce vulnerability of 
population to rising oceans

Reduced 
deforestation …

… in return for international 
financing

… partly used to support 
broader mitigation and 
adaptation objectives



































  





Reductions in emissions from carbon markets 
are counted towards developed country caps –
Fast Start Finance should avoid duplication 
with carbon market finance to ensure it results 
in real ‘net’ reductions globally

2.9

14.0

4.8

GapAbatement in 
developing 
countries with 
negative cost 
(NPV positive)

TBD

Financed 
abatement in 
developing 
countries

TBD

Abatement in 
developing 
countries to be 
counted towards 
developed 
country caps

1.0

Abatement 
feasible in 
developed 
countries 
<60 €/t CO2e

Required 
abatement for 
450 ppm 
pathway

Developed world abatement

Exhibit 17 – Fast Start Finance should avoid duplication with carbon 
market finance to ensure it results in real ‘net’ reductions

Emission reductions under ‘high end’ of UNFCCC pledges on 31 January 2010; 
Gt CO2e, 2020

SOURCE: McKinsey Global GHG Abatement Cost Curve v2.0; Project Catalyst analysis

Developing world abatement

Total: 5.3 Gt

Total: 3.9 Gt


































  

 



 









































  





1 Annual between 2010–15; calculated as emission difference between BAU and emissions after abatement.
2 Weighted average of lifespan of lock-in measures in sectors power, industry, buildings and transport in developing countries
3 Measures with a lifespan of more than 20 years and large capital investment (capex 2010-2015 larger than 0.005% of regions GDP 

estimate for 2015)

Exhibit 18 – There are large “lock-in” effects across 
many sectors in developing countries

SOURCE: Global GHG Abatement Cost Curve v2.0; Team analysis

DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

0.220.18

Agriculture    0.23

Waste 0.05

Transport 0.03

0.23

0.02

Buildings

0.17

0.04

0.03

Power

Industry

25

43

30

31

n/a

n/a

0.5

1.3

5.1

5.9

n/a

n/a

Annual abatement 
opportunity
GtCO2e per year1

Lifespan of lock-in 
measures
Years2

Cumulative emissions 
caused by each year 
of inaction over
lifespan of assets
GtCO2e

31
Total/average
Lock-in

0.4 13

Sectors
with 
lock-in
measures

Sectors
without 
lock-in
measures

Lock-in

Non Lock-in







67

62

58

54

50

46

35

32

50

54

34

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

65

70

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

39

450ppm pathway (with overshoot)

Technical potential

Reference pathway (BAU)

SOURCE: Project Catalyst analysis

Total emissions
Gt CO2e per year

ILLUSTRATIVE

 Delaying action for 5 years 
would “lock in” significant 
emissions - the 450ppm
pathway could still be reached, 
but at substantially higher cost 
per tonne abated 

Exhibit 19 - Delaying action for 5 years “locks-in” a large amount of 
emissions

Lock-in pathway (Delaying action for 5 yr)1

Non-lock-in measures

Lock-in measures







  

 



 



Exhibit 20 – Two thirds of lock-in opportunities cost less than €20 per 
tCO2e to address

SOURCE: Project Catalyst analysis

Abatement potential of lock-in measures in developing countries
2015, Gt CO2

1 Including biomass co-firing, geothermal, nuclear, wind, and small hydro power
2 Including abatement opportunities in the cement, petroleum & gas, as well as other industries and partly in the chemicals and the iron & steel 

industry

0.3

0.2

0.6

Industry 0.8

1.4Total

0.1

Power

Buildings

Transport 0.1

0.62

2.0

0.90.71

Cost < $30 tCO2e

Cost > $30 tCO2e















 














 












  











 










 














































  

 



 













































 




 















  



 


 


 






Where and 
from what are 
we at risk?

What is the 
magnitude of 
the expected 
loss?

How do we 
execute?

What are the 
outcomes and 
lessons?

Total Climate 
Risk Management

SOURCE: Economics of Climate Adaptation working group

Exhibit 21 - A fact-based approach can be used to understand cost-
benefit of adaptation measures

 Identify key barriers 
to implementation
 Determine actions 

required to imple-
ment measures

 Measure success based 
upon key performance 
metrics
 Incorporate lessons 

learned in next iteration of 
the total climate risk 
decision cycle

4

5

How could 
we respond?

 Identify potential adaptation measures
 Determine basic feasibility of potential measures
 Determine societal costs and benefits (loss averted) of measures

3

Hazard
 Assess frequency and 

severity per scenario

Value
 Quantify population, 

assets and income 
value at risk

Vulnerability
 Determine vulnerability 

of population, assets 
and incomes

2

 Identify most relevant 
hazard(s)
 Identify areas most at risk 

– Population (especially 
vulnerable population)

– Economic value 
(Assets, GDP)

1

Key areas for estimating cost-benefit of adaptation measures

















  

 



 





 








 










Exhibit 22 – A cost-benefit curve of adaptation measures can help to 
prioritize adaptation measures for a given country

Cost effective

Non-cost effective

Cost-benefit curve of adaptation measures

Loss averted

Reduction of expected loss by 
implementing measure

Measures below 0 line provide net savings

1

0

Cost-benefit per loss aversion ratio

ILLUSTRATIVE

SOURCE: Economics of Climate Adaptation working group 



 







  



 




 




















































  

 



 

Exhibit 23 – A total of $100-190b will be required in investment 
capital from 2010-2012, mostly from the private sector

Total investment capital needs in developing countries1; 2010-12; $b average p.a.

1 Investment capital needs rounded to the nearest $10bn
2 Total annual investment capital required to remain on the 450ppm pathway until 2015; incl. investment capital for negative cost measures
3 Based on Project Catalyst paper “Adaptation to climate change: Potential costs and choices for a global agreement”, p. 19 

SOURCE: McKinsey Global Abatement Cost Curve v2.0; Adaptation to climate change: Potential costs and choices for a global agreement

Total 
investment 
capital needed

190

30

100

9010

Mitigation 
(incl. REDD)2

150

Adaptation3

40

90

60

In countries with developed capital 
markets, most of the investment capital 
is likely to be financed by private sector

Mitigation

 Incl. needed investment 
capital for REDD and 
China 

Adaptation

 Assuming that private 
adaptation costs would 
add a further 25-75% to 
needed public adaptation 
finance3

High case

Low case



 




























  





Exhibit 24 – Almost half of total required investment to address 
mitigation needs is in countries with underdeveloped capital markets

SOURCE: McKinsey Global Abatement Cost Curve v2.0;  Milken Institute 2009 Capital Access Index 

Total investment capital to address mitigation needs in developing countries
2010-12; $b average p.a. HIGH RANGE

8 38 54Percent of total 
capital needs

31
15

22

10

3

6

8

Mature capital 
markets3

81

6

Nascent capital 
markets2

20

56

20
2

6

Limited capital 
markets1

12

Forestry

Industry

Other

Power

Transport

1 Includes African countries except South Africa
2 Includes Brazil, Middle East, Rest of Latin America, Rest of developing Asia, Rest of Eastern Europe
3 Includes South Africa, China, India and Mexico

NOTE: Capital market classification based on the Milken Institute 2009 Capital Index - Developed Capital Markets >5.0; Nascent Capital Markets 3.5-5; 
No Capital Markets <3.5. Other developing countries where no assessment available have been grouped by region (Middle East, Africa, Latin 
America, Asia, Eastern Europe) and assigned a simple average based on aggregated score.



 


































 




  

 



 

















Exhibit 25 – Examples of return expectations

SOURCE: Interviews; team analysis

Percent Return on Equity

5

Infra-
structure 
project 
Mexico

15-17

Infra-
structure 
project in 
developed 
world

9-11

10-year 
gov’ment
debt 
developed 
country

Biofuels
project in 
West Africa

40-50

Infra-
structure 
project 
Turkey

20-25

Debt Equity

Typical return expectations

5.0

Policy Risk

Technology Risk

FX Market Risk

International 
capital return 
expectations

8-10
Typical 
Infrastructure Return

Country Risk1-2

1-2

0-2

15-21

Domestic 
capital return 
expectations

14-19

12-13

1-2

1-2

0-2

Breakdown return expectation – India solar 
energy

ROUGH APPROXIMATIONS







 






 










  



 




 




 























































  

 



 













































  





Dos Don’tsPrioritization criteria

 Support FSF projects that form 
part of a broader LCGP, or support 
the creation of the plan itself

Policy 
prioritization 

 Support projects that are inconsistent with 
the LCGP

1

Mitigation 
prioritization

 Support mitigation measures 
which address large ‘lock-ins’ (e.g. 
power and industry measures)

 Support high carbon infrastructure (e.g. coal 
plants), even if offer minor efficiency 
improvements

2

Private capital 
prioritization

 Focus on public financing 
mechanisms allowing leverage of 
most private capital

 Ignore addressing barriers to private sector 
investment (e.g. currency risk, policy risk)

5

Exhibit 26 – Dos and Don’ts for prioritization of Fast Start Finance

Co-benefits 
prioritization

 Support forestry and those 
agriculture opportunities that have 
potential adaptation co-benefits

 Ignore potential adaptation co-benefits in 
prioritizing mitigation levers

4

Adaptation 
prioritization

 Support adaptation measures with 
large potential benefits (in 
reducing expected losses) relative 
to costs

 Fund adaptation projects within a country 
without a fact-based assessment of cost-
benefits

3

Capacity 
prioritization

 Include investing entities and 
communities in design of capacity 
building projects

 Develop capacity building projects in 
isolation from investing entities and 
communities

6







  

 



 

5. Elements of a successful Fast Start 
Finance system  














 








































 




  





























 






















 





















  

 



 

























Clear proxies for 
impact, aligned 
with capabilities

Source: Team analysis, Guyana low carbon growth strategy, December 2009

Description

 A set of basic interim indicators for CO2 emission reductions such 
as deforestation rates used in phase 1 (2010-15), transitioning 
towards development of a more sophisticated MRV over time
National scale of action prevents leakage concerns

Strong 
performance 
incentives

 Payment for reduced deforestation set at level to be competitive with 
opportunity cost of using forests in “economically rational” manner 
($5/ton CO2)
 Payments start immediately
 Also incentives for key enabling activities

High 
transparency

 Independent assessments of forest governance and logging 
practices
 Financial mechanism managed by a reputable international 

organization (World Bank) 
 Annual assessment and verification by third party

Sunset clause on 
public support

 Transition towards funding being provided by international carbon 
markets and a shrinking baseline over time, reducing dependence 
on international public financing support 

Exhibit 27 - Guyana’s forestry payment mechanism could provide a 
useful template performance framework for REDD activities

GUYANA CASE EXAMPLE





 
















  















Exhibit 28 - Multilateral climate funds have contrasting eligibility 
criteria NON-EXHAUSTIVE

CIF

UNDP

Strategic Climate 
Fund

Pilot Programme for 
Climate Resistance

Clean Technology 
Fund

Forest Investment 
Programme

Least Developed 
Countries Fund

Scaling-up renewable 
energy programme

MDG Achievement 
Fund

Special Climate 
Change Fund

GEF
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1 Guidance on the eligibility criteria for the Adaptation Fund has yet to be fully developed
Source: “Matching Mitigation Actions with support:: Key issues for Channelling international Public Finance”, OECD, Dec 2009; IEA
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Annex I –Multilateral climate fund 
overview  

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org); not including the „GEFTrust Fund - Climate Change 
focal area”; neither including the following smaller climate funds: „Global Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Fund” (EU Commission), 
“Strategic Priority on Adaptation” (GEF); “UN-REDD Programme” (UNDP), “Adaptation Fund” (Adaptation Fund Board)

2 BNDES: „Brazilian Development Bank”; ADB: “African Development Bank”
3 These funds are part of the World Bank’s Stategic Climate Fund (SCF)

Exhibit A1 – Multilateral climate funds

0,60,1

Clean Technology Fund 0,5

SCF - Pilot Program for Climate Resilience3

5,0

Total 7,8

Least Developed Countries Fund

0,1

0,2

0,1

0,2

0,1

0,1

SCF - Scaling-Up Renewable Energy Prog.3

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

Amazon Fund (Fundo Amazônia) 1,0

SCF - Forest Investment Program3

MDG Achievement Fund 0,1

Special Climate Change Fund

Congo Basin Forest Fund 0,1

1,3

0,1

0,4

Deposits

Pledges

World 
bank

BNDES2

GEF

ADB2

UNDP

Adminis-
tered by Climate funds

Overall amount pledged & deposited until December 20091; $b

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org  



  



Annex II – Contributor country climate 
finance profiles 

Exhibit A2 – Australia climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.5 billion “Australian Budget 2010-11, Part 2: Expense measures, 
Climate Change and Energy Efficicency”, online at 
http://www.budget.gov.au/2010-11/content/bp2/html/1

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ 0.5 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment2

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

26
18

Intern. Climate
Change Adapt.
Initiative (bil.)

55

International 
Forest  Carbon
Initiative (bil.) CIFs Grants

100
20

REDD

Adap-
tation

50

Mitigation 30

1 Based on Budget 2010-11, online at http://www.budget.gov.au/2010-11/content/bp2/html/bp2_expense-05.htm as well as “Australia’s action on climate 
change”, online at www.climatechange.gov.au/~/media/publications/adaptation/acion-on-climatechange.ashx

2 Based on commitments of Commonwealth countries at CHOGM 2009

 

Exhibit A3 – Austria climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.2 billion Interviews

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~0.2 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment1

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org), no information available about channel, type and usage of 
FSF-commitments

Least Developed Countries 
Fund ($1 bn)

~100

Grants

100

Loan

REDD

0

Adaptation

0

Mitigation
100

 



  

 



 

Exhibit A4 – Belgium climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.2 billion Interviews

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~0.2 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment2

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

1 No information available on historical climate finance commitments (as provided by climatefundsupdate.org)
2 No information available on historical climate finance commitments (as provided by climatefundsupdate.org); type and usage of new committed 

investment still part of ongoing consultations 

 N/A  N/A  N/A

 

 

Exhibit A5 – Denmark climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.3 billion Interviews

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~0.3 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment2

Percent
Investments by use3

Percent

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org)
2 Based on interviews with government representatives
3 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org); share of FSF-pledges for mitigation still under discussion

Other
Climate
Funds

~7

Special Climate 
Change Fund

~24

Least Developed Countries Fund

~43

Forest
Investment
Program

~27

REDD
~30

Adap-
tation

~70Mitigation 0

Grants

100

Loan

 

 

 



  



Exhibit A6 – Finland climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.1 billion Interviews

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~0.1 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment1

Percent
Investments by use1

Percent

Other
Climate
Funds

~1

Special Climate
Change Fund

~20

Least Developed
Countries Fund

35

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

~44

Grants

100

Loan

0

REDD ~45

Adaptation

~55

Mitigation

<0

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments, only including multilateral funds (except the GEF). Data provided by climatefundsupdate.org.
No information available about channel, type and usage of FSF-commitments

 

 

Exhibit A7 – France climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org; Agence française de développement (AFD); Le Monde

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 1.7 billion Press press reports, e.g., “Seulement 12 % de l'aide 
financière promise par la France serait nouvelle”, Le 
Monde, February 2, 2010.

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~1.3 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment2

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org) and AFD data
2 2008 breakdown (‘AFD and climate change’, Agence française de développement (AFD), March 2009)

Other 
Climate Funds

~2
CTF

~20

Bilateral
(AFD) ~78

Grants ~55
Loan~45

20

REDD
Adaptation

10

Mitigation

70

 



  

 



 

Exhibit A8 – Germany climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding2

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 1.7 billion1 Budget 2010, ‘Deutscher Bundestag; 23.03.2010; Antwort der 
Bundesregierung auf die Kleine Anfrage - Drucksache 17/961‘,
Online at 
http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/17/011/1701196.pdf

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~4.8 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment3

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

1 Assumes that non-FSF-climate finance commitments in 2011 and 2012 equal budget commitments in 2010 (EUR 0.9 bn in budget 2010). Excludes 
an additional $3.7b of other climate finance. 

2 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org)
3 Based on interviews with government representatives

Bi-
lateral
(ICI)

~30

Other
Climate Funds

~10

CTF
~60

Grants

75-80

Loan

20-25

REDD

>10
Adap-
tation

>20

Mitigation
<70

 
 

Exhibit A9 – Ireland climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.1 billion Press press reports, e.g., “Taoiseach pledges up to €100m to 
EU aid fund”, The Irish Times, December 12, 2009.

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~0.1 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment1

Percent
Investments by use1

Percent

Special Climate Change Fund

20

Least Developed Countries Fund

~80

Grants

100

Loan

0

REDD

0

Adaptation

100

Mitigation

0

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org), no information available about channel, type and usage of 
FSF-commitments

 

 

 



  



Exhibit A10 – Netherlands climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding2

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.4 billion1 Interviews with government representatives

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~0.9 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment2

Percent
Investments by use3

Percent

Other 
Climate 
Funds

~3

Scaling-Up Renew. Energy (for LIC)

~67

Least Dev’ed
Countries Fund

14

Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility

~17 REDD
~30

Adaptation

~10

Mitigation

~60

1 Fast Start Finance pledge of $0.4 billion excludes an additional $0.5 of other climate finance which is not considered by the Dutch to be 
“new and additional”

2 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org); large bilateral share of about EUR 0.15-0.2bn planned for 
FSF-pledges 

3 Based on interviews with governmental representatives

Grants

100

Loan

 
 

Exhibit A11 – Norway climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding3

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 1.8 billion1 Ministry of the Environment press releases for the 2010 
commitments, October 13, 2009. Online at 
http://www.regjeringen.no/2

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ 1.8 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment4

Percent
Investments by use4

Percent

Other
Climate
Funds

~5

Other 
REDD
Funds

~10

Forest Invest. 

~10

Amazon Fund

~75

Grants

100

Loan

0
REDD

~67

Adaptation
~13

Mitigation

~20

1 Assumes that overall commitments in 2010 and 2012 equal to budget commitments of NOK 3.5 billion in 2010
2 http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/md/pressesenter/pressemeldinger/2009/650-millioner-kroner-mer-til-skog-og-kli.html?id=581294 as well as 

http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/pressesenter/pressemeldinger/2009/budsjett09_bistand.html?id=581355
3 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org)
4 Based on budget 2010 and information provided by on information by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

 

 

 



  

 



 

Exhibit A12 – Japan climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org; WRI

1 Only $ 2.2 billion of “Cool Earth Partnership”-commitments for 2008-2010 delivered yet (WRI); additonal USD 4 billion committed private 
financing through the Japan Bank for International Cooperation

2 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org) and information given by the Ministry of foreign 
affairs (http://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/economy/wef/2008/mechanism.html)

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding2

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 11 billion Support for developing countries under the “Hatoyama
Initiative”, press release of the Government of Japan, 
December 16, 2009. Online at 
www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/topics/2009/1216initiative_e.pdf

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ 9.3 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

90

9

Cool Earth
Partnership

Pilot Program for 
Climate Resilience

0
CTF

Type of investment2

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

Grants 40-45
Loan55-60

Adap-
tation

~20

Mitigation
~80

 
 

Exhibit A13 – Spain climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 0.5 billion Interviews

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~0.5 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment1

Percent
Investments by use1

Percent

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org)

Other 
Climate
Funds

~7

MDG
Achievement Fund

~40

CTF~53

Grants ~50 Loan~50

~3

REDD

Adap-
tation

~44Mitigation
~53

 
 



  



Exhibit A14 – Sweden climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 1.1 billion Interviews

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ ~1.1 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update 

Type of investment1

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org); larger bilateral share planned for FSF-pledges
2 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org); larger share planned on adaptation for FSF

Other
Climate funds

~2

Special Climate
Change Fund

~6

Global Climate 
Change Alliance

~7

CTF
~85

Grants

100

Loan

REDD

2

Adaptation

10

Mitigation
88

 
 

Exhibit A15 – UK climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding1

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 2.3 billion UK pledges climate aid for developing countries, The official 
site of the Prime Minister’s Office, December 11, 2009. 
Online at http://www.number10.gov.uk/Page21711

 Grant equivalent contribution: $ 2.1 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment2

Percent
Investments by use2

Percent

Other
Climate
Funds

~15

Forest 
Investment Program

~10

Pilot Pro-
gram for
Climate 
Resilience

~25

CTF

~50

Grants
50-70

Loan/Capital
30-50

20

REDD

Adap-
tation

50

Mitigation
30

1 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org)
2 Based on commitments of Commonwealth countries at CHOGM 2009  



  

 



 

Exhibit A16 – US climate finance overview

SOURCE: Interviews; press search; climatefundsupdate.org

Pledges for Fast Start Finance 2010-12 Sources

Channels of funding2

Percent

 Total COP15-pledges: $ 5.1 billion1 US budgets 2010 and 2011. Online at:
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/140689.pdf
See also for the climate finance breakdown of NRDC1

 Grant equivalent contribution: ~$ 5.1 billion Team analysis; Climate Funds Update

Type of investment3

Percent
Investments by use3

Percent

Other Climate 
Funds

20-30

CTF

~50

Bilateral

20-30

Grants

100

Loan

REDD

~25

Adaptation

~25

Mitigation

~50

1 Assumes that US 2012 contribution is equal to budget commitments in 2011 
2 Based on ‘President Obama’s budget contributes to fast-start international climate finance’, National Resource Defense Council (NRDC), 

February 2, 2010. Online at http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/hallen/president_obamas_budget_contri.html
3 Based on historical climate finance commitments (provided by climatefundsupdate.org) and Budget 2010; historical commitments to climate funds were 

100% grants; need to be confirmed for Budget 2010-12 (USAID, Department of State, and Treasury)  
 

 



  



Annex III – Guyana’s low carbon 
growth strategy 

































 








 
















  

 



 







 
























Exhibit A17– ‘Guyana's Low-Carbon Development Strategy’ includes 
development, mitigation and adaptation 

SOURCE: Team analysis, Guyana low carbon growth strategy, December 2009

Mitigation

Climate-
resilient 
develop-
ment

Low-
carbon 
develop-
ment

Adaptation
Climate-
proofed 

abatement

Climate-
compatible 

development

Development

 Investing in low-carbon 
economic infrastructures

 Sustainably managing 
forest-based economic 
sectors

 Portfolio of urgent 
investments in highest 
priority areas

 Long-term adaptation 
measures

 Facilitating invest-
ment in low carbon 
economic sectors

 Enhancing 
Guyana's 
human 
capital







  













 






 






 






 


































  

 



 





















 






 
















  



Exhibit A18 – By capturing mitigation and adaptation “multipliers”, the 
cost effectiveness of international support is increased

SOURCE: Guyana low carbon growth strategy, December 2009; Team analysis

Cost (EUR) per tCO2e; 2020

 In using the international financing 
for reduced de-forestation (£5 per 
tCO2e) …

 … to fund the incremental cost 
of additional mitigation (and 
adaptation) measures (e.g. 
hydropower) …

 … the cost per tCO2e abated can 
be significantly decreased to at 
about EUR 3 per tCO2e including 
the potential of the hydro plant (not 
including additional abatement from 
shifting to low carbon growth 
trajectory)

3

5

Cost per tCO2e
abated (including 
hydro power plant)

Cost per 
tCO2e abated 
(foresty only)

-32%
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Annex IV – India solar development 
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Exhibit A19 - Solar in India represents a significant abatement 
opportunity

4,100 5,700

3,100

1,600

Abatement caseAbatement case 
improvements

2,600

Growth in carbon 
emissions

2030 BAU
emissions

2005 emissions

-46%

Source: IEA Estimates; Team analysis

Others
1700

Power
900

Nuclear

250

Solar
150

Others

500

By sector Within power
100%= 900

Annual emissions and abatement potential by 2030
MtCO2e per year

By sector
100%= 2600



Exhibit A20 - The Indian Government has set a target of 20 GW by 2020, 
requiring approximately $35 billion of cumulative investment capital

India National Solar Plan

Capacity target
GW Solar

Cumulative Investment 
capital need2

USD billion

51.0

3.5

2010-222010-17

28.0

14.0
14.0

2010-12

1 Assuming energy efficiency measures are included
2 Applying a scaling factor relative to the investment capital needed for the technical potential capacity of 8.3 GW in 2015 and 20.6 GW in 2020

Source: McKinsey Global Abatement Cost Curve v2.0; Government of India: “National Solar Plan (Final Draft; April 2009); Team analysis

Capex/GW ratio 2.5 ~2.2 1.7

Solar as a % of total 
capacity1

Percent

20

1

10

4

5.5

0.5

20222017

3.7

1.5

2012













  

































 




 


 


























  

 



 

Exhibit A21 – Preliminary analysis suggests energy costs for Indian 
consumers will be minimally impacted

SOURCE: Team analysis

1 Assuming  based on targets of 2,000 MW (2013), 14,000 MW (2017), 40,000 MW (2022) Grid Parity reached at 20000 MW, 
Grid Parity price 7 Rs. All figures are in real values. Expert interviews indicate that prices will remain roughly constant 2010-2022

5.06

4.29

3.21

5.07

4.30

3.22

CommercialResidential Industrial

5.06

4.29

3.21

5.13

4.36

3.28

IndustrialCommercialResidential

Average increase in electricity cost per kWh for 
the country in 20121

Rs. per Kwh

Average increase in electricity cost per kWh for 
the country in 20221

Rs. per Kwh

Without NSM With NSM









 








 
















  



 
















 




















 


– 







– 















  

 



 











– 












– 














  



Annex V – Vietnam energy efficiency 





















* GDP adjust for PPP in real terms (2005)
Source: “Clean Technology Fund investment plan for Vietnam”, Nov 2009; Global Insight, US EIA, Global Insight (WMM)

Exhibit A22 – Vietnam’s energy consumption has been growing at 10% 
p.a., driven by a strong economy and increasing energy intensity

Energy consumption has been growing 
at a rapid 10 percent annually…

Primary energy consumption Quadrillion 
BTU

1.40

0.64

20061998

+10% p.a.

…driven by a growing economy

Real GDP*

USD bn

57

33

+8 p.a.

20061998

…and increasing energy intensity

569
387

20061998

+47%

Energy intensity; kilograms of oil 
equivalent (kgoe) per US$1000 of GDP















  

 



 







Exhibit A23 – Under a BAU scenario, Vietnam’s primary energy demand 
will more than double and related emissions will triple from 2010-30

SOURCE: “Clean Technology Fund investment plan for Vietnam”, Nov 2009; APERC Energy Demand and Supply Outlook 2006

In a BAU scenario, primary energy demand is 
likely to more than double by 2030

… and energy emissions are predicted to triple

Primary energy demand
Million tonnes of oil equivalent

Energy emissions
MtCO2e

300

100

20302010

x3

130

59

2030 (forecast)2010

x2.2















  



Exhibit A24 – Industrial energy efficiency represents the largest 
technological abatement opportunity in Vietnam

SOURCE: “Clean Technology Fund investment plan for Vietnam”, Nov 2009; APERC Energy Demand and Supply Outlook 2006; ADB. 
2009b. The Economics of Climate Change in Southeast Asia: A Regional Review. Manila (April 2009).

1 Based on technological interventions resulting in more than 5 MtCO2e/y reductions

Technology based abatement opportunities versus BAU
at less than $20 per tCO2e abated
MtCO2e; 20101

62

155

67

TotalPower/fuel 
switching

5

CCS

10

Residential 
and 
commercial 
energy 
efficiency

11

Power sector 
energy 
efficiency

Industry 
energy 
efficiency

Technology based abatement 
opportunities versus BAU at less 
than $20 per tCO2e abated
MtCO2e; 20101
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