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Abbreviations And Acronyms

AAU Assigned Amount Unit

ADP Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action

AF Adaptation Fund

AILAC Independent Alliance of Latin America and the Caribbean

ALBA Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America (Alianza Bolivariana para los Pueblos de 
Nuestra América)

AOSIS Alliance of Small Island States

BASIC Brazil, South Africa, India, China

BAP Bali Action Plan

CAN Climate Action Network
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CBDR-RC Common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities

CCCCC Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre

CDKN Climate Development Knowledge Network

CDM Clean Development Mechanism

CER Certified emission reduction

CMP Conference of the Parties Serving as the Meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol

COP Conference of the Parties

CRP Conference room paper

CTCN Climate Technology Centre and Network

DNA Designated National Authority

EIG Environmental Integrity Group

EU European Union

FIELD Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development

FVA Framework for various approaches

GCF Green Climate Fund

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GEF Global Environment Facility

GWP Global warming potential

GHGs Greenhouse gases

ICA International consultations and analysis

IEA International Energy Agency

IGO Intergovernmental organisation

INDC Intended nationally determined contributions

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

JI Joint implementation

JISC Joint Implementation Supervisory Committee

KP Kyoto Protocol

L&D Loss and damage

LDCs Least developed countries

LDCF Least Developed Countries Fund

LMDCs Like-minded developing countries

MOI Means of implementation

MRV Measurement, Reporting and Verification

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NAMA Nationally appropriate mitigation action

NAP National Adaptation Plan
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Abbreviations And Acronyms

NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration

NDC Nationally determined contribution

NIE National implementing entity

NGO Non-governmental organisation

NMM New market mechanism

NWP Nairobi Work Programme on Impacts, Vulnerability and Adaptation to Climate Change

ODA Official development assistance

OECD Organisation for Economic Development

OPEC Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries

QELRO Quantified emission limitation and reduction objective

RC Respective capabilities

REDD+ Reducing Emissions From Deforestation And Forest Degradation

SBI Subsidiary Body for Implementation

SBSTA Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice

SCCF Special Climate Change Fund

SIDS Small Island Developing States

SLR Sea level rise

SPREP Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme

TEC Technology Executive Committee

TNA Technology Needs Assessment

UNEP UN Environment Programme

UNIDO UN Industrial Development Organisation

WIM Warsaw International Mechanism

The principle objective of the Capacity Building 

for SIDS Climate Change Negotiators project is to 

strengthen the negotiating skills of the SIDS climate 

change negotiators and their understanding of the 

technical content of the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and work 

programmes. Due to the technical capacity resource 

restraints faced by SIDS, high turnover or expected loss 

of personnel in country, and ensuring the sustainability 

of this key resource in the respective countries is 

viewed as extremely important. Consequently, the 

structure of this intervention will capitalise on existing 

learning mechanisms and technical expertise of global 

organisations involved in climate change.

Small island developing states (SIDS) are extremely 

vulnerable to the impacts of climate variability and 

change given their size, geography and economic 

base. These countries are among the smallest 

emitters of greenhouse gases (GHGs) but are likely to 

experience the greatest negative impact from climate 

change. Because of limited finance and available 

human capacity, these countries struggle to make 

their case and get fair representation on the world 

stage. A country’s ability to represent and negotiate is 

crucial to the successful prosecution of their positions 

in international fora. In this regard developing the 

capacity of policy makers involved in negotiations 

is of growing importance in the countries’ efforts 

to encourage global mitigation of GHG emissions 

and pursue sustainable development and climate 

resilience.

This SIDS-specific climate change background 

document is intended to inform negotiators at a 

national and regional level, particularly those from a 

non-scientific background. The document builds on 

recent research findings, existing and emerging policy 

frameworks, and outcomes from the UNFCCC, Rio+20 

and SIDS 2014 preparatory processes. The technical 

background document covers the following topics:

• Climate finance;

• Loss and damage;

• Technology transfer;

• Mitigation;

• Measurement, reporting and verification; and

• Adaptation.

Introduction
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Both the UN Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (Convention) and the Kyoto Protocol 

(Protocol) recognise that developing country Parties 

will need financial support to help them meet the 

costs of mitigating greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

In addition, developed country Parties are also 

required to assist particularly vulnerable developing 

countries with the costs of adapting to the adverse 

effects of climate change. To facilitate the provision 

of financial support, the Convention established a 

financial mechanism to provide funds to developing 

country Parties.

Article 11 of the Convention1 entrusts the operation 

of the financial mechanism to one or more existing 

international entities. Currently, the operation of the 

financial mechanism is partly entrusted to the Global 

Environment Facility (GEF)2 on an on-going basis, 

subject to review every four years. The newly created 

Green Climate Fund (GCF) is also an operating entity 

of the financial mechanism (see below). The financial 

mechanism is accountable to the Conference of 

Parties (COP), which decides on its climate change 

policies, programme priorities and eligibility criteria 

for funding, based on advice from the Subsidiary 

Body for Implementation (SBI). Article 11 of the Kyoto 

Protocol3 also recognises the need for the financial 

mechanism to fund mitigation activities carried out 

by developing country Parties.

In addition to providing guidance to the GEF in its 

management of the financial mechanism, Parties have 

established four special funds: the Special Climate 

Change Fund and the Least Developed Countries 

Fund, both managed by the GEF, as well as the Green 

Climate Fund (GCF) under the Convention; and the 

Adaptation Fund (AF) under the Kyoto Protocol. Like 

the GEF, both the GCF and the AF have governance 

structures that are independent of the Convention, 

but receive guidance from and report to Parties on a 

regular basis.

For more information on these funds, the reader 

may wish to visit the Convention secretariat’s 

finance webpages available at http://unfccc.int/

cooperation_and_support/financial_mechanism/

items/2807.php.

Funding for climate change activities is also available 

through bilateral, regional and multilateral channels.

1 See the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, available at http://

unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/items/6036.php.
2 The GEF is an independently operating financial organisation that provides 

grants for projects related to biodiversity, climate change, international 

waters, land degradation, the ozone layer, and persistent organic pollutants. 

For more information, see http://www.thegef.org/gef/home.
3 See the Kyoto Protocol, available at http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/

items/2830.php.

Climate Finance

Green Climate Fund

At COP 16 (Cancun), Parties established the Green 

Climate Fund (GCF)4 as an operating entity of 

the financial mechanism of the Convention under 

Article 11. The objective of the GCF is to support 

projects, programmes, policies and other activities 

in developing country Parties and is governed by the 

GCF Board. The assets of the GCF are administered 

by a trustee (currently the World Bank).

At COP17 (Durban), Parties approved the governing 

instrument for the GCF5. The COP is to provide 

guidance to the Board, including on matters related to 

policies, programme priorities and eligibility criteria. 

At COP18 (Doha), Parties endorsed the selection of 

Song do, Incheon, Republic of Korea as the host of 

the GCF. The COP also requested the Board to carry 

out the following and report on progress at COP19 

(Warsaw):6

• Develop a transparent no-objection procedure 

to be conducted through national designated 

authorities;

• Balance the allocation of the resources of the GCF 

between adaptation and mitigation activities;

• Secure funding for the GCF to facilitate its 

expeditious operationalisation, and to establish 

the necessary policies and procedures to enable 

an early and adequate replenishment process;

• Establish the independent secretariat of the GCF;

• Select the trustee of the GCF through an open, 

transparent and competitive bidding process 

in a timely manner to ensure that there is no 

discontinuity in trustee services;

• Initiate a process to collaborate with the 

Adaptation Committee and the Technology 

Executive Committee, as well as other relevant 

thematic bodies under the Convention, to define 

linkages between the Fund and these bodies, as 

appropriate.

At the Warsaw COP, Parties welcomed the 2013 report 

of the GCF in decision 4/CP.19 and provided guidance 

to the GCF, including a request that GCF balance the 

allocation of its resources between adaptation and 

mitigation, pursuing a country-driven approach. The 

urgent and immediate needs of developing countries 

that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects 

of climate change must be taken into account in the 

allocation of funds for adaptation.

Further to providing this initial guidance, the decision 

calls for ambitious and timely contributions by 

developed countries in preparation for an initial 

mobilisation of resources by COP20 (Lima). Parties 

have been invited to submit to the secretariat annually, 

and no later than ten weeks prior to a COP session, 

their views and recommendations on the elements to 

be taken into account in developing guidance to all 

the operating entities of the financial mechanism of 

the Convention.

Submissions Parties and other relevant organisations 

are often invited to make written submissions that 

express their views on a particular topic in the 

negotiating process. There is generally an official 

deadline for written submission of views, which are 

lodged with the secretariat. Submissions can form 

a critical part of the negotiating strategy of a Party 

or group of Parties, allowing them to set out in 

detail the rationale for their position in advance of a 

negotiating session. A set of submissions can provide 

the ‘jumping off’ point for furthering negotiations at 

an official meeting. Non-Party submissions can serve 
4 See decision 1/CP.16 as well as the GCF’s website, available at http://www.

gcfund.org/home.html.
5 Decision 3/CP.17, Launching the Green Climate Fund. 
6 Decision 6/CP.18, Report of the Green Climate Fund to the Conference of 

the Parties and guidance to the Green Climate Fund.
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as useful sources of information on complex matters. 

In 2014, the Convention secretariat is planning to 

launch a submission portal on the UNFCCC website. 

The portal will facilitate the submission of views by 

Parties as well as facilitate retrieval. of information 

and views from Parties. The secretariat has prepared 

a note for Parties to facilitate the early submission of 

information and views requested by the COP, CMP, 

SBSTA, SBI and ADP. This note plus all submissions 

received to-date can be found at this link: https://

unfccc.int/documentation/submissions_from_

parties/items/5900.php.

There is convergence on the Board that the business 

model of the GCF will have a strategic focus on 

climate change mitigation and adaptation, and 

also seek to maximise sustainable development. 

Country ownership is a core principle of the business 

model framework of the Fund and countries will be 

responsible for identifying their priority result areas in 

line with their national strategies and plans. A request 

from AOSIS regarding ‘readiness’ funding is yet to 

be decided on by the Board, and this is a concern as 

SIDS may be marginalised by not having the requisite 

administrative arrangements in place at the national 

level. Recommended initial result areas of the Fund 

include agriculture and related land use management, 

REDD+ implementation and sustainable forest 

management.

Regarding the arrangements between the COP and 

the GCF, the COP is to provide guidance to the GCF 

on the basis of reports from the GCF. The Board of 

the GCF has full responsibility for funding decisions. 

The COP will make assessments of the amount of 

funds necessary to assist developing countries in 

implementing the Convention, in order to help to 

inform resource mobilisation by the GCF. The COP 

may commission an independent assessment of the 

overall performance of the GCF, including of the 

performance of the Board of the GCF. A change in the 

arrangements between the COP and the GCF must be 

agreed by both entities in writing. These arrangements 

were confirmed by the Parties in decision 5/CP.19.

For more information on the GCF and a link to key 

Convention decisions, you may wish to visit: https://

unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/financial_

mechanism/green_climate_fund/items/5869.php.

Long-Term Climate Finance

Parties at COP17 (Durban, 2011) decided to undertake 

a work programme on long-term finance in 2012, 

including workshops, in order to make progress on 

long-term finance in the context of decision 1/CP.16, 

paragraphs 97–101. The aim of the work programme 

was to contribute to the on-going efforts to scale 

up the mobilisation of climate change finance after 

2012. Two co-Chairs were appointed – one from a 

developing country Party and one from a developed 

country Party.

At COP18 (Doha), Parties decided to extend the 

work programme on long-term finance for one year 

to the end of 2013.7 The aim of the extended work 

programme was to inform developed country Parties 

in their efforts to identify pathways for mobilising 

scaled-up climate finance to USD 100 billion per year 

by 2020 from public, private and alternative sources 

in the context of meaningful mitigation actions and 

transparency on implementation, and to inform all 

Parties in enhancing their enabling environments and 

policy frameworks to facilitate the mobilisation and 

effective deployment of climate finance in developing 

countries.

The outcomes of the extended work programme 

on long-term finance were also meant to inform 

the in-session high-level ministerial dialogue on 
7 Decision 4.CP.18, Work programme on long-term finance.
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climate finance (see below) at COP19 (Warsaw) in its 

consideration of the progress made in the mobilisation 

of long-term finance and efforts being undertaken by 

developed country Parties to scale up the mobilisation 

of climate finance after 2012.

At COP19 (Warsaw), Parties agreed on a way 

forward for long-term climate finance (decision 3/

CP.19). In addition to recognising the long-term 

goal of USD 100 billion per year by 2020, Parties 

urged developed countries to maintain a consistent 

‘ramping up’ of public funds toward the 2020 goal. 

Specifically, developed country Parties were asked to 

channel a substantial share of public climate funds to 

adaptation. In an effort to ensure that there is no gap 

between fast-start climate financing and the long-

term finance goal, developed country Parties have 

been requested to prepare biennial submissions on 

their updated strategies and approaches for scaling 

up climate finance from 2014 to 2020.

Other safeguards put in place to maintain pressure 

on the provision of climate finance to 2020, include 

a request to the secretariat to organise in-session 

workshops on strategies and approaches for scaling 

up climate finance, cooperation on enhanced enabling 

environments and support for readiness activities, 

and on needs for support to developing countries, 

from 2014 to 2020. Parties also decided to convene 

a biennial high-level ministerial dialogue on climate 

finance beginning in 2014 and ending in 2020. These 

ministerial meetings are meant to be informed by the 

workshops mentioned above.

For more information on Long term finance, you 

may wish to visit: https://unfccc.int/cooperation_

support/financial_mechanism/long-term_finance/

items/6814.php

Financial Mechanism

As explained above, Article 11 of the Convention 

provides that the operation of the financial 

mechanism should be entrusted to one or more 

existing international entities. Currently, the operation 

of the financial mechanism is partly entrusted to the 

Global Environment Facility (GEF), subject to review 

every four years.8 The fifth review of the financial 

mechanism is due to be finalised by the end of 2014 

(COP20).

At COP19 (Warsaw), the GEF made a report on its 

progress in complying with the COP’s guidance, 

including on the sixth replenishment cycle of the 

GEF Trust Fund and its long-term strategy towards 

2020.9 In addition, the COP provided further guidance 

to the GEF, which is contained in decision 6/CP.19. 

In particular, Parties requested the GEF to give due 

consideration in its sixth replenishment period to 

funding for small island developing States and the 

least developed countries in order to enable them 

to address their urgent needs and to comply with 

their obligations under the Convention. The GEF 

was also encouraged to strengthen its collaborative 

efforts with the Standing Committee on Finance (see 

below). It is clear that the GEF is complying with COP 

guidance, however, there is a degree of interpretation 

of that guidance by the GEF Council and Secretariat 

in operationalising that guidance. In addition, issues 

do arise in relation to the regulations and procedures 

of the implementing agencies, especially when these 

are contradictory or non-compliant with the COP 

guidance.

For more information on the GEF, you may wish to 

visit the GEF website at: http://www.thegef.org/gef.

At COP 16 (Cancun), Parties decided to establish a 

Standing Committee to assist the COP in exercising 

its functions in relation to the financial mechanism of 

8 The relationship between the COP and the GEF Council was agreed in a 

memorandum of understanding contained in decisions 12/CP.2 and 12/CP.3.v
9 Decision 6/CP.19 Report of the Global Environment Facility to the 

Conference of the Parties and guidance to the Global Environment Facility.
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the Convention.10 This involves improving coherence 

and coordination in the delivery of climate change 

financing, rationalisation of the financial mechanism, 

mobilisation of financial resources and measurement, 

reporting and verification of support provided to 

developing country Parties.

The Standing Committee conducts activities such as:

• Organising fora for communication and continued 

exchange of information among bodies and 

entities dealing with climate change finance;

• Maintaining linkages with the SBI and thematic 

bodies of the Convention;

• Providing draft guidance for the operating entities 

of the financial mechanism;

• Providing recommendations on how to improve 

the coherence, effectiveness and efficiency of the 

operating entities of the financial mechanism;

• Providing expert input into the preparation and 

conduct of the periodic reviews of the financial 

mechanism; and

• Preparing biennial assessments and overviews of 

climate finance flows.

During COP17 (Durban) Parties further defined the 

roles and functions, as well as the composition and 

working modalities, of the Standing Committee. The 

Standing Committee meets at least twice a year, or 

more if necessary. The COP will conduct a review of 

the functions of the Standing Committee in 2015.

At COP18 (Doha), Parties endorsed the work 

programme of the Standing Committee. COP18 

also adopted the revised composition and working 

modalities of the Standing Committee and decided 

that the Chair and vice-Chair of the Standing 

Committee should serve as co-Chairs. The name of 

the Standing Committee was changed to the Standing 

Committee on Finance (SCF).

Developed country Parties were invited to submit 

to the secretariat, by May 2014, information on the 

appropriate methodologies and systems used to 

measure and track climate finance. The COP requested 

the SCF, in preparing the first biennial assessment 

and overview of financial flows, to consider ways of 

strengthening methodologies for reporting climate 

finance.

The first Forum of the SCF took place on 28 May 2013 

in Barcelona, Spain. Topics covered included strategic 

perspectives on climate finance; financing and 

investment drivers for mitigation activities; innovative 

approaches and case studies by national, bilateral, 

regional and multilateral organisations and by the 

private sector; financing and investment drivers for 

adaptation activities; the role of local investors in 

mobilizing additional climate finance; and tracking 

climate finance. Meeting documents of this forum 

can be found at https://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_

support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/

items/7624.php.

The co-Chairs of the SCF gave a presentation during 

an information event held in Bonn on 5 of June 2013. 

The presentation covered the current work of the SCF 

including on the arrangements between the COP and 

the Green Climate Fund (GCF), and the preparation 

of additional guidelines for the fifth review of the 

financial mechanism. This presentation can be found 

online at https://unfccc.int/files/cooperation_and_

support/financial_mechanism/standing_committee/

application/pdf/scf_presentation-infoevent__1.pdf.

Parties reacted to the report of the SCF’s work and 

its proposed work plan in decision 7/CP.19. The focus 

of work of the SCF in the coming year will be on the 

preparation and submission of its biennial assessment 

on financial flows. Further to that, at COP19 (Warsaw), 

10 Decision 1/CP.16.

Climate Finance

Parties asked the SCF to consider ways to increase its 

work on the measurement, reporting and verification 

of support beyond the biennial assessment. In 

addition, Parties called upon the SCF to enhance its 

linkages with the SBI and the thematic bodies of the 

Convention and SCF to consider the issue of financing 

for forests.

Finding decisions on the UNFCCC website Decisions, 

made by Parties to the Convention and the Kyoto 

Protocol (KP), record areas of agreement on a 

particular issue. The body of decisions taken by the 

COP and CMP over time indicate the interpretation 

Parties have made of the provisions of the relevant 

treaty (Convention or KP). Decisions also provide 

direction and guidance to other Convention and 

CMP entities. As such, they are important reference 

documents and it is important to understand how 

they can be accessed quickly and easily. All decisions 

taken under the Convention and KP processes are 

available on the secretariat website. The number 

allocated to a decision denotes the where in the 

series it falls in the set of decisions at a given COP 

or CMP meeting. For example, decision 5/CP.17 

is the fifth decision agreed by Parties at COP17 in 

Durban. The easiest way to access a Convention or 

CMP decision is from the UNFCCC homepage. Under 

the Negotiations heading of the left-side bar, click 

on Documents & Decisions and then click again on 

Decisions in the drop-down menu. You will arrive 

at a webpage with links that lead you to COP and 

CMP decisions (http://unfccc.int/documentation/

decisions/items/3597.php).

Fifth Review Of The Financial Mechanism

The COP, by decision 2/CP.16, requested SBI 37 

(Doha) to initiate the fifth review of the financial 

mechanism in accordance with the criteria contained 

in the guidelines annexed to decisions 3/CP.4 and 

6/CP.13 and to report on the outcome to COP19 

(Warsaw). The COP requested the SCF to further 

amend the guidelines for the review of the financial 

mechanism and to provide draft updated guidelines 

for consideration and adoption at COP19 (Warsaw), 

with a view to finalising the fifth review of the financial 

mechanism for consideration at COP20 (Lima).

At COP19 (Warsaw), Parties adopted the updated 

guidelines for the review of the financial mechanism. 

(See decision 8/CP.19.) Parties also requested the 

Standing Committee on Finance (SCF, see above) to 

continue to provide expert input to the fifth review of 

the financial mechanism, with the aim of the review 

being finalised at COP20 (December 2014).

Work Programme On Results-Based Finance To 

Progress The Full Implementation Of The Activities 

Referred To In Decision 1/Cp.16, Paragraph 70

The COP, by decision 1/CP.18, paragraph 25, decided 

to undertake a work programme on results-based 

finance11 in 2013, including two in-session workshops, 

to progress the full implementation of the activities 

relating to reducing emissions from deforestation 

and forest degradation, conservation of forest carbon 

stocks, sustainable management of forests and 

enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing 

countries (REDD+). It decided that the aim of the 

work programme was to contribute to the ongoing 

efforts to scale up and improve the effectiveness of 

finance for REDD+.

The co-Chairs of the work programme reported on 

11 See, e.g., http://climatemarkets.org/glossary/results-based-financing.

html. Results-based financing is a funding approach where payments are 

only made after specified outcomes can be proven to have taken place. 

The delivery of finance is made conditional upon the recipient country or 

company agreeing to outside verification that some agreed objectives have 

taken place. 
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the outcomes of the programme at COP19 (Warsaw), 

and the Parties agreed on a way forward on this 

issue in decision 9/CP.19. Developing country Parties 

seeking results-based payments should provide 

the most recent summary of information on how all 

required REDD+ safeguards have been addressed 

and respected before receiving payment. Parties 

decided to establish an information hub on the 

UNFCCC website as a means to publish information 

on the results of REDD+ activities and corresponding 

results-based payments. In addition to managing the 

information hub, the secretariat has been tasked with 

organising, an expert meeting on the information to 

be included in the hub before December 2014. As 

mentioned above, the SCF has been requested in 

2014 to focus its work on financing for REDD+.

Fast Start Finance

During COP15 (Copenhagen) developed countries 

pledged to provide new and additional resources 

approaching USD 30 billion for the period 2010 - 2012 

and with balanced allocation between mitigation and 

adaptation. This collective commitment has come to 

be known as ‘fast-start finance’.

Following up on this pledge, at COP16 (Cancun) 

Parties took note of this collective commitment 

by developed country Parties and reaffirmed that 

funding for adaptation will be prioritised for the most 

vulnerable developing countries, such as the LDCs, 

SIDS and Africa.12 Further, the COP invited developed 

country Parties to submit information on the resources 

provided to achieve this goal, including ways in which 

developing country Parties access these resources by 

May 2011, 2012 and 2013.

The Secretariat has received ten submissions from 

developed country Parties outlining their fast-start 

contributions and has appended these to a document 

that summarises the sources of funding (FCCC/

CP/2013/INF.1, see Table 1 for a summary of Party 

submissions).

The information submitted by developed countries 

suggests that the reported funding comes from 

public sources. However, some Parties also included 

information on public funding used to leverage 

private-sector financing, specifically highlighting the 

critical role of public finance in mobilising private 

investments, as well as the important role that private 

finance plays in tackling climate change.

Developed country Parties used existing bilateral and 

multilateral agencies as channels for the delivery of 

financial support. According to the submissions, the 

funds were provided mainly in the form of grants and 

concessional lending, and, in some cases, technical 

assistance and contributions to multilateral funds. In 

their submissions, most developed country Parties 

indicated their strong commitment to climate finance 

activities.

Case study: Pacific Climate Change 
Assessment Framework13

The Pacific Climate Change Finance Assessment 

Framework (PCCFAF) has been developed in 

response to the need to approach climate change 

financing in an informed way, commensurate with 

the specific circumstances and challenges of Pacific 

Forum Island Countries (FICs). While existing global 

approaches are being developed and trialled, they 

do not always consider aspects that are particularly 

12 Decision 1/CP.16. 
13 Excerpted from Pacific Climate Change Assessment Framework: Final 

Report (PIFS, May 2013).

Climate Finance

1 Information from Climate Analytics, Cashing-up At the end of Fast Start 

Finance: What can we learn for long-term finance? (Policy Brief, 2013)

Table 1: Party Submissions: Fast-Start Finance.1

    Amount reported  Share   Balance

Australia:   USD 595 million  1.5%   Adaptation – 52%

           Mitigation – 24%

           REDD+ – 24%

Canada:   USD 1.21 billion  3.1%   Adaptation – 15%

           Mitigation – 65%

           REDD+ – 11%

           Not allocated – 9%

EU:    USD 9.8 billion  25%   Adaptation – 32%

           Mitigation – 47%

           REDD+ – 13%

           Not allocated – 8%

Iceland:   USD 1 million   0.003%  Adaptation – 23%

           Mitigation – 30%

           Capacity building – 47%

Japan:    17.6 billion   45.1%   Adaptation – 10%

           Mitigation – 70%

           REDD+ – 5%

           Mixed funding – 15%

Liechtenstein:   USD 1.96 million  0.005%  Adaptation – 31%

           Mixed funding – 69%

New Zealand:   USD 70 million  0.177%   Adaptation – 34%

           Mitigation – 61%

           REDD+ – 5%

Norway:   USD 2.1 billion   5.5%   Adaptation – 10%

           Mitigation including

           REDD+ – 84%

           Mixed funding – 6%

Switzerland:   USD 143 million  0.37%   Adaptation – 41%

           Mitigation – 43%

           REDD+ – 16%

United States:   USD 7.5 billion   19%   Adaptation – 29%

           Mitigation – 52%

           REDD+ – 19%
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relevant to the situation of small island developing 

states. Rather than developing a parallel framework, 

the PCCFAF blends Pacific relevant aspects, 

especially climate change sources and capacity, into 

existing assessment approaches. This approach has 

emanated from, and has been piloted and refined 

through a case study of Nauru.14 The PCCFAF guides 

assessment of FICs ability to access and manage 

climate change resources across six interrelated 

dimensions, as listed below, and the potential of the 

country to utilise various modalities to assist in these 

efforts. The recommendations emerging from this 

analysis enable development of a Climate Change 

Finance Action Plan. This Action Plan would outline 

a series of actions to guide efforts by national 

governments and development partners to improve 

a country’s approach to climate change financing. 

Dimensions of Climate Change Financing

1. Funding Sources

2. Policies and Plans

3. Institutions

4. Public Financial Management and Expenditure

5. Human Capacity

6. Development Effectiveness

The framework assesses efforts being made at 

the national level by governments, donors and 

development partners and acknowledges the role 

played by sub-national governments, communities, 

civil society and the private sector, and efforts being 

made at the regional and international level. The 

PCCFAF focuses on efforts to meet the challenges 

of climate change; however, these assessments are 

intricately linked to and provide the opportunity to 

take a renewed look at the effectiveness of overall 

development efforts. The cross-cutting nature of 

climate change requires national responses, which 

can bring together efforts focussing on specific 

sectors or issues.

During COP 19, a side event on ‘Fast-start Finance - 

lessons learned from 2010 to 2012’ took place.  The 

overall aim of the information event was to offer 

developed country Parties the opportunity to present 

information on their final fast-start finance as well 

as for Parties to engage in in-depth discussions on 

important lessons learned during the fast-starting 

finance period.

Adaptation Fund

Report of the Adaptation Fund Board

At CMP3 (Bali) Parties decided that the Adaptation 

Fund Board would report on its activities at each 

session of the CMP.15 At CMP8 (Doha) Parties requested 

the Adaptation Fund Board to report to SBI 38 (Bonn, 

2013) on the status of resources of the Fund, trends 

in the flow of resources and any identifiable causes of 

these trends.16 This report is now available at http://

unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/sbi/eng/inf02.pdf. 

Parties also considered at CMP9 (Warsaw), means to 

enhance the sustainability, adequacy and predictability 

of these resources, including the potential to diversify 

revenue streams of the Adaptation Fund.17

At CMP9 (Warsaw), Parties expressed their concern, 

in decision 1/CMP.9, with issues related to the 

sustainability, adequacy and predictability of funding 

from the Adaptation Fund, given the current market 

price of certified emission reductions.18 Parties 

encouraged developed countries and international 

organisations to provide funding to support the 

14 See Pacific Climate Change Finance Assessment: Nauru Case Study, Final 

Report (PIFS, May 2013).
15 Decision 1/CMP.3, Adaptation Fund.
16 Decision 4/CMP.8, Initial review of the Adaptation Fund.

17 Decision 1/CMP.9, Report of the Adaptation Fund Board.
18 The Adaptation Fund is financed by a 2% levy on certified emissions 

reductions (CERs) issued by the clean development mechanism (CDM).
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Adaptation Fund Board in its efforts to raise funds, 

and approximately US$100 million was added to the 

fund at the 2013 Warsaw COP.

Second Review Of The Adaptation Fund

At the Doha climate change conference, the CMP 

requested SBI 38 (Bonn, 2013) to initiate the second 

review of the Adaptation Fund and to report back 

to CMP9 (Warsaw), with a view to undertaking the 

second review of the Adaptation Fund at CMP10 

(Lima). At CMP9 (Warsaw), Parties agreed the terms 

of reference for the review (decision 2/CMP.9, Annex).

The objective of the second review is to ensure 

the effectiveness, sustainability and adequacy of 

the operation of the Fund. Parties and observer 

organisations, as well as other interested international 

organisations, stakeholders and non-governmental 

organisations involved in the activities of the 

Adaptation Fund and implementing entities accredited 

by the Adaptation Fund Board have been invited to 

submit their views on the review of the Adaptation 

Fund by the end of March 2014.

For more information of the Adaptation Fund, you 

may wish to visit:

Adaptation Fund website

https://www.adaptation-fund.org

UNFCCC website

https://unfccc.int/cooperation_and_support/

financial_mechanism/adaptation_fund/items/3659.

php

Warsaw - High-Level Ministerial Dialogue On Climate 

Finance

In response to decision 1/CP.18, the President of 

COP19 convened an in-session high-level ministerial 

dialogue on climate finance to consider the progress 

made in the mobilisation of long-term finance and 

the efforts being undertaken by developed country 

Parties to scale up the mobilisation of climate finance 

after 2012. The COP invited developed country 

Parties to submit information on their strategies and 

approaches for mobilising scaled-up climate finance 

to USD 100 billion per year by 2020 in the context 

of meaningful mitigation actions and transparency on 

implementation.

Ministers and Heads of Delegation shared views on the 

state of climate finance and discussed ways forward 

to achieve the joint commitment of mobilising USD 

100 billion per year by 2020 from a variety of sources 

to address the needs of developing country Parties. 

Interventions by participants addressed progress 

made in scaling up the mobilisation of climate finance 

and lessons learned from the fast-start finance period. 

Parties reconfirmed their political support for the 

GCF. Going forward, continued political support, 

coordination and collaboration were seen as key to 

achieving the 2020 target.

The co-Chairs’ summary of the High-Level Dialogue on 

Climate Finance can be found online at: http://unfccc.

int/files/meetings/warsaw_nov_2013/application/

pdf/hlmdcc_co-chairs_summary.pdf For additional 

information on ministerial dialogues held during 

COP19 in Warsaw, visit http://unfccc.int/meetings/

warsaw_nov_2013/items/7896.php.

At COP19 Parties agreed to establish the Warsaw 

international mechanism for loss and damage.19

19 Decision 2/CP.19, Warsaw international mechanism for loss and damage 

associated with climate.
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History Of Loss And Damage In The 
Convention Process

The term ‘loss and damage’ was first mooted in 

the UNFCCC process during the negotiation of the 

Convention in 1991. Negotiation of the institutional 

arrangements of the UNFCCC included a proposal 

for the establishment of an international insurance 

pool that, among other things, would compensate 

vulnerable small island and other low-lying developing 

states for loss and damage resulting from sea level 

rise.20 Parties to the Convention failed to agree to 

the proposal, but the Alliance of Small Island States 

(AOSIS) continued to press for the Convention 

to address loss and damage.21 The term ‘loss and 

damage’ eventually entered the Convention process 

with the 2007 Bali Action Plan, and AOSIS and 

other developing country groups further developed 

proposals for loss and damage regimes in the run-

up to the Copenhagen climate change conference in 

2009.22

In 2010, work under the Ad-hoc Working Group on 

Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) gave rise 

to a far-reaching set of COP decisions known as the 

Cancun Agreements. As part of this set of decisions, 

Parties agreed to establish a work programme to 

consider approaches to address loss and damage 

associated with climate change impacts in developing 

countries that are particularly vulnerable to the 

adverse effects of climate change.23 Both extreme 

weather events and slow onset events were to be 

considered, and the SBI was tasked with agreeing on 

activities for the work programme.

In the following year (2011), Parties agreed to a set 

of activities for the work programme, structured to 

arrive at a discussion of the role of the Convention 

in addressing loss and damage associated with 

the adverse effects of climate change. The Parties 

acknowledged that one of the possible approaches to 

addressing loss and damage included an international 

mechanism.24 Over the course of 2012, Parties and 

experts met in a series of thematic and regionally-

based meetings under the work programme. The 

results of the work under the programme are captured 

in reports, technical papers and Party conclusions.

The decision from the 2012 Doha climate change 

conference25 recognises the outcomes of the work 

programme and sets out the role of the Convention 

in addressing loss and damage, but falls short of 

establishing institutional arrangements to implement 

this role. Instead, the decision postponed this to 

the following year (Warsaw 2013). Nevertheless, it 

does address the issue of supporting the financial, 

technological and capacity building needs of 

developing countries with respect to addressing loss 

and damage. The Doha decision also enumerates in 

some detail the actions Parties should take to address 

loss and damage as well as provides a long list of issues 

that require further understanding and expertise.

The Politics Of Loss And Damage

The history of addressing loss and damage under the 

UNFCCC has not been free from conflict. For many 

years, loss and damage was seen as solely an AOSIS 

issue, and was often considered a call for a global 

insurance facility. This perception most likely arose 

from the 1991 AOSIS proposal for an international 

insurance pool. While Parties agreed to include loss 

and damage under the adaptation pillar of the Bali 

Action Plan, the Group of 77 and China failed to unite 

20 See UN document A/AC.237/15, p. 126.
21 See e.g. Background paper: Insurance-Related Actions and Risk Assessment 

in the Context of the UNFCCC; Report on the UNFCCC workshops on 

insurance (FCCC/SBI/2003/11); UNFCCC, Investment and financial flows to 

address climate change: an update (FCCC/TP/2008/7).

22 UNFCCC, decision 1/CP.13; See also, African Group and AOSIS submissions 

in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/MISC.8.
23 UNFCCC, decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 26. 
24 UNFCCC, decision 7/CP.17.
25 UNFCCC, decision 3/CP.18.

around the issue of loss and damage until the Durban 

conference in 2011, where the activities for the work 

programme on loss and damage were finalised and 

agreed.26 At that stage, the issue of loss and damage 

in the Convention process began to split Parties along 

traditional North – South lines.

Loss and damage associated with the adverse 

effects of climate change is complex, with types of 

impacts, their severity and frequency and local needs 

varying by region or sub-region. In addition, there 

may be exacerbating impacts when these effects 

occur simultaneously, for example ocean acidification 

together with increased sea temperatures. Following 

is a list of contentious issues that surfaced at the 

Warsaw negotiations on loss and damage:

• Responsibility for compensating developing 

countries for loss and damage;

• Limits of adaptation actions in addressing and 

reducing loss and damage;

• Need for a new institution / mechanism under the 

Convention and the urgency for establishing it 

sooner rather than later;

• Functions and modalities of institutional 

arrangements to address loss and damage; and

• Means of implementation (finance, technology, 

capacity building) to support approaches to 

address loss and damage in developing countries.

These are the headliners of the key areas under 

dispute in Warsaw, and the Warsaw decision is built 

around them.

Analysis Of The Warsaw Decision

The core operative provision of the decision on the 

Warsaw international mechanism for loss and damage 

associated with climate change impacts is the 

establishment of the Warsaw International Mechanism 

(WIM). The decision explicitly states that the WIM is 

located under the Cancun Adaptation Framework 

(CAF), which is a concern for many developing country 

Parties, both ideologically and practically. If loss and 

damage is what results when climate change impacts 

cannot be adapted to, addressing it under the CAF 

means that critical loss-and-damage-related issues 

run the risk of being neglected. In addition, the WIM 

adds an additional burden to an adaptation agenda 

that is already stretched – capacity- and funding-wise. 

That said, the preambular language of the decision 

does acknowledge that loss and damage involves 

more than that which can be reduced by adaptation. 

This provides scope in the future for re-evaluating the 

placement of the WIM in the Convention architecture 

when it is reviewed in 2016. In fact, the combination of 

the language of the preamble and the early review of 

the mechanism was what finally allowed developing 

countries to agree to having the WIM under the CAF.

This criticism of the WIM being under the CAF, should 

not be understood to mean that ongoing efforts being 

made under the Convention to guide adaptation 

actions in particularly vulnerable countries, especially 

in SIDS, are not extremely critical to addressing the 

adverse effects of climate change. Engaging in best 

adaptation practices now is both possible and can 

help reduce the extent to which climate change 

impacts may lead to loss and damage in the future. 

A better understanding is needed of climate change 

impacts that might lead to loss and damage, as 

well as enhanced knowledge of when adaptation 

actions are no longer an option. One of the tasks of 

the WIM should be to develop this knowledge and 

understanding.

In addition to establishing the WIM, the Warsaw 

decision establishes an Executive Committee 

26 See UNFCCC, decision 7/CP.17.
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(ExCom) to guide the implementation of the functions 

of the WIM, as set out in the decision. The ExCom 

is accountable to the COP, and reports to it through 

the subsidiary bodies.27 This is the same reporting 

mechanism used by the Adaptation Committee and 

the Technology Executive Committee. The perceived 

risk of this reporting arrangement is that the work 

of the ExCom could be stalled at the level of the 

subsidiary bodies. On the other hand, this extra step 

allows Parties to review, comment on and make 

recommendations for the direction of work of the 

ExCom before it reports to the COP.

To prevent delays in commencing the work of the 

ExCom, by negotiating its composition and procedures, 

Parties agreed that, as an interim measure, the ExCom 

would be comprised of members from existing bodies 

under the Convention.28 The interim members of the 

ExCom are responsible for developing a two-year 

work plan for implementing the functions of the WIM 

and presenting it to the subsidiary bodies at the end 

of 2014. The subsidiary bodies are, in turn, responsible 

for further considering the composition of the ExCom 

and its procedures and making recommendations to 

the COP. As mandated by COP19, the ExCom’s initial 

meeting is scheduled for March 2014.29 This and other 

meetings of the ExCom are open to observers, and the 

secretariat has been asked to invite representatives 

of relevant international and regional organisations to 

attend.

There are a number of risks associated with the 

organisational arrangements in the decision. First of 

all, the interim measure taken to allow the ExCom to 

begin its work as early as possible in 2014 is not time 

bound. In other words, the ‘temporary’ composition 

of the ExCom, which essentially relegates it to being 

a sub-committee of existing Convention bodies, has 

no term limit. While the composition of the ExCom 

will be reviewed by the subsidiary bodies at the end 

of 2014, the subsidiary bodies are not mandated to 

change the composition of the ExCom. They are 

merely required to make recommendations to the 

COP after the review. Depending upon the appetite of 

Parties to engage in this review process, the default 

position could likely be a recommendation to prolong 

the interim composition of the ExCom into the future. 

Populating the ExCom permanently with members 

that are not elected and that have existing workloads, 

in other specialist areas, could significantly reduce 

the level of ambition and effectiveness of the ExCom 

in guiding work on loss and damage under the 

Convention.

Another concern is that the WIM’s two-year work 

plan will be developed by a committee made up of 

members from other Convention bodies with pre-set 

mandates and with no particular expertise in loss and 

damage. Although the work of this interim committee 

will be guided by the functions of the WIM, one 

could question the suitability of this group to the 

task at hand. The potential pitfalls created by a lack 

of expertise in and familiarity with loss and damage 

is concerning and the ExCom should be strongly 

encouraged to avail itself of outside expertise, 

including that of the relevant organisations invited to 

attend the committee meetings. Ultimately, concerns 

and differences of position regarding the proposed 

two-year work plan will be addressed by Parties, 

through the subsidiary bodies at the end of 2014.

Loss And Damage

27 The Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI) and the Subsidiary Body on 

Technical and Scientific Advice (SBSTA).
28 More specifically, the executive committee would be comprised of two 

representatives from the Adaptation Committee, the Least Developed 

Countries Expert Group, the Standing Committee on Finance, the Technology 

Executive Committee and the Consultative Group of Experts on National 

Communications from Parties not included in Annex I to the Convention. The 

sole SIDS representative on the ExCom is from Tuvalu.
29 The first meeting of the executive committee is scheduled for 25 – 28 

March 2014 in Bonn, Germany.

In addition to setting out the organisational structure 

of the WIM, the Warsaw decision lays out its functions. 

While not exhaustive, the list of functions is organised 

under three headings that reiterate the role of the 

Convention as provided in paragraph 5 of the Doha 

decision. The WIM’s functions therefore help unpick 

the agreed components of the role of the Convention, 

but they do not expand upon them. The functions 

themselves, which on their own appear fairly action-

orientated, are prefaced by qualifying language, 

relegating the WIM to the role of promoting, facilitating 

and enhancing the implementation and development 

of approaches to address loss and damage, including 

facilitating the provision of enhanced support.

Just as the scope of the functions of the WIM is 

bounded by the Doha decision, the substantive work 

of the WIM is also driven by the Doha decision on 

loss and damage. For example, the WIM’s work on 

enhancing action on and support for loss and damage 

is to be based on those actions outlined in paragraph 

6 of the Doha decision. The WIM’s activities to address 

gaps in understanding and expertise in approaches 

to address loss and damage is to include those areas 

outlined in paragraph 7(a) of the Doha decision.30 In 

this respect then, the Warsaw decision breaks little 

if any new ground, substantively. In fact, the two 

decisions are intrinsically linked – the Warsaw decision 

providing the mechanism by which previously agreed 

substantive provisions in the Doha decision can be 

implemented.

The Warsaw decision also lists a number of modalities 

available to the WIM to assist it in exercising its 

functions. These include providing technical guidance 

and support and making recommendations on how to 

enhance engagement, action and coherence on loss 

and damage both inside and outside the Convention.

There are a number of paragraphs in the Warsaw 

decision that address work on loss and damage 

outside the Convention. International and regional 

organisations are invited to integrate measures to 

address the impacts of climate change into their 

work. Convention Parties are invited to work through 

the UN and other relevant institutions to promote 

coherence in approaches to address loss and damage, 

as well as work with regional and national institutions 

to enhance their implementation of approaches to 

address loss and damage. These invitations provide 

pointed guidance to those agents with authority over 

loss-and-damage-relevant work programmes and 

agendas outside the Convention. While this could 

result in pushing the responsibility for work on loss 

and damage outside the Convention, in the best case, 

the invitations to Parties and external institutions 

should help extend and bolster the rather weak 

facilitative role of the Convention in addressing loss 

and damage.

In a less than ideal world, however, experience shows 

that the interpretation by external agencies of the 

needs of Parties, particularly the most vulnerable, 

has not always been consistent with actual needs 

expressed by Parties within the Convention process. 

Recent meetings attended jointly by international 

experts and country representatives have shown 

that between the two groups there is quite often a 

‘disconnect’ in the understanding of issues, needs 

and priorities around loss and damage. To ensure 

that the newly established international mechanism 

fulfils its mission of assisting particularly vulnerable 

developing countries to address loss and damage 

from climate change impacts, the Convention must 

assume a strong leadership role in steering work on 

30 It should be noted that paragraph 7(a)(iv) includes the notion of 

rehabilitation, thus, bringing work on exploring approaches to rehabilitation 

squarely into the remit of the WIM. Compensation is not considered in either 

the Doha or Warsaw decisions.
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loss and damage globally.

Finally, the Warsaw decision requests developed 

countries to provide developing countries with 

financial, technological and capacity building support 

in accordance with decision 1/CP.16 (the Cancun 

decision that established both the CAF and the 

Green Climate Fund - GCF). This loss and damage 

finance provision, which is tied to adaptation actions, 

combined with the fact that the WIM is currently 

under the CAF, would appear to set funding for loss 

and damage squarely within the long-term finance 

goal of USD 100 billion per year by 2020, presumably 

restricting it to the donor-dependent portion of the 

adaptation funding stream. This is a far cry from the 

independent and dedicated fund for loss and damage 

proposed by AOSIS, the LDCs and other developing 

country Parties.

What’s Not There

As mentioned above, the Warsaw decision that 

establishes the WIM breaks no new ground on loss 

and damage, substantively – with the exception of 

the preambular language acknowledging that in 

some cases loss and damage involves more than that 

which can be reduced by adaptation. Instead, the 

decision refers back to previous decisions for content. 

The Warsaw decision quite narrowly addresses 

the mandate from Doha to establish institutional 

arrangements to address loss and damage associated 

with the impacts of climate change, and goes no 

further.

The linkage between mitigation and loss and damage 

remains unforged. Indeed, loss and damage itself, 

as it is currently framed under the Convention, has 

no real underpinning in international law. Unlike 

other international treaties that deal with loss and 

damage,31 there is no provision under the Convention 

for a liability and compensation regime. Of course, 

this has been a long-standing contentious issue 

amongst Parties, but AOSIS has called for a liability 

and compensation regime and the issue remains 

unresolved. One of the functions of the newly formed 

ExCom is to address gaps in understanding and 

expertise with rehabilitation being explicitly named as 

an area of further work. This means that there is still 

some scope for Parties to explore the more difficult 

issues of compensation and liability in the future. The 

on-going discussions under the Durban Platform32 

also provide scope for defining loss and damage 

and introducing notions around the linkage between 

mitigation ambition and loss and damage.

The Warsaw decision is vague on where the funding will 

come from for the implementation of approaches to 

address loss and damage. Both the Doha and Warsaw 

decisions look to existing funding commitments 

under the Convention, namely arrangements to 

deliver on the long-term financing commitment of 

USD 100 billion per year by 2020. However, AOSIS has 

advocated for the creation of an independent fund 

filled up with mandatory contributions, in particular 

for addressing irreversible damage associated with 

slow onset events. In future, Parties will need to 

consider whether there is scope for establishing this 

kind of fund under current arrangements for the 

31 See e.g. OECD’s 1960 Paris Convention on Third Party Liability in the 

Field of Nuclear Energy, as amended by the 1963 Brussels Supplementary 

Convention, and the IAEA’s 1963 Vienna Convention on Civil Liability for 

Nuclear Damage, which are linked by a 1988 Joint Protocol relating to 

the Application of the Vienna Convention and the Paris Convention; 1963 

Brussels Supplementary Convention. The 2004 Protocol to Amend the 

Brussels Supplementary Convention will use a new method of calculation 

when it enters into force, based on 35% of GDP and 65% of installed nuclear; 

2003 Protocol on Civil Liability and Compensation for Damage Caused by 

the Transboundary Effects of Industrial Accidents on Transboundary Waters; 

1996 International Convention on Liability and Compensation for Damage in 

Connection with the Carriage of Hazardous and Noxious Substances; 1993 

Convention on Civil Liability for Damage Resulting from Activities Dangerous 

to the Environment.
32 See UNFCCC, decision 1/CP.17.
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financial mechanism, including the GCF.

Another thing Parties will need to consider is the fate 

of the work programme on loss and damage that was 

established by decision 1/CP.16. In Doha, Parties asked 

the SBI to elaborate additional activities for the work 

programme. In light of the procedural issues that 

hampered work under the SBI in June 2013, the SBI 

has not yet done this. This is something the ExCom 

might wish to consider as it develops its two-year 

work plan.

Summary Of The Warsaw Outcome

On the face of things, the Warsaw decision appears to 

deliver much of what developing countries had been 

asking for. It establishes an international mechanism 

with an executive governing body, guided by functions 

and modalities. The international mechanism is 

meant to provide leadership and coordination on 

approaches to address loss and damage. It is tasked 

with enhancing action and support on a set of actions 

that Parties have been asked to address pertaining 

to loss and damage at the national level, and there is 

scope for the mechanism to facilitate action to close 

gaps in knowledge on issues of great importance 

to particularly vulnerable countries, including the 

risk of slow onset events; non-economic losses; 

rehabilitation; and migration and displacement.33

Nevertheless, there are questions about the interim 

composition of the ExCom, how effective it might be 

in the face of already over-burdened agendas, and its 

access to expertise. The functions of the WIM limit it 

to the role of promoting, facilitating and enhancing 

action on loss and damage. The success of the WIM in 

driving work to address loss and damage will depend 

in large part on the willingness and ability of bodies 

both inside and outside the Convention to take up the 

invitation from the COP to find synergies and integrate 

loss and damage into their work programmes.

There are potential weaknesses built into the interim 

arrangements for the executive committee, the 

source of funding for loss and damage is still vague 

and loss and damage still lacks a clear legal framing 

under the Convention. Parties and relevant interested 

organisations will need to take up the invitations 

in the Warsaw decision to build coherence on loss 

and damage across institutions at all levels. Parties 

must also take advantage of milestones, such as the 

paragraph 15 review, and parallel processes, such 

as the review of the long-term global goal and the 

Durban Platform discussions to move the WIM past 

this first step and toward a loss and damage regime 

that is fully integrated into the future operation of the 

Convention.

Loss And Damage In The 2015 Agreement

At the most recent meeting of the Durban Platform 

(ADP 2.4) held in Bonn in March 2014, AOSIS set out 

its position on the treatment of loss and damage in 

the 2015 Agreement. AOSIS is of the view that loss 

and damage must be reflected as a separate element 

under the 2015 agreement. As such, it should form 

a separate area of negotiation and warrants specific 

discussion in a separate session. There must be 

recognition of the responsibilities of Parties when 

mitigation ambition is insufficient to meet the 

1.5C global goal and where adaptation actions are 

inadequate to avoid permanent loss and damage. 

Particularly vulnerable developing countries (LDCs 

and SIDS) must be provided with the financial and 

technological means to address the impacts of climate 

change, especially in cases where adaptation actions 

33 Paragraph 7 of decision 3/CP.18 acknowledges the further work required to 

advance the understanding of and expertise on loss and damage. 
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are insufficient to cope. While the establishment of 

WIM represents an important step forward and work 

should continue in this institutional forum, addressing 

loss and damage will require a long-term approach 

that is anchored in the new agreement. The Group 

of 77 and China called for loss and damage to be a 

separate element in the 2015 Agreement.

Case study: Modelling sea level rise in the Caribbean34 

There is now overwhelming scientific evidence that 

sea level rise (SLR) associated with climate change 

which is projected to occur in the 21st Century and 

beyond, represents a serious and chronic threat to 

the sustainable management of the coastal zone 

in Caribbean nations. The impacts associated with 

future SLR include coastal inundation and inland 

flooding, greater storm surge damage, and increased 

erosion, and will require considerable revisions to 

development plans and major investment decisions. 

A recent analysis commissioned by UNDP provides a 

comprehensive assessment of the consequences of 

projected SLR for the people and economies of 15 

Caribbean nations.

The analysis revealed that the impacts of SLR would 

not be uniform among Caribbean nations, with some 

projected to experience severe impacts from even 

a 1meter SLR. The differential vulnerability can be 

largely explained by the geophysical characteristics 

of the islands and their different coastal topographic 

settings. The Caribbean countries studied can be 

broadly categorised into four groups in terms of 

their relative vulnerability to coastal flooding. 

The first group of countries are those where there 

are large coastal plains lying close to sea level, 

exemplified by Belize, Guyana and Suriname. These 

are highly vulnerable to SLR. In the case of Belize, 

hurricanes are also of great concern; less so in the 

case of Guyana and Suriname since they are south of 

the hurricane belt, although other storms may affect 

all three countries. Mangroves are more extensive 

in these areas than in other Caribbean countries, 

and deterioration in these will lead to accelerated 

coastal erosion.

The second group are the low-lying small islands 

and cays, largely comprised of coral reefs: the 

Bahamas, most of the Grenadines, Barbuda and a 

few small islands lying offshore other areas. These 

islands, lying mostly below 10 meters, are highly 

vulnerable to SLR and hurricane storm surge. They 

will likely experience periodic flooding, erosion and 

retreat of mangroves and seagrass beds together 

with saltwater intrusion into the small lenses of fresh 

groundwater upon which they frequently depend.

The third group are the mainly volcanic islands of 

St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent, Dominica, 

Grenada and Montserrat. These islands, with only 

narrow coastal areas, are vulnerable to erosion 

of more limited beach areas and local coastal 

landslides. In some, mangroves and seagrass beds 

are also threatened. These islands, being tectonically 

active, may be experiencing land movement, which 

could mitigate against or exacerbate SLR. The final 

group of Caribbean countries studied are Antigua, 

Barbados, Haiti, Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago. 

The coastlines of these countries are varied and 

include both steep, sometimes volcanic coastlines 

and coastal plains, sometimes with mangroves and 

seagrass beds to seaward. Flooding of the coastal 

plains due to SLR is a considerable threat, as is 

coastal erosion and flooding from storms (including 

hurricanes in the case of Antigua, Barbados, Haiti 

and Jamaica, and tropical storms in all areas). These 

areas are tectonically active, and as with the volcanic 

Loss And Damage
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Resulting from the Impacts of Climate Change: Modelling the Transformation 

Impacts and Costs of Sea Level Rise in the Caribbean (UNDP, 2010).

islands, this may cause rises or falls in land level, 

which would alter SLR projections slightly.

While the analysis revealed that total land area 

permanently inundated by a 1 meter SLR is less 

than 1% for the Caribbean as a whole, the land lost 

is some of the most valuable, which has significant 

implications for the economy in the region. A 1 meter 

SLR would displace an estimated 110,000 people in 

Caribbean nations. Tourism was found to be a key 

vulnerability. Considering its dependence on coastal 

areas, it is not surprising that in the face of SLR, 

tourism is one of the most vulnerable economic 

sectors in the Caribbean. The prediction that climate 

change will result in more frequent storm surges, 

which exacerbate coastal erosion, adds to this 

vulnerability profile.

A vital question for policy-makers is to what extent can 

projected losses be off-set by targeted interventions 

including coastal protection schemes? Many coastal 

cities throughout the Caribbean utilise structures such 

as levees or sea walls as a means to protect densely 

populated urban areas and strategic infrastructure 

against erosion and flooding. The analysis found that 

301kilometers of new or improved coastal defences 

would be required to structurally protect Caribbean 

cities from SLR projected for the 21st Century. 

The construction costs are estimated at between 

US$1.2 and US$4.4 billion. Annual maintenance of 

these protection schemes is estimated at US$111 to 

US$128 million. The costs of such coastal protection 

schemes are typically well beyond the financial 

capacity of local governments and are highly likely 

to exceed the capabilities of Caribbean countries. 

Continued development of vulnerable coastal areas 

will put additional assets and people at risk and 

raise both damage estimates as well as protection 

costs. With the implementation of coastal defence 

projects typically requiring 30 years or more, there 

is an urgent need for the international community to 

negotiate support for the planning and construction 

of major coastal defence projects.

The impacts of SLR will not be uniform among 

Caribbean countires, with some projected to 

experience severe impacts from even a 1 meter 

SLR. Based on available information, The Bahamas, 

Suriname, Guyana, Trinidad and Tobago and Belize 

are anticipated to suffer the greatest economic losses 

and damages in absolute economic terms. While 

the absolute size of economic losses is generally 

much greater in larger Caribbean economies, the 

proportional impacts (losses compared to the size 

of the national economy) are generally higher in the 

smaller economies of St. Kitts and Nevis, Antigua and 

Barbuda, Barbados, St. Vincent and the Grenadines 

and Grenada. The capacity of the economies in these 

countries to absorb and recover from proportionately 

higher economic losses is expected to be lower.

Summary of estimated costs of loss and damage due 

to SLR

• In 2050 capital costs were estimated to be 

between US$26 to US$60.7 billion (equivalent 

to between 6.2% and 12% of projected GDP in 

2050 respectively), while annual costs ranged 

from US$3.9 to US$6.1 billion (0.9% to 1.2% of 

projected GDP)

• Estimates for capital GDP loss to Caribbean 

countries in 2080 were projected to be between 

US$68.2 and US$187 billion (8.3% and 19.2% of 

projected GDP in 2080)

• Annual costs for 2080 were projected to be 

between US$13.5 and US$19.4 billion (1.6% to 2% 

of GDP in 2080). Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, 

Belize, St. Kitts and Nevis and the Bahamas are 

expected to experience annual losses of up to 5% 

of GDP 

The study sets out the following recommendations 

1) to improve the information base available for 
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SLR related decision-making; and 2) for actions 

and policies for decision-makers: Improving the 

information base

• Develop an inventory of existing coastal 

protection defences and their design range and 

maintenance status

• Local level studies should be undertaken to 

better understand the potential impacts of SLR 

for communities and facilitate the engagement of 

local governments and vulnerable stakeholders 

in the development of adaptation plans

• Conduct a thorough cost-benefit analysis of 

coastal protection at a local level

• Undertake focused analysis of vulnerable sub-

populations

• Undertake detailed sectoral case studies of 

SLR vulnerability, for scale-up to national and 

regional economic assessments

• Complete a focused analysis of the vulnerability 

of tourism dependent small island economies 

and develop adaptation strategies

• Adopt a risk management approach consistent 

with actuarial science best practice

• Develop more realistic socio-economic scenarios 

to inform future cost-benefit analyses

• Improve the spatial detail and reduce 

uncertainties in climate change scenarios for the 

Caribbean Basin

• Invest in development of high-resolution 

topographical data sets

• Assess the adaptive capacity of wetlands and 

mangroves to SLR

• Better incorporate non-market values in future 

economic assessments of SLR and climate 

change impacts

• Utilise a multi-temporal systems approach in 

future economic analysis of climate change

Policy Recommendations

• Commence coastal projection adaptation 

planning early

• Integrate SLR into the design of all coastal 

structures

• Integrate SLR into government insurance policies 

• Review and develop policies and legal frameworks 

to support coordinated retreat from high-risk 

coastal areas

• Incorporate SLR into local and regional land use 

development plans as well as tourism master 

plans

• Communication, awareness and education 

activities for key target groups

• Assess adaptation strategies to address the 

multitude of cross-sectoral impacts

For more information on loss and damage, you 

may wish to visit the Loss and Damage webpage 

at: http://unfccc.int/adaptation/workstreams/loss_

and_damage/items/6056.php

For a recent analysis of the Warsaw International 

Mechanism, please see a paper prepared by UNFCCC 

negotiators from the Group of 77 and China: http://

www.twn.my/title2/climate/info.service/2014/

cc140101.htm.

Loss And Damage
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Article 4.5 of the Convention requires developed 

country Parties to take all practicable steps to 

promote, facilitate and finance the transfer of, or 

access to, environmentally sound technologies and 

know-how to developing country Parties to enable 

them to implement the provisions of the Convention. 

This commitment is echoed in Article 10 of the Kyoto 

Protocol (KP). In this context, Parties have taken a 

number of decisions to promote the development 

and transfer of environmentally sound technologies 

at each session of the COP.

After many years of work on technology transfer 

under the Convention by way of an expert group, 

Parties established a Technology Mechanism at COP16 

(Cancun). The objective of the Technology Mechanism 

is to facilitate the implementation of enhanced action 

on technology development and transfer to support 

action on mitigation and adaptation in order to 

achieve the full implementation of the Convention. 

The Technology Mechanism has two components, the:

• Technology Executive Committee (TEC); and

• Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN).

Technology Executive Committee (TEC)

The TEC has the following functions:

• Provide an overview of technological needs and 

analysis of policy and technical issues related to 

the development and transfer of technologies for 

mitigation and adaptation;

• Consider and recommend actions to promote 

technology development and transfer, in order to 

accelerate action on mitigation and adaptation;

• Recommend guidance on policies and programme 

priorities related to technology development and 

transfer with special consideration given to the 

least developed country Parties;

• Promote and facilitate collaboration on the 

development and transfer of technologies for 

mitigation and adaptation between governments, 

the private sector, non-profit organisations and 

academic and research communities;

• Recommend actions to address the barriers to 

technology development and transfer in order 

to enable enhanced action on mitigation and 

adaptation;

• Seek cooperation with relevant international 

technology initiatives, stakeholders and 

organisations, and promote coherence and 

cooperation across technology activities, including 

activities under and outside of the Convention; 

and

• Catalyse the development and use of technology 

road maps or action plans at the international, 

regional and national levels through cooperation 

between relevant stakeholders, particularly 

governments and relevant organizations or 

bodies, including the development of best 

practice guidelines as facilitative tools for action 

on mitigation and adaptation.

The TEC has 20 expert members, with nine members 

from Annex I Parties and three members from each of 

the developing country Party regions, i.e., Africa, Asia 

and the Pacific, and Latin America and the Caribbean. 

In addition, there is one member from a small island 

developing State (SIDS) and one member from a least 

developed country (LDC). The TEC meets at least 

twice per year. Its meetings are open to attendance 

by accredited observer organisations and observers 

from Parties, except where otherwise decided by the 

TEC.

The TEC is required to agree on a workplan that it 

keeps under regular review. It is worth noting that there 

is no requirement for the COP or its subsidiary bodies 

to approve the TEC’s workplan. The TEC finalised 

and adopted its workplan for 2014 – 2015 at its latest 

meeting in March 2014. The 2014 – 2015 workplan 

is structured around five strategic objectives, each 

comprising a set of activities.

Technology Transfer

The strategic objectives of the TEC for 2014–2015 are:

(a) Objective 1: Promote coherence and synergy 

within the Technology Mechanism to facilitate its 

effective implementation;

(b) Objective 2: Recommend actions to 

strengthen the TNA process and enhance the 

implementation of the results of TNAs;

(c) Objective 3: Promote enabling environments 

and recommend actions to address barriers to 

technology development and transfer;

(d) Objective 4: Collaborate on specific areas of 

work with stakeholders and institutions under 

and outside of the Convention;

(e) Objective 5: Promote medium and long-

term strategies and activities on technology 

development and transfer to accelerate actions 

on mitigation and adaptation.

Some of the proposed deliverables of the 2014 – 

2015 workplan include the preparation of a paper 

on good practises of TNAs along with and project 

ideas; a workshop on Technologies for Adaptation;35 

recommendation to the COP on linkages between 

the Technology Mechanism and financial mechanism; 

and participation in the Executive Committee of 

the Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and 

Damage.

Climate Technology Centre and Network 
(CTCN)

The objective of the CTCN is to facilitate a network 

of national, regional, sectoral and international 

technology networks and organisations. As such, the 

CTCN is the operational component of the Technology 

Mechanism. It is hosted and managed by the UN 

Environment Programme (UNEP) in collaboration 

with the UN Industrial Development Organisation 

(UNIDO). UNEP is currently supported by 11 centres 

of excellence.36 The CTCN is governed by an Advisory 

Board and is headquartered in Denmark, Copenhagen. 

It consists of:

(a) A climate technology centre (CTC); and

(b) A Network, with consists of institutions capable 

of responding to requests from developing country 

Parties related to the development and transfer of 

technology.

National designated entities (NDEs) serve as entities 

for the development and transfer of technologies in 

country and act as focal points for interacting with 

the CTC regarding requests from developing country 

Parties about their technology needs.37 SIDS should 

consider submitting their identifying NDEs as soon as 

possible.

The Advisory Board meets twice yearly. The latest 

meeting of the Advisory Board took place in 

Copenhagen in March 2014. Among other things, the 

meeting covered the work of UNEP to support the 

operationalisation of the CTCN; GEF support to the 

CTCN; and the joint annual report of the TEC and the 

CTCN (see below).

In order to ensure coherence and synergy within the 

Technology Mechanism, the COP agreed to initiate 

the elaboration and consideration of the relationship 

between the TEC and the CTCN at COP19 (Warsaw).

Joint Annual Report Of The Technology Executive 

Committee (TEC) And The Climate Technology 

Centre And Network (CTCN)

COP16 (Cancun) decided that the TEC and the 

35 This workshop took place in Bonn, Germany on 4 March 2014. Please 

follow this link for workshop documentation: http://unfccc.int/ttclear/pages/

ttclear/pages/ttclear/templates/render_cms_page?s=events_workshops_

adaptationtechs.
36 None of the 11 centres of excellence are located in a SIDS. For a list of the 

current centres of excellence, see http://www.unep.org/climatechange/ctcn/

AboutUs/tabid/155769/language/en-US/Default.aspx.
37 To date, six SIDS have appointed NDEs: Antigua and Barbuda; Dominica; 

Fiji; Maldives; Solomon Islands; and Vanuatu. See http://unfccc.int/ttclear/

templates/render_cms_page?s=TEM_n
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38 Of the 31 TNAs synthesised in this report, two were submitted by SIDS: 

Cuba and Mauritius. A total of ten SIDS have submitted first and / or second 

round TNAs: Antigua and Barbuda; Cuba, Dominica; Haiti; Jamaica; Mauritius; 

Niue; St Lucia; Samoa; and Seychelles.

CTCN would report jointly to the COP, through the 

subsidiary bodies, on their respective activities and 

the performance of their respective functions. At 

COP18 (Doha), Parties requested the CTCN to consult 

with the TEC on establishing procedures for preparing 

a joint annual report to be made available to COP19 

(Warsaw).

At COP19, the SBSTA and SBI 39 considered the first 

joint annual report of the TEC and the CTCN, but were 

unable to reach agreement on finalising it. Therefore, 

the COP requested the SBSTA and the SBI to continue 

consideration of the 2013 joint annual report at SB 40 

(June 2014) with a view to forwarding a draft decision 

on the report for adoption at COP20 (Lima).

The 2013 joint report highlights the importance of 

high-level governmental support of the TNA process. 

The TNA, NAMA and NAPs processes should be 

coordinated, and NDEs have the potential to play a key 

role in establishing strong linkages and maintaining 

coherence at the national and regional levels between 

these different planning processes.

Technology Needs Assessments – Third Synthesis 

Report

Developing countries identify what technologies are 

needed through a Technology Needs Assessments 

(TNAs). TNAs assist developing countries prioritise 

the technologies required to mitigate and adapt to 

climate change. Once the TNA is completed, pilot 

projects are developed and financed by the GEF to 

help realise the deployment, diffusion, and transfer of 

the technologies identified.

At SBSTA 35 (Durban), Parties requested the 

secretariat to prepare an updated TNA synthesis 

report for SBSTA 37 (Doha), including TNAs 

conducted by non-Annex I Parties under the Poznan 

strategic programme on technology transfer (see 

below). In light of the low number of new TNA reports 

made available by Parties, the preparation of the third 

synthesis report was postponed until a representative 

number of TNAs became available. As at 30 July 2013, 

a total number of 3138 TNA reports were available and 

were therefore synthesised for presentation at SBSTA 

39 (Warsaw). The SBSTA agreed to continue its 

consideration of this third synthesis report at SBSTA 

40 (Bonn, 2014).

Bearing in mind that the report is a synthesis of 

technology needs from a wide range of developing 

countries, the key findings can be summarised as 

follows:

Key findings arising from the third synthesis report 

on technology needs

Process related

• Of the 31 Parties that participated in the global 

TNA project, 29 prepared TNA reports on 

mitigation and all of them prepared TNA reports 

on adaptation.

• Most of the Parties stated their national 

development priorities as a starting point for the 

TNA process. 

Prioritised sectors

• For mitigation, almost all of the Parties prioritised 

the energy sector. The most prioritised subsectors 

of the energy sector were energy industries and 

transport.

• For adaptation, the agriculture and water sectors 

were the most prioritised.

Prioritised technologies for mitigation and 

adaptation 

• For mitigation, the majority of the technologies 

prioritised for the energy industries subsector 

were related to electricity generation. Solar 

photovoltaic and biomass/biogas electricity 

generation technologies were the most prioritised 

technologies, followed by efficient lighting, 

waste to energy, wind turbines and hydropower.

• For adaptation, the majority of the technologies 

prioritised for the agriculture sector were related 

to crop management.

Identified barriers to the prioritised technologies

• For mitigation, the most commonly reported 

barriers to the development and transfer of the 

prioritised technologies were economic and 

financial and technical barriers.

• For adaptation, almost all of the Parties 

identified the following types of barriers to the 

development and transfer of the prioritised 

technologies: economic and financial; policy, legal 

and regulatory; institutional and organizational 

capacity; and technical.

Identified enablers for the prioritised technologies 

• For mitigation, the most commonly mentioned 

enabler was the measure to provide or expand 

financial incentives for the implementation and 

use of the prioritised technology.

• For adaptation, the most commonly mentioned 

enabler was the measure to increase the financial 

resources available for the technology.

Technology action plans (TAPs) and project ideas

• Almost all of the Parties developed TAPs, which 

consist of a group of measures to address the 

identified barriers to a prioritised technology.

• Almost all of the Parties developed project ideas 

as part of their TNA processes. I n the context 

of their TNAs, Parties envisaged project ideas 

as concrete actions for the implementation of a 

prioritised technology.

Linkages between technology needs assessments 

and other processes

• Most of the Parties reported that they did not 

consider the TNA process to be a stand-alone 

process. Rather, TNAs were often considered 

to complement national policies and plans for 

mitigating greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 

adapting to climate change.

• Many of those Parties noted that their TNAs drew 

on completed nationally appropriate mitigation 

actions (NAMAs) and national adaptation 

programmes of action (NAPAs), or identified 

the outputs of their TNAs as inputs to the work 

on their national communications, NAMAs or 

national adaptation plans (NAPs).

The primary purpose of the report is to inform further 

steps to support enhanced action on the development 

and transfer of technology, including by facilitating 

the implementation of the results of the TNAs. 

Poznan Strategic Programme On Technology 
Transfer

The Poznan strategic programme on technology 

transfer was established at COP 14 (Poznan) as a 

step towards scaling up the level of investment in 

technology transfer in order to help developing 

countries address their needs for environmentally 

sound technologies. The Poznan programme consists 

of three funding windows:

• Technology needs assessments (TNAs);

• Piloting priority technology projects; and
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• Dissemination of successfully demonstrated 

technologies.

The Programme was established to complement other 

ongoing GEF climate change strategic programmes, 

including those under the GEF Trust Fund, as well as 

those under the Special Climate Change Fund and the 

Least Developed Countries Fund.

At SBI 34 (Bonn, 2011), Parties invited the GEF to 

provide reports on the progress made in carrying out 

its activities under the Poznan strategic programme on 

technology transfer, for consideration at subsequent 

SBI sessions, for the duration of the programme. At SBI 

37 (Doha), Parties further invited the GEF to consult 

with the Advisory Board of the CTCN on the support 

the GEF would provide for the work of the CTCN and 

to report on those consultations at COP19 (Warsaw). 

A report on the progress of the Poznan programme 

was part of the GEF’s annual report to the COP.39

39 See Report of the Global Environment Facility to the Nineteenth Session of 

he Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention 

on Climate Change at http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/03.

pdf.
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Mitigation

The term ‘mitigation’ as it is used in the UN climate 

change process is shorthand for ‘reducing greenhouse 

gas (GHG) emissions’. The ultimate objective of 

the climate change Convention is to stabilise GHG 

concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that 

would prevent dangerous human interference with 

the climate system. All Parties to the Convention are 

obligated to meet this objective within the context of 

their own national circumstances.40

Recognising the need to further quantify the 

responsibilities of specific Parties to reduce their own 

GHG emissions, the Kyoto Protocol (KP) was agreed, 

setting hard targets for developed country Parties 

over an initial five-year commitment period to 2012. 

A second eight-year commitment period to 2020 was 

agreed at CMP8 (Doha), where a subset of developed 

country Parties agreed to quantify emission reduction 

commitment limitation or reduction targets. The 

amendments required to the KP to recognise the 

second commitment period and the new GHG 

emissions reduction commitments currently are 

undergoing a formal ratification process where a total 

of 144 instruments of acceptance are required for 

their entry into force. Parties may provisionally apply 

the amendment pending its entry into force. To date, 

seven Parties have ratified the amendment to the KP, 

six of these being developing countries.41

Unfortunately, the commitments made by developed 

country Parties to the KP cover only a fraction of 

current GHG emissions. This is because only developed 

country Parties to the KP are required to take on 

targets, not all developed country emitters are Parties 

to the KP, and the profile of large GHG emitters has 

shifted to include a number of developing countries 

with rapidly emerging economies. For these reasons, 

efforts to step up mitigation ambition under the 

Convention have intensified, beginning in 2007 with 

the Bali Action Plan (decision 1/CP.13). The Bali Action 

Plan considered a broad list of mitigation actions, 

including:

• Measurable, reportable and verifiable nationally 

appropriate mitigation commitments or actions, 

including quantified emission limitation and 

reduction objectives (QELROs), by all developed 

country Parties, while ensuring the comparability 

of efforts among them, taking into account 

differences in their national circumstances;

• Nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs) 

by developing country Parties in the context of 

sustainable development, supported and enabled 

by technology, financing and capacity-building, 

in a measurable, reportable and verifiable (MRV) 

manner; and

• Policy approaches and positive incentives on issues 

relating to reducing emissions from deforestation 

and forest degradation in developing countries; 

and the role of conservation, sustainable 

management of forests and enhancement of forest 

carbon stocks in developing countries (REDD+).

Within the context of the 2007 Bali Action Plan, the 

2010 Cancun Agreements set out a long-term global 

goal for temperature increase that allows for the global 

quantification of the level of GHG emissions allowable 

to achieve the Convention’s ultimate objective. In 

Cancun, Parties agreed to hold the increase in global 

average temperature to 2 degrees Celsius above 

preindustrial levels, building in a review process to 

40 The principle of ‘common but differentiated responsibilities and respective 

capabilities’ is central in the Convention – recognising the position along which 

Parties find themselves on the road to achieving sustainable development, 

their responsibility for financing GHG emissions reductions and their ability 

to cover the costs associated with the adverse effects of climate change.

41 As of March 2014, the countries having ratified the amendment to the 

KP are Bangladesh, Barbados, Mauritius, Micronesia (Federated States of), 

Monaco, Sudan, United Arab Emirates.

consider strengthening the long-term global goal by 

reducing to limiting the temperature rises of to 1.5 

degrees Celsius. The review began in 2013 and should 

be concluded by 2015. While the end of the review 

period was agreed in advance of the establishment of 

the Ad-hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform 

for Enhanced Action (ADP), it is concurrent with the 

deadline set for the 2015 agreement.

Further to the setting and review of the long-term 

global goal, the Cancun Agreements provide a 

mechanism by which both developed and developing 

country Parties may submit pledges outlining the 

national contribution they intend to make toward 

meeting the long-term global goal. For developed 

countries, these pledges are quantified economy-wide 

emission reduction targets under the Convention and 

for those developed countries taking on commitments 

under the KP, quantified emission limitation or 

reduction commitments. Developing country Parties 

on the other hand have been invited to submit 

nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs), 

supported and enabled by technology, financing and 

capacity-building, and aimed at achieving a deviation 

in GHG emissions relative to their ‘business as usual’ 

emissions in 2020.

In Cancun, Parties also decided to set up a registry 

to record NAMAs seeking international support and 

to facilitate the matching of finance, technology 

and capacity-building support for these actions. 

Internationally supported mitigation actions are to be 

measured, reported and verified (MRV) domestically 

and will be subject to international MRV in accordance 

with guidelines developed under the Convention. 

More generally, developing countries, consistent with 

their capabilities and the level of support provided 

for reporting, have also been asked to submit biennial 

update reports (BURs) containing updates of national 

greenhouse gas inventories, including a national 

inventory report and information on mitigation actions, 

needs and support received. Over 90 developed and 

developing countries have submitted pledges related 

to the Cancun decision. However, at COP17 (Durban), 

Parties recognised that a gap existed between current 

national and international intentions to reduce GHG 

emissions and the actual level required to keep 

average global temperatures rising no more than 2 / 

1.5 degrees Celsius. In an effort to close this gap, and to 

ensure that developing countries, especially the most 

vulnerable, receive the support they need to cope 

with predicted changes, Parties agreed to establish 

the ADP. One of the primary aims of the ADP is the 

conclusion of a legal agreement to deal with climate 

change beyond 2020, including long-term mitigation 

actions. The ADP is also looking at ways of enhancing 

mitigation ambition between now and 2020.

Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions 
(NAMAs) By Developing Country Parties

Developing country Parties have been contributing 

to global mitigation efforts in several ways. The 

clean development mechanism (CDM)42 under the 

Kyoto Protocol has been an important avenue of 

action for developing countries to implement project 

activities that reduce emissions and enhance sinks. 

More recently, developing countries have agreed to 

implement nationally appropriate mitigation actions 

(NAMAs). First provided for in the Bali Action Plan, 

the NAMA process was launched at COP16 (Cancun).

In Cancun, Parties agreed that developing country 

Parties would take nationally appropriate mitigation 

actions in the context of sustainable development, 

supported and enabled by technology, financing 

and capacity-building, with the aim of achieving a 

42 For more information on the clean development mechanism, see the 

UNFCCC secretariat’s website at http://cdm.unfccc.int
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deviation in emissions relative to ‘business as usual’ 

emissions in 2020. So far, 57 developing countries as 

well as the African Group have voluntarily submitted 

their NAMAs to the UNFCCC secretariat.43 Further 

discussion of NAMAs has been advanced under an 

SBI work programme to further the understanding of 

the diversity of NAMAs.

Work programme to further the understanding of the 

diversity of nationally appropriate mitigation actions 

(NAMAs)

COP18 established a work programme under the SBI, 

for 2013–2014, to further the understanding of the 

diversity of NAMAs. The programme is to consider:

• Underlying assumptions and methodologies, 

sectors and gases covered, global warming 

potential values used and estimated mitigation 

outcomes;

• Needs for financial, technology and capacity-

building support, as well as support available 

and provided, access modalities and related 

experience gained; and

• The extent of the matching of mitigation actions 

with financial, technology and capacity building 

support under the registry.

Through 2013, the work programme was implemented 

through a workshop held in conjunction with the SBI 

session in Warsaw,44 two in-session technical briefings 

and Parties’ deliberations under this agenda sub-item. 

At SBI 39 (Warsaw), the SBI considered progress 

in the implementation of the work programme, 

and requested the secretariat to organise focused 

interactive technical discussions, including through 

one in-session workshop in 2014 per session. The SBI 

will report on the results of the work programme at 

COP20 (Lima), where it is likely that a COP decision 

will be taken on the way forward.

Case study: Pacific NAMA guidelines – the Cook 

Islands NAMA45

Background

The concept of nationally appropriate mitigation 

(NAMAs) originated in language agreed in UNFCCC 

decision 1/CP.13, commonly known as the Bali Action 

Plan: Nationally appropriate mitigation actions 

by developing country Parties in the context of 

sustainable development, supported and enabled 

by technology, financing and capacity-building, 

in a measurable, reportable and verifiable manner 

(decision 1/CP.13, sub-paragraph 1(b)(ii)).

Rather than representing some potentially 

burdensome new commitment to take mitigation 

actions – especially for vulnerable Pacific Island 

Countries (PICs) which must prioritise adaptation – 

the emergence and evolution of NAMAs can be seen 

as opening a whole new window of international 

support for mitigation actions that sit under and 

fit with these countries’ broader sustainable 

development objectives.

Defining NAMAs – Substance And Process

There is no single or clear definition of the term 

NAMA. Principally, this reflects the fact that the 

term derives from the word ‘actions’ which can 

be described in many ways. In the UNFCCC the 

approach taken to defining NAMAs thus far has been 

Mitigation

43 SIDS having communicated NAMAS to date are: Antigua and Barbuda; the 

Cook Islands; Dominica; the Maldives; the Marshall Islands; Mauritius; Papua 

New Guinea; and Singapore. See http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/sbi/

eng/inf12r02.pdf for a compilation of information on NAMAs.
44 The Cook Islands presented on their NAMA at the workshop in Warsaw. 

The work programme activities in Warsaw can be found here: http://unfccc.

int/focus/mitigation/items/8025.php. The report of the in-session workshop 

at SBI 38 (Bonn, 2013) is available at http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2014/

sbi/eng/inf01.pdf.
45 Excerpted in part from Pacific NAMA Guidelines, Secretariat of the Pacific 

Regional Environment Programme (December 2012) and First Cook Islands 

NAMA: Supporting 100% Renewable Electricity Implementation (December 

2012).

to ‘catalogue’ actions that developing countries 

have described in their submissions where they have 

made some form of pledge of mitigation action 

sometimes conditional to international support. 

For now, the intent in the UNFCCC is to be as 

flexible as possible so as not to constrain possible 

actions or support for them. There are no specific 

institutional requirements of developing countries 

with respect to NAMAs. Preparing and presenting 

NAMAs for support is entirely a voluntary choice 

that countries make. However, as is generally the 

case in the UNFCCC, communications between the 

UNFCCC secretariat and countries will be done with 

the countries’ National Focal Points. With respect to 

the NAMA Registry, the intention is to allow three 

different ‘user roles’, all of which require access 

rights: 

• ‘NAMA editors’ will be able to create, edit and 

submit NAMAs for approval. Multiple NAMA 

editors will be allowed per country;

• ‘NAMA approver’ will be able to, in addition to 

being NAMA editors, approve and upload NAMAs 

into the registry for his/her country. Access rights 

will be provided for only one NAMA approver per 

country; 

• ‘Support editors’ will be able to create, edit and 

upload entries on information for support.

Only NAMAs approved by the ‘NAMA approver’ 

will be uploaded into the registry. Information 

on support will be entered in the registry without 

any centralised approval procedure. Access 

rights (password and login) will be provided by 

the secretariat at the request of UNFCCC focal 

points as well as representatives from entities and 

organisations offering support. 

Special Circumstances of PICs

The audience for NAMA proposals is much broader 

than those accessing entries in the UNFCCC NAMA 

Registry. There are other on-line information services 

on NAMAs and, as well, countries have existing 

bilateral relationships with many of the potential 

NAMA support partners that can be expected to be 

active in their regions. Therefore, the template for 

NAMA Proposals by PICs needs to be customised 

for the special circumstances of PICs and generic in 

the sense that they should be open for consideration 

by a range of potential providers of support. In 

most cases, just meeting the minimum format(s) 

of the prototype UNFCCC NAMA Registry proposal 

templates will not be enough for PICs.

Given the vulnerabilities of PICs to the effects of 

climate change, the focus of PICs in their climate 

change work has been on adaptation. Work on 

‘low emissions development strategies’ (LEDS) and 

mitigation is much less advanced than on adaptation. 

In general, this means that national greenhouse gas 

(GHG) inventories are not completely developed 

or up-to-date. Neither are there well-developed 

projections of national emissions, e.g. in National 

Communications to the UNFCCC. It would wrong, 

however, to believe that PICs are not ready for the 

implementation of NAMAs, and need to go through 

formulaic capacity building initiatives first.

It is important that NAMA proposals by PICs tell 

very clear stories about what objectives the NAMA 

actions are seeking to achieve (including with some 

numeric detail), how these fit with the countries’ 

efforts to develop and meet MDG and sustainable 

development goals (and the support they are already 

receiving and expect to receive to do this) and what 

the costs of such actions are expected to be that are 

not already covered with existing national budgets 
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and international support. This can give prospective 

support partners for these NAMAs a clear picture of 

what it is they are supporting and what outcomes 

can be achieved.

The PICs NAMA proposal template draws from and 

is consistent with the elements of the UNFCCC 

Secretariat’s NAMA templates so allows for easy 

‘copy and paste’ transcription. The template for 

NAMA Proposals by PICs has been customised 

for the circumstances of PICs but is generic in the 

sense that it is open for consideration by a range of 

potential support players. The PICs NAMA proposal 

template has been designed with a view to the 

implementation of NAMAs. This reflects the situation 

where sufficient preparatory efforts have already 

been made and a prior step of building capacity to 

enable the development of the proposal for a NAMA 

is not required.

Cook Islands NAMA

An early example of a PICs NAMA proposal comes 

from the Cook Islands. This NAMA proposal is the 

first use in the region of the proposals template 

provided in the Pacific NAMA Guidelines developed 

by Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment 

Programme (SPREP).

The Cook Islands NAMA builds off the Cook Islands 

Renewable Energy Chart Implementation Plan 

(CIRECIP), an initiative to achieve a 100% renewable 

electricity sector by 2020 and rid the Cook Islands 

of its dependence on diesel powered generation. 

The Cook Island proposal is broken down into the 

following seven primary sections:

• General description

• Broader situational and strategic policy context

• Description of activities to be undertaken

• Expected mitigation and other beneficial 

outcomes 

• Support needed and 

• Achieving and evaluating outcomes

The Cook Islands is the first PIC to register a NAMA. 

The Cook Islands NAMA was submitted to the 

UNFCCC secretariat in January 2013 for entry into 

the NAMA registry, and it is logged in the registry as 

NS-48. The NAMA registry can be accessed online 

at http://www.4.unfccc.int/sites/nama. In November 

2013, the Cook Islands presented its NAMA proposal 

at a special event during COP 19 in Warsaw, Poland.

Reducing Emissions From Deforestation 
And Forest Degradation (REDD+)

Parties to the UNFCCC process have recognised the 

contribution of GHG emissions from deforestation 

and forest degradation in developing countries and 

the need to take action to reduce such emissions. 

Developing countries are encouraged to contribute to 

mitigation actions in the forest sector by undertaking 

activities relating to reducing emissions from 

deforestation and forest degradation, conservation 

of forest carbon stocks, sustainable management 

of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks 

(REDD+).

At COP16 (Cancun), Parties set out a REDD+ regime. 

Parties agreed that developing countries REDD+ 

activities should be implemented in accordance with 

guidance and safeguards set out in decision 1/CP.16. 

Amongst other things, REDD+-related activities 

should be country-driven, consistent with the 

objective of environmental integrity, and implemented 

in the context of sustainable development and 

poverty reduction, while responding to climate 

change. Safeguards that should be promoted 

and supported, include, consistency with relevant 

international conventions and agreements, respect 

for the knowledge and rights of indigenous peoples 

and members of local communities, and consistency 

with the conservation of natural forests and biological 

diversity.

Mitigation

Developing country Parties have been requested to 

develop the following elements of a REDD+ regime:

• A national strategy or action plan;

• A national forest reference emission level and/or 

forest reference level;

• A national forest monitoring system; and

• A system for providing information on how 

the safeguards referred to in annex I are being 

addressed and respected.

The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological 

Advice (SBSTA) has been requested to develop 

modalities and guidance for a number of the country-

level activities set out in the Cancun decision. 

Accordingly, SBSTA 38 (Bonn, 2013) completed its 

work on methodological guidance for the following 

issues and recommended a draft decision on them to 

COP19 (Warsaw):

1. Modalities for national monitoring systems;

2. The timing and the frequency of presentations 

of the summary of information on how all the 

safeguards referred to in decision 1/CP.16, appendix 

I, are being addressed and respected; and

3. Addressing the drivers of deforestation and forest 

degradation.

SBSTA 38  also  initiated consideration of 

methodological issues related to non- market-based 

approaches and non-carbon benefits. It agreed 

to continue its work on methodological guidance 

for measuring, reporting and verifying (MRV), as 

referred to in decision 1/CP.16, and drafted a decision 

for consideration at COP19. Parties also agreed to 

continue working on guidance for the technical 

assessment of the proposed forest reference emission 

levels and/or forest reference levels46 for decision at 

COP19 (Warsaw).

The SBSTA has agreed to continue its consideration 

of the following issues at its future sessions:

1. The development of methodological guidance 

on non-market-based approaches, at SBSTA 40 

(Bonn, 2014);

2. Methodological issues related to non-carbon 

benefits, at SBSTA 40 (Bonn, 2014);

3. The need for further guidance on the issues 

relating to providing information on how all of the 

REDD+ safeguards are addressed and respected 

at SBSTA 41 (Lima).

A staggering six COP19 (Warsaw) decisions47 deal 

with REDD+ (see also below and section on climate 

finance). On the modalities for national monitoring 

systems, Parties agreed that these should follow COP 

guidance as well as guidance from the IPCC. Robust 

national forest monitoring systems should provide 

data and information that are transparent, consistent 

over time, and are suitable for measuring, reporting 

and verifying anthropogenic forest-related emissions 

by sources and removals by sinks, forest carbon stocks, 

and forest carbon stock and forest-area changes.

On the issue of safeguards, Parties agreed that 

developing country Parties should provide a summary 

of information on how all of REDD+ safeguards are 

being met. On the drivers of deforestation and forest 

degradation, Parties were encouraged to take action. 

Guidelines on the technical assessment of forest 

reference levels as well as on modalities for the MRV 

of forest-related emissions (see section on MRV) were 

also agreed on at COP19 (Warsaw).

Coordination Of Support For The Implementation 

Of Activities In Relation To Mitigation Actions In The 

Forest Sector By Developing Countries, Including 

Institutional Arrangements

At COP18 (Durban), Parties requested the SBSTA and 

46 See decision 12/CP.17, paragraph 15. 47 For transcripts of these decisions, please see http://unfccc.int/resource/

docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf.
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the SBI to jointly initiate a process with the aim of 

addressing the need to improve the coordination of 

support for the implementation of activities relating 

to REDD+ and to consider existing institutional 

arrangements or potential governance alternatives. 

The SBSTA and the SBI were also asked to consider 

existing institutional arrangements or potential 

governance alternatives, including a body, a board or 

a committee, and to make recommendations on all 

these matters at COP 19 (Warsaw). Upon request the 

secretariat organised an in-session workshop during 

SB 38 (Bonn, 2013).

COP 19 (Warsaw) decision 10/CP.19 invites interested 

Parties to designate a national entity or focal point 

to serve as a liaison on REDD+ with the secretariat 

and the relevant bodies under the Convention. The 

decision encourages these national entities or focal 

points, Parties and relevant entities financing REDD+ 

activities to meet and discuss the needs of these 

entities / focal points.

The first meeting scheduled for December 2014 in Lima 

and then at subsequent meetings of the SBs in Bonn. 

The SBI has been requested to review the outcomes 

of these meetings in November – December 2017, 

latest. The aim of the review is to consider existing 

institutional arrangements or the need for potential 

governance alternatives for the coordination of 

support for the implementation of REDD+ activities.

For more information on REDD+, you may wish to 

visit:

• UNFCCC website https://unfccc.int/methods/

redd/items/7377.php

• Pacific REDD+ policy http://www.spc.int/lrd/

climate-change-mitigation/redd

The 2013–2015 Review
As described above, in Cancun, Parties not only agreed 

to hold the increase in global average temperature 

to 2 degrees Celsius, they built in a review process 

to consider strengthening the long-term global goal 

by reducing to the temperature rise to 1.5 degrees 

Celsius. The review began in 2013 and is slated to 

conclude in 2015. Parties at COP17 (Durban) decided 

to conduct the review with the assistance of the 

SBSTA and the SBI and requested them to report on 

their considerations and findings to the COP.48

At COP18 (Doha), Parties invited the SBSTA and the 

SBI to establish a joint contact group to assist the COP 

in conducting the review. It established a structured 

expert dialogue (SED) to support the work of the 

joint contact group, to ensure the scientific integrity 

of the review and to consider the relevant inputs 

through scientific workshops and expert meetings. 

Parties further decided that the co-facilitators of the 

structured expert dialogue would report to COP19 

(Warsaw) and COP20 (Lima) on work done.49

An in-session workshop under the SED was held 

during SB 38 (Bonn, 2013). The second meeting of the 

SED was held in conjunction with SB 39 (Warsaw). 

The co-facilitators of the SED reported on work done 

in 2013 to COP19 (Warsaw). Following the conclusions 

of SB 39,

• Parties are invited to submit to the secretariat, 

by 26 March 2014, their views on the future work 

of the SED, including the further use of different 

sources of information, and on how the outcomes 

of the review will inform the work of the ADP;

• The IPCC will present the key findings of the 

contributions of Working Groups II (Impacts, 

Mitigation

48 Decision 2/CP.17, Outcome of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on 

Long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention.

49 Decision 1.CP.18, Outcome of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on 

Long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention.

Adaptation and Vulnerability) and III (Mitigation of 

Climate Change) to Parties at SBSTA-IPCC special 

events during SB 40 (Bonn, 2014);

• The co-facilitators of the SED will organise the 

third meeting of the SED on the 2013-2015 at SB 

40.

The establishment of the 2013 – 2015 Review was 

advocated for strenuously by the Alliance of Small 

Island State (AOSIS). This advocacy is based on 

scientific evidence that keeping average global 

temperature rises to 2 degrees Celsius is not enough 

to prevent significant climate change impacts in SIDS. 

AOSIS (along with more than 100 UNFCCC Parties) 

has long advocated for a global goal that limits 

temperature rise to well below 1.5 degrees Celsius, and 

the review is the formal process under the UNFCCC 

that provides the avenue for lowering the current 2C 

goal. As such, AOSIS members may wish to follow the 

progress of this issue very closely.

For more information on the review, you may wish 

to visit: http://unfccc.int/science/workstreams/

the_2013-2015_review/items/6998.php

Mitigation Under The ADP

The Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform 

for Enhanced Action (ADP) is a subsidiary body that 

was established in Durban by decision 1/CP.17 to 

develop a protocol, another legal instrument or an 

agreed outcome with legal force under the Convention 

applicable to all Parties. The ADP is to complete its 

work as early as possible but no later than 2015 in 

order to adopt this protocol, legal instrument or 

agreed outcome with legal force at COP 21 and for it 

to come into effect and be implemented from 2020.

Consideration of Decision 1/CP.17 has been broken 

down into two sub-parts: (a) matters related to 

paragraphs 2 to 6; and (b) matters related to paragraphs 

7 and 8. Paragraphs 2 to 6 cover negotiation of a new 

instrument, and this sub-part has become known as 

Workstream 1. Paragraphs 7 and 8 cover the workplan 

on mitigation ambition and this sub-part has become 

known as Workstream 2. Both Workstreams cover 

mitigation issues. Workstream 1 looks at post-2020 

mitigation ambition and Workstream 2 considers pre-

2020 mitigation efforts.

After a year of roundtable discussion under both 

Workstreams, at COP18 (Doha), Parties expressed 

their determination to adopt a universal climate 

change agreement by COP21 (Paris) and for it to 

come into effect and be implemented from 2020. 

Parties also agreed (under Workstream 2) to identify 

and explore in 2013 options for a range of actions 

to close the pre-2020 ambition gap with a view to 

identifying further activities for its plan of work in 

2014 and ensuring the highest possible mitigation 

efforts under the Convention.

Parties underlined the importance of high-level 

engagement in the ADP and welcomed the 

announcement made by the Secretary General of 

the United Nations to convene world leaders in 2014 

to discuss climate change. In 2013, the mode of 

work under the ADP in both Workstreams remained 

informal, with a series of roundtable discussions and 

workshops being held on relevant topics. A brief 

summary of selected mitigation-related discussions 

and workshops follows.

Workstream 1 discussions in 2013

Mitigation

There was recognition of the need for both enhanced 

national action on mitigation and for international 

rules. Some Parties called for a top-down approach, 

for example multilateral oversight of the allocation 

of commitments in order to bridge the emissions 

gap, noting that bottom-up approaches had not 

been effective. Other Parties emphasised the 
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importance of allowing Parties to determine their own 

mitigation commitments in the light of their national 

circumstances to ensure that action was best suited 

to their domestic drivers. There was an emerging 

understanding of the need for review processes 

to consider initial national commitments and/or to 

review them at regular intervals in order to ensure the 

durability of the 2015 agreement to deliver ambitious 

action over time: this was referred to as an “upward 

escalator”. Many Parties also called for a robust 

compliance system.

A Variety Of Enhanced Actions

Parties engaged in discussions on the possible 

variety of enhanced actions, including commitments, 

and how these actions could be stimulated and 

strengthened through international rules to ensure a 

robust 2015 agreement, guided by the principles of 

the Convention. While a number of Parties called for 

a comprehensive and holistic approach, stressing the 

need for enhanced ambition on all fronts, including 

mitigation as well as adaptation and the means of 

implementation (finance, technology transfer and 

capacity building), mitigation was the primary focus 

of the discussion.

A majority of Parties considered that a combination 

of bottom-up and top-down approaches would be 

needed and explored possible elements of a hybrid 

approach. Such a hybrid approach would include the 

determination of contributions initially at the national 

level, which would be informed by rules and guidance 

at the international level. Many Parties reiterated the 

need for the 2015 agreement to set up a dynamic 

framework to allow for increasing ambition over 

time. Parties’ contributions should function as a floor, 

rather than a ceiling. In this context, some form of 

regular review of contributions may prove effective in 

encouraging all Parties to enhance their commitments 

over time.

Transparency And Accountability

Parties elaborated more specifically on how 

transparency and accountability should be 

incorporated and reflected in the 2015 agreement. 

Parties broadly acknowledged that internationally 

agreed rules are necessary to ensure the transparency 

of enhanced actions. Many Parties elaborated that 

such transparency is needed in terms of ex ante clarity 

when commitments and contributions are prepared 

and proposed as well as ex post when commitments 

are being reviewed in the light of science and equity. 

Furthermore, ex post transparency and accountability 

are necessary to see whether commitments have 

been met. Most Parties were of the view that the 

development of the measurement, reporting and 

verification (MRV) framework for the 2015 agreement 

needs to build on existing work, such as international 

assessment and review and international consultation 

and analysis, as well as the on-going processes under 

the SBSTA and the Subsidiary Body for Implementation 

(SBI) on reporting and review issues.

Managing Ambition In Accordance With Science 

And Equity

Parties generally agreed on the central importance 

of science and equity in framing the 2015 agreement, 

in order for it to be sufficiently ambitious to meet 

the global temperature goal as well as to ensure 

equitable and fair contributions among Parties. 

Some Parties said that science could not be taken 

out of the context of sustainable development and 

the respective components of the Convention, 

such as social and economic impacts, vulnerability, 

adaptation and economic diversification. Several 

Parties highlighted that the principle of equity is the 

basis of the Convention and must be an integral part 

of 2015 agreement. Some Parties pointed out the 

ethical dimension of equity, including the needs of 

future generations and the current generation as well 

as the need to take into account different stages of 

development.

Mitigation

Enablement Of And Support For Enhanced Actions

There was a broad understanding among Parties that 

finance, technology development and transfer and 

capacity building are equally important elements 

that need to be addressed in the context of the 2015 

agreement. Many Parties pointed out that a holistic 

approach in this regard was needed to address support 

both for mitigation and for adaptation in a balanced 

and integrated manner. Many Parties reiterated that 

a strong system for MRV of support should be part 

of the 2015 agreement, and several Parties suggested 

that the agreement should also include processes 

to regularly review commitments related to finance, 

technology and capacity-building.

Workstream 2 Discussion In 2013

Increasing The Ambition Of Emissions Reduction 

Pledges

Parties discussed options and ways for Parties to 

both increase by 2020 the ambition of existing 

emission reduction pledges that were put forward 

by developed and developing countries following 

the Cancun Agreements and come up with new and 

more ambitious pledges. Parties were encouraged to 

continue the process of clarifying their 2020 emission 

reduction pledges under the Convention and to seek 

ways of increasing the ambition of these pledges. The 

MRV system was seen as part of the arrangements 

incentivizing Parties to increase the ambition of their 

pre-2020 pledges; those arrangements will serve as a 

foundation of the 2015 agreement.

The Emissions Gap And Mitigation Potential For 

Further Action

An assessment of the emissions gap was presented 

by UNEP. Potential emissions reductions associated 

with the existing emissions reduction pledges to 2020 

were deemed insufficient to bridge that gap. UNEP 

highlighted examples of best practice in areas with 

high mitigation potential, such as transport, buildings, 

and forestry and reducing deforestation as ways of 

raising ambition and bridging the gap. Many Parties 

expressed the opinion that addressing the emissions 

gap and undertaking emissions reduction efforts 

is a common responsibility and stressed that ways 

to close the emissions gap, looking at the past and 

future emission patterns, should be identified.

Increasing Ambition Through Mitigation Action At 

The National Level

Parties engaged in sharing information on the 

implementation of actions addressing mitigation 

ambition at the national level, the barriers to further 

actions and the ways Parties overcome these 

barriers based on their experience and lessons 

learned. Developing country Parties highlighted the 

importance of the provision of secure and predictable 

finance for the implementation of national actions by 

these countries. Existing NAMAs prepared by many 

developing countries could be used as a framework 

to draw further financial support.

Catalysing Action At The International Level

Parties discussed the role of international cooperative 

initiatives (ICIs) in catalysing action at the national 

level. The ICIs mentioned by Parties included those 

which address short-lived climate pollutants, 

hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) emissions, low-emission 

development strategies, REDD+, action by city 

administrations, energy efficiency in the buildings 

sector under the Major Economies Forum on Energy 

and Climate and other initiatives. A number of Parties 

suggested that the UNFCCC could contribute to 

increasing the visibility of these initiatives.
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The Role Of Enablement And Support In Facilitating 

An Increase In Ambition

The role of enablement and support was recognised 

as a critical factor in the facilitation of enhanced action 

by developing countries prior to 2020. In particular, 

increase in support was deemed essential for 

developing countries to come forward with additional 

NAMAs and pledges as well as to ensure the full 

implementation of the existing NAMAs and pledges by 

developing countries. To that end, developing country 

Parties called for urgent action towards achieving the 

goal of mobilising USD 100 billion per year by 2020 to 

address the needs of developing countries.

Workshop On Pre-2020 Ambition: Energy

The objective of the workshop organised under 

Workstream 2 was to address the potential for 

closing the pre-2020 ambition gap through energy 

transformation, in particular through scaling up 

renewable energy, enhancing energy efficiency and 

the deployment of carbon capture and storage (CCS) 

technologies. Parties encouraged further work at the 

technical level by the ADP in the following areas:

1. Sharing information on best practices, success 

stories and experience in implementation of 

national action in relation to energy transformation, 

in particular renewable energy, energy efficiency 

and CCS;

2. Addressing and overcoming key barriers 

that impede additional mitigation actions by 

developing countries;

3. Creating the right enabling environments for 

enhancing mitigation action;

4. Increasing the provision of finance, technology 

and capacity-building support to facilitate actions 

by developing countries, including through the 

institutional arrangements under the UNFCCC 

(e.g. Green Climate Fund, Technology Executive 

Committee and Climate Technology Centre and 

Network);

5. Identifying ways to overcome the challenge of 

funding for new technologies, high up-front 

capital costs and long payback periods in order to 

promote the use of renewables, energy efficiency 

and the CCS technology.

Next Steps Under Workstream 2 In Advancing The 

Workplan On Enhancing Mitigation Ambition

It was widely acknowledged that the considerations 

of enhancing mitigation ambition under Workstream 2 

are fundamental for progress in the negotiations on the 

2015 agreement. While many Parties acknowledged 

that the roundtable discussions were a useful way 

of sharing information and exchanging experiences, 

political engagement was deemed necessary to add 

impetus to the discussions and catalyse action at all 

levels. Many Parties supported the idea of organizing 

high-level political engagement on raising mitigation 

ambition at a ministerial-level meeting convened at 

COP. On the technical work to be done by the ADP, in 

addition to the on-going activities, Parties proposed 

to move to a more formal mode of work in 2014.

Case study: Low-carbon development in the tourism 

sector – focus on the Caribbean50

A recent study conducted in the Caribbean considers 

low-carbon development in the tourism sector. The 

study links priority mitigation actions in the region 

to financing options and provides a road map to 

identify the types of funding channels that might 

be needed to deploy low carbon technology in the 

tourism sector. The specific steps in the study’s 

framework include:

Mitigation

50 Excerpted from Assessment of Financing Mechanisms for Low Carbon 

Development in the Tourism Sector, Caribbean Community Climate Change 

Centre (June 2012).

1. Priority mitigation actions for the tourism sector 

are identified from Component 1 of this project 

(energy efficiency etc.).

The study identified priority mitigation actions in the 

land, water, and air segments of the tourism sector 

as well as cross-cutting opportunities outside the 

sector. These include:

• Resource pooling;

• Energy efficiency in transportation;

• Fuel switching;

• Fleet renewal; and

• Biofuels and grid-power electricity.

2. A barriers assessment identifies common barriers 

to low carbon technology deployment.

The study focused on the general barriers that exist 

to deploying low carbon tourism technologies. 

Understanding the barriers is important because they 

point to channels of financing that are applicable to 

increasing technology deployment and behaviour 

change in the tourism sector.

While the study focused on five overarching barrier 

categories (see below) they are not meant to be 

an exhaustive list but rather a profile of the most 

important and relevant barriers that exist in the 

literature.

Information and behavioural.

This includes barriers that exist in terms of the 

information available to the public, to business 

and/or to government, and barriers that may stem 

from behavioural patterns, usually on the part of 

consumers but also tour operators and hoteliers.

Policy and Regulatory.

This type of barrier encompasses all the policy 

options that may or may not be exercised by 

government, as well as the current configuration of 

policies that relate to the tourism sector in one way 

or another. These policies are generally under the 

purview of the government.

Technology and resources

Barriers of this type relate to the specific limits or 

characteristics of a given technology, or to the state 

of the resources that they rely upon, be it in terms of 

their availability or their state of development.

Financial (both public and private).

Financial barriers relate to the capital costs 

associated with technology deployment, as well 

as its operational costs. These barriers can either 

involve levels and/or availability of public finance 

(i.e. government) or private (venture capital, 

equity, debt, etc.). Institutional. This type captures 

the barriers that relate to the state of readiness of 

governments to support technology deployment.

3. An implementation Road Map then identifies why 

low emitting technologies and practices have not 

been implemented.

4. The road map pools together priority actions under 

common headings to assess barriers and identify 

climate financing opportunities. The common 

priority actions include

• Resource pooling

• increasing cooperation and operating savings;

• Energy efficiency (both technology and 

operational changes): doing more with less;

• Fuel switching: lowering the emission intensity 

of fuel

• Fleet renewal: replacing more than one at a time; 

and

• Decarbonising fuels: grid-power renewable 

electricity and biofuels production. 

5. Barriers linked to financing options. A summary 

overview is then provided that identifies priority 

financing actions linked to barriers and priority 

mitigation actions. The analysis highlights that for 
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any priority mitigation option, there are multiple 

barriers to deployment that must be addressed. 

Not all barriers can be addressed with the same 

financing channel (or instrument), and as such 

there is a need to think about climate finance as a 

bundle of financing options and instruments. The 

study points to a need to first develop road maps 

for implementing priority actions and then to look to 

barriers that can be addressed with climate finance.

The ADP at COP19 (Warsaw)

At the Warsaw COP in 2013, Parties called for the ADP 

to further elaborate, elements for a draft negotiating 

text beginning at its first session in 2014. This 

elaboration of elements was to include consideration 

of work in the ADP on mitigation, adaptation, finance, 

technology development and transfer, capacity 

building and transparency of action and support. All 

Parties were invited to initiate or intensify domestic 

preparations for their intended nationally determined 

contributions of GHG emissions, and the ADP was 

requested to identify the information that Parties 

would need to provide when putting forward their 

contributions, by COP 20 (Lima).

Parties also resolved to enhance ambition in the pre-

2020 period in order to ensure the highest possible 

mitigation efforts under the Convention by all Parties. 

In particular, this could be accomplished by intensifying 

the technical examination of opportunities for actions 

with high mitigation potential; facilitating the sharing 

among Parties of experiences and best practices 

of cities and subnational authorities in identifying 

and implementing opportunities to mitigate GHG 

emissions; and inviting Parties to promote the 

voluntary cancellation of certified emission reductions 

(CERs).

Parties were called upon to intensify their high-level 

engagement on the ADP through an in-session high-

level ministerial dialogue to be held in conjunction 

with SB 40 (Bonn, 2014) and another dialogue at 

COP20 (Lima).

Way Forward For 2014

The first meeting of the ADP in 2014 (ADP2.4) was 

held in Bonn, Germany in March 2014. Discussions 

on both Workstreams 1 and 2 were held in light 

of decision 1/CP.19 from Warsaw (see summary 

above). Under Workstream 1, discussions to identify 

elements of the 2015 agreement were conducted 

informally under the decision 1/CP.17 work areas of 

mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer, 

transparency and capacity building. At the urging 

of developing countries, Parties agreed for the ADP 

to take up its work in the form of one contact group 

at its next meeting (June 2014). A text based on the 

interventions and submissions of Parties is expected 

to be made available by the ADP co-Chairs before the 

June 2014 session.

The proceedings of Workstream 2 were conducted 

primarily in a series of technical expert meetings 

(TEMs) where the topics of renewable energy and 

energy efficiency were explored. An October 2014 

meeting in Bonn was agreed, pending funding. The 

focus for the remainder of the year in Workstream 1 

will be on defining the elements of the 2015 agreement 

and arriving at a draft text of the agreement by the end 

of 2014 at the COP in Lima. Workstream 2 discussions 

on pre-2020 mitigation ambition will continue in TEMs 

on land use change and agriculture, and urbanisation, 

including transportation.

AOSIS has spearheaded the approach taken on pre-

2020 ambition under the ADP and maintains that 

success on mitigation ambition pre-2020 is a litmus 

test for the success of the agreement. AOSIS members 

may wish to continue highlighting the importance of 

the pre-2020 workstream and formulate practical 

action for presentation at both the June 2014 

ministerial and the September 2014 high-level being 

convened by the UN Secretary General.

For access to all sessions of the ADP, including 

agendas, documents and reports, please visit http://

unfccc.int/meetings/bonn_may_2012/session/6644.

php.



50 51

Measurement, Reporting
And Verification (MRV)



52 53

The term MRV (measurable, reportable and verifiable) 

came into the UNFCCC lexicon with the Bali Action 

Plan (decision 1/CP.13), which requires that both 

developed and developing country mitigation efforts 

be measurable, reportable and verifiable. Since then, 

the MRV concept has been applied to other actions 

and flows under the Convention, not least of which 

is financial support from developed to developing 

countries for both mitigation and adaptation 

actions. It is important to note, however, that from 

its inception national reporting by all Parties has 

been a fundamental mechanism for monitoring the 

implementation of the Convention.

National Communications

Parties to the Convention must submit national 

reports on implementation of the Convention. The 

required contents of national communications and 

the timetable for their submission are different for 

Annex I and non-Annex I Parties. This is in accordance 

with the principle of ‘common but differentiated 

responsibilities’ enshrined in the Convention.

The core elements of the national communications for 

both Annex I and non-Annex I Parties are information 

on emissions and removals of greenhouse gases 

(GHGs) and details of the activities a Party has 

undertaken to implement the Convention. National 

communications usually contain information on 

national circumstances, a vulnerability assessment, 

financial resources and transfer of technology, and 

education, training and public awareness. National 

communications from Annex I Parties must also contain 

information on policies and measures. Annex I Parties 

that have ratified the KP must include supplementary 

information in their national communications and 

their annual inventories of emissions and removals 

of GHGs to demonstrate compliance with their KP 

commitments.

Annex I Parties are required to submit information 

on their national inventories annually, and to submit 

national communications periodically, according to 

dates set by the COP.51 There are no fixed dates for 

the submission of national communications of non-

Annex I Parties, although these documents should be 

submitted within four years of the initial disbursement 

of financial resources to assist them in preparing these 

communications.

Each national communication of an Annex I Party 

is subject to an “in-depth” review conducted by an 

international team of experts and coordinated by 

the secretariat.52 National communications from non-

Annex I Parties are not subject to such a review, but 

they are considered by an expert group set up by the 

Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI).

Biennial Update Reports (BURs)

In the context of nationally appropriate mitigation 

actions (NAMAs), at COP16 (Cancun) Parties decided 

that developing countries should submit biennial 

update reports (BURs) containing updates of national 

GHG inventories, including a national inventory report 

and information on mitigation actions, needs and 

support received.

A year later, at COP17 (Durban), Parties decided that 

non-Annex I Parties should submit their first BURs by 

December 2014. The least developed country (LDCs) 

Parties and small island developing States (SIDS) may 

submit BURs at their discretion. For those developing 

Measurement, Reporting And
Verification (MRV)

51 The deadline for the sixth national communication was agreed upon in 

Cancun (decisons 9/CP.16 and 10/CMP.6): 1 January 2014.

52 Status reports 2011 of Annex I Parties GHG inventory submissions are 

now available, with information on the timing and completeness of the 

submissions.

countries required to submit BURs, non-Annex I 

Parties must submit a BUR every two years, either as 

a summary of parts in their national communication 

or as a stand-alone report.

The initial guidelines for BUR reporting were also agreed 

at COP17, with a proviso that they should be reviewed 

and revised as appropriate in the future. The Global 

Environment Facility (GEF) funds the preparation of 

developing country BURs. The Consultative Group of 

Experts on National Communications from Parties not 

included in Annex I to the Convention (CGE) will play 

a key role in facilitating technical advice and support 

for the preparation and submission of BURs.

International Consultation And Analysis 
(ICA)

Regarding the MRV of NAMAs, there is a difference in 

the level of scrutiny between NAMAs that are funded 

domestically and those that are funded through 

international sources. Internationally supported 

NAMAs will not only be MRV’d domestically, but will 

also be subject to an international MRV process.

In addition, all BURs will be subject to international 

consultation and analysis (ICA) with the aim of 

increasing the transparency of mitigation actions and 

their effects. The modalities and guidelines for the 

ICA were adopted at COP17 (Durban). However, the 

composition, modalities and procedures of the team 

of technical experts (TTE) to operate the ICA was left 

to COP 19 (Warsaw).53

The TTE will be composed of experts nominated to 

the UNFCCC roster of experts. The majority of experts 

chosen will come from non-Annex I Parties. Experts 

will be required to complete a training programme 

prepared by the CGE. The technical analysis of BURs 

will result in an individual summary report for each 

BUR submitted and analysed.

Guidelines for MRV of Domestically 
Supported Developing Country NAMAs

COP17 (Durban) requested the SBSTA to develop 

general guidelines for domestic MRV of domestically 

supported NAMAs by developing country Parties.

SBSTA 38 (Bonn, 2013) initiated the process of the 

development of the guidelines and continued this 

process at SBSTA 39 (Warsaw) recommending a draft 

decision to COP19 (Warsaw).

Parties have emphasised that the guidelines are 

general, voluntary, pragmatic, non-prescriptive, non-

intrusive and should be country-driven. The purpose 

of the guidelines is to provide general guidance, for 

voluntary use by developing country Parties.

In MRV’ing their NAMAs, developing country Parties 

have been encouraged to use existing domestic 

processes, arrangements or systems, including 

domestically available information, methodologies, 

experts and other aspects, for domestic measurement, 

reporting and verification.

Measurement, Reporting and Verification of 
REDD+

At COP19 (Warsaw), Parties decided that the MRV 

of REDD+ activities was to be consistent with 

guidance provided by the COP.54 The COP19 decision 

recognises the need to build capacity in the usage 

of the guidelines. It decides that the MRV of REDD+ 

should be reported through the BUR system. As such, 

53 See decision 20/CP.19. 54 See decision 4/CP.15.
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it provides guidance to the technical team of experts 

examining BURs in this area.

Measurement, reporting and verification 
(MRV) in the ADP

Measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) is a 

concept that supports greater transparency in the 

Convention process. Transparency of action is one of 

the areas of work of the ADP identified in decision 

1/CP.17, which established the ADP. Most developing 

country Parties are calling for the MRV of financial 

support from developed countries.

At the most recent ADP meeting in Bonn, Germany 

in March 2014, AOSIS called for a focus on identifying 

the information needed to allow parties to present 

their information in a manner that facilitates the 

clarity, transparency, and understanding of nationally 

determined GHG emissions contributions.

Measurement, Reporting And
Verification (MRV)
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Adaptation refers to adjustments in ecological, social, 

or economic systems in response to actual or expected 

climate change impacts. Throughout the history of the 

UNFCCC process, SIDS have taken a leadership role in 

ensuring that adaptation is addressed progressively 

for the benefit of countries that are particularly 

vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change. 

Case study:  A public private partnership in climate 

change adaptation in the sustainability of water 

resources

Background

The community of Vieux Fort located in southern 

Saint Lucia experiences frequent droughts.  The 

impact of the droughts is further exacerbated by the 

water requirement by one of the larger hotels in the 

Vieux Fort area.  Further, the wastewater from the 

hotel adversely impacts the ecosystem of the nearby 

coastal marine areas. 

Purpose of project

• To design rainwater harvesting and wastewater 

processing system to complement the national 

water supply programme by establishing 

adaptation measures that would result in 

increased resilience of surrounding coastal 

ecosystems to the impacts of climate change and 

variability;

• To demonstrate the cost effectiveness of the 

use of rainwater harvesting and wastewater 

treatment for replication in the hotel industry;

• To provided the Government of Saint Lucia the 

evidence to introduce new policy guidelines 

to the hotel industry in the use of rainwater 

harvesting and wastewater treatment as part of 

its water conservation programme.

ProjectResults

The project:

• Provided a model for many of the existing and 

proposed hotels on/for the island, including the 

planned expansion of Coconut Bay itself;

• Enhanced the awareness of hotel owners, 

managers, entrepreneurs and other relevant 

persons to the anticipated impacts of climate 

change;

• Demonstrated the application of climate change 

adaptation responses in an effort to encourage 

and promulgate adaptive replication by hotel 

owners, managers other Case study:  A public 

private partnership in climate change adaptation 

in the sustainability of water resources

Project information

The hotel: The Coconut Bay Resort and SPA 

(CBRAS)

• 254 rooms

• Second largest user of water in the Vieux-Fort 

area (approximately 12% of the Vieux-Fort 

population water requirement)

Infrastructure details:

• Cost of project (works) East Caribbean $773,847

• Capacity of wastewater storage tank 204,360 

litres (44,953 imperial gallons)

• Capacity of rainwater tanks 27,020 Litres (5,944 

imperial gallons)

Cancun Adaptation Framework

Parties adopted the Cancun Adaptation Framework 

as part of the Cancun Agreements (decision 1/

CP.16) at COP16 (Cancun). The objective of the 

Cancun Adaptation Framework is to enhance action 

on adaptation, including through international 

cooperation and coherent consideration of matters 

relating to adaptation under the Convention. Enhanced 

action on adaptation seeks to reduce vulnerability 

and build resilience in developing country Parties, 

taking into account the urgent and immediate needs 

of those developing countries that are particularly 

Adaptation

vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change.

Adaptation Committee

As part of the Cancun Adaptation Framework, Parties 

established the Adaptation Committee to promote 

the implementation of enhanced action on adaptation 

in a coherent manner under the Convention, inter alia, 

through the following functions:

• Providing technical support and guidance to the 

Parties;

• Sharing relevant information, knowledge, 

experience and good practices;

• Promoting synergy and strengthening 

engagement with national, regional and 

international organisations, centres and networks;

• Providing information and recommendations, 

drawing on adaptation good practices, for 

consideration by the COP when providing guidance 

on means to incentivize the implementation of 

adaptation actions, including finance, technology 

and capacity-building; and

• Considering information communicated by Parties 

on their monitoring and review of adaptation 

actions, support provided and received.

The Adaptation Committee has 16 members including 

representatives from the five UN regional groups, and 

an additional each seat for SIDS and LDCs. Current 

SIDS members of the Adaptation Committee hail from 

Fiji, Jamaica and the Maldives. The Committee meets 

at least twice annually. The most recent meeting of 

the Adaptation Committee was in Bonn, Germany in 

March 2014.55

Durban decision 2/CP.17, requested the Adaptation 

Committee to report annually to the COP, through the 

subsidiary bodies, on its activities, the performance of 

its functions, guidance, recommendations and other 

relevant information arising from its work. In the same 

decision, the COP also requested the Adaptation 

Committee to develop a three-year work plan, for 

approval at COP18 (Doha).

COP18 (Doha) approved the draft three-year workplan 

of the Adaptation Committee and the COP received 

information, at COP19 (Warsaw), on progress made 

on its implementation. The reaction of Parties to the 

report on the work of the Adaptation Committee is 

recorded in decision 16/CP.19. Parties welcomed the 

report, but noted the shortfall in resources for its 

operation. Progress on the following activities in the 

work plan was highlighted:

• Promoting coherence in adaptation under the 

Convention;

• The 2013 thematic report on the state of 

adaptation;56

• The first annual Adaptation Forum; and

• The establishment of the task force on national 

adaptation plans.

Parties requested the Adaptation Committee to 

organise a special event during the SB 40 (Bonn, 2014) 

session to showcase its activities and to engage in a 

dialogue with Parties and other relevant stakeholders. 

Given the importance of adaptation to SIDS, members 

may wish to take an active role in this special event.

National Adaptation Plans (NAPs)

At COP16 (Cancun), Parties established a process to 

enable LDCs to formulate and implement NAPs. It 

invited other developing country Parties to employ 

the modalities formulated to support the NAPs in 

55 See http://unfccc.int/adaptation/cancun_adaptation_framework/

adaptation_committee/items/8012.php for documents of this meeting.

56 See http://unfccc.int/files/adaptation/cancun_adaptation_framework/

adaptation_committee/application/pdf/ac_2013_report_low_res.pdf for an 

electronic copy of this report.
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the elaboration of their planning efforts. At COP17 

(Durban), Parties adopted initial guidelines for the 

formulation of NAPs and elaborated on the modalities 

and guidelines to support and enable LDCs to 

formulate and implement NAPs. It requested the 

Least Developed Countries Expert Group (LEG) to 

prepare technical guidelines for the NAP process and 

invited Parties and relevant organisations to submit 

information on their experiences with applying 

the NAP guidelines in LDCs, and took stock of the 

guidelines at COP19 (Warsaw). SPREP assisted by 

submitting the guidelines for Joint National Action 

Plans (JNAP) for disaster risk and climate change. As 

some countries have already carried out JNAPs or are 

in the process of doing, so it would be important to 

ensure that JNAPs are considered as equivalent to 

NAPs.

In Warsaw decision 18/CP.19, Parties highlighted the 

establishment of the national adaptation plan global 

support programme for LDCs57 and asked Parties and 

other relevant organisations to continue providing 

financial and technical support for the NAP process. 

Parties and relevant organisations have also been 

requested to submit, information on their experience 

with the application of the initial NAP guidelines along 

with any other information relevant to the formulation 

and implementation of NAPs, for consideration at SBI 

40 (June 2014). Parties have decided to continue 

to take stock of, and, if necessary, revise the NAP 

guidelines at COP20 (Lima).

Throughout the development of the NAP guidelines, 

SIDS have been directly involved; and while the 

NAPs guidelines are targeted at LDCs, all developing 

countries have been encouraged to use them. It 

is important, therefore, that SIDS Parties remain 

engaged in further consideration of the guidelines 

to ensure that they adequately address their specific 

adaptation planning needs.

Case study: JNAP Development and implementation 

in the Pacific – experiences, lessons and way 

forward58 

Since 2010, Pacific Island Countries (PICs) have 

taken steps to develop and implement an integrated 

action plan, or Joint National Action Plan (JNAP), for 

climate change (CC) and disaster risk management 

(DRM).  Tonga was the first country to develop its 

JNAP and to get government approval in July 2010, 

with several other PICs following suit, including the 

Cook Islands.  A JNAP is developed as part of a suite of 

national instruments to support a country’s national 

development efforts for sustainable development 

and resilience.

 

Rationale for JNAP development

Countries (and regional partners) cite similar reasons 

for developing a JNAP, based on their respective 

practical experiences and challenges in dealing with 

disasters, climate change issues and development 

under parallel processes. 

These include recognising the:

• Link between development and risk management;

• Need to minimise duplication of efforts and 

reduce inefficiency;

• Potential to increase efficiency through cross-

agency collaboration, particularly when each 

agency is constrained by limited human and 

financial resources;

• Ongoing funding imperatives for CC and DRM 

and development, using domestic resources as 

57 Implemented by the United Nations Development Programme and 

the United Nations Environment Programme in partnership with other 

organizations and agencies. More information is available at http://www.

undp-alm.org/projects/naps-ldcs.

58 Excerpted from JNAP development and implementation in the Pacific: 

Experiences lessons, and way forward (SPREP 2013), available at https://

www.sprep.org/attachments/Publications/CC/JNAP.pdf.

well as Official Development Assistance (ODA) 

and climate change finances (CCF); and

• Value of a nationally endorsed instrument, such 

as a JNAP, in placing countries in the ‘driver’s 

seat’ when engaging with development partners, 

particularly when it clearly spells out stakeholder-

based priorities and programmes.

Integration of CC and DRM and the JNAP

Three different pathways have been used in the 

region to facilitate integration of DRM and CC in 

development.

1. Many countries focused on developing their JNAP 

linked to their national sustainable development 

strategies (NSDS) or equivalent; for example, in 

Cook Islands, Tonga and Tuvalu, where the JNAPs 

have formally been endorsed by the Government. 

Countries such as Kiribati, Nauru, Niue and RMI 

are also currently developing their NSDS-linked 

JNAPs.

2. Some countries, such as Palau and Vanuatu, 

initially focused on developing their governance 

arrangements to strengthen coordination 

between the activities of their national disaster 

management office (NDMO) and the agency/

focal point addressing climate change.

3. Countries such as the Solomon Islands decided 

to focus on sectoral level mainstreaming and 

implementation, instead of proceeding with a 

national JNAP development per se.

Is a JNAP for CC and DRM needed?

Several countries and partners in the region have 

asked if JNAP development is the best pathway to 

follow in each PIC. That is, can the one size fit all?

There is no simple answer to this question. What 

is considered to be an appropriate pathway for a 

country to facilitate CC and DRM integration would 

depend on several country-specific conditions. 

These factors may include, for example:

• Are climate and disaster risks explicitly 

identified as a challenge by the country and is 

there a specific goal about risk management 

and resilience reflected in the country’s national 

sustainable development strategy (NSDS) or 

equivalent?

• Is CC and DRM more than just a political issue? 

Is the Government committed to, and placing a 

high priority on, giving effect to this agenda?

• Does the country already have key policy 

instruments, such as a DRM national action 

plan (NAP), national adaptation plan of action 

(NAPA), CC Policy, including at the sectoral level, 

that reflect a ‘whole of country’ approach to CC 

and DRM and development?

• Is there a good working relationship between 

CC and DRM officers in the country and do 

they jointly support the implementation of the 

principles of NAP and NAPAs at the sector level 

regardless of the legislative mandate?

• Is there a good understanding across all levels 

of government and NGOS about the relationship 

between CCA and DRR, and the relevance of 

simultaneously addressing risk and development 

in an integrated manner?

It is possible that a country may decide that 

development of a JNAP per se may not be a critical 

first step for them.  It may instead decide to, for 

example, strengthen coordination and governance 

mechanisms for an integrated approach to CC and 

DRM, or develop an integrated CC and DRM policy.  

This is, for example, the path that Vanuatu, and to 

some extent Palau, chose.

Strategic Planning and JNAP Matrix

Basic principles of strategic planning and log frames 

have guided the formulation of a JNAP matrix to 

list their goals, strategies, actions, sub actions, lead 

agencies and partner agencies.  The structure of a 

JNAP is similar across the region, largely reflecting 
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the regional frameworks of action for DRR and DM 

(SOPAC 2005) and/or Climate Change (SPREP 2011).  

There are also significant differences.  In most cases, 

specific strategies and actions have some semblance 

of what are listed in the two regional frameworks of 

action, though the exact relationships are at times 

difficult to identify.

This reflects a broader gap in capacity in strategic 

sector-level planning in-country as well as in the mix 

of expertise available to development partners who 

are supporting the countries.

Having clarity about the relationship between 

outcomes, strategies and actions can help:

• Countries to develop an appropriately sequenced 

set of activities, identify relevant interagency 

collaborations, and identify individual and 

collaborative components of their multiyear 

agency budgets;

• Agencies during negotiations with development 

partners; and

• Countries to develop an appropriate monitoring 

and evaluation (M&E) system, including specific, 

measurable,

• Attainable, relevant and time bound measures, 

for the JNAP coordination and implementation.

All the completed JNAPs make reference to an M&E 

framework and Communications Strategy to be 

developed once the JNAP is implemented.  However, 

neither the Cook Islands nor Tonga have effectively 

addressed these, as yet.  Clearly, differentiation 

between goals, outcomes, outputs and activities and 

an M&E system with a clear set of M&E indicators and 

baseline information is important particularly when 

comparing performance and for making adaptive 

responses over time (OECD 2012).

For a link to the UNFCCC webpages on NAPs, please 

visit 

http://unfccc.int/meetings/bonn_may_2012/

session/6644.php

Adaptation Fund

The Adaptation Fund was established under the 

Kyoto Protocol in 2001 to finance concrete adaptation 

projects and programmes in developing country 

Parties that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse 

effects of climate change. The Fund is financed 

from the share of proceeds from clean development 

mechanism (CDM)59 projects as well as from other 

sources of funding.

The share of proceeds amounts to 2% of certified 

emission reductions (CERs) issued for a CDM project. 

Unfortunately, the low monetary value of CERS on 

the market has meant that the Adaptation Fund has 

insufficient resources to fund all eligible adaptation 

projects. As a result, the Fund has initiated a 

fundraising campaign and a number of developed 

country Parties have made voluntary contributions to 

the fund.

The Adaptation Fund is supervised and managed 

by the Adaptation Fund Board (AFB). The AFB is 

composed of 16 members and 16 alternates and meets 

at least twice a year. SIDS are currently represented on 

the AFB by the Bahamas, Fiji, Grenada, Jamaica, the 

Maldives and Timor Leste. The most recent meeting of 

the AFB was held in Bonn, Germany in March 2014.60

The Fund is unique in the Convention process in 

that it allows Parties direct access to funds through 

accredited national implementing entities (NIEs). 

Direct access transfers the functions of the third-

party implementing agency to the beneficiary 

country, allowing it to better target local priorities. 

59 See http://cdm.unfccc.int/about/index.html, for more information on the 

CDM and certified emissions reductions (CERs).

60 See https://www.adaptation-fund.org/afb-meeting/3852 for documents 

pertaining to this meeting.

Direct access can also help increase the speed of 

delivery of funds and, thus, desired outcomes and 

cuts transactions costs. To date, both Belize and 

Jamaica have accredited NIE’s and the Cook Islands 

is undergoing the accreditation process.

At CMP8 (Doha), Parties completed the initial review 

of the Adaptation Fund and requested the SBI to 

initiate the second review of the Fund. At CMP9 

(Warsaw), Parties agreed on the terms of reference 

for the second review of the Adaptation Fund.61 

The objective of the second review is to ensure the 

effectiveness, sustainability and adequacy of the 

operation of the Fund, with a view to adopting an 

appropriate decision at CMP 10 (Lima).

As poorly resourced as it is, the Adaptation Fund is 

the only source of adaptation financing under the 

Convention / KP process that does not depend entirely 

on voluntary pledges from developed countries. While 

the Green Climate Fund will eventually disburse funds 

for adaptation, and is likely to have a direct access 

facility, it will take time until it is fully operationalised. 

As such, SIDS Parties may wish to consider advocating 

strongly for sustainable, adequate and predictable 

funding for adaptation from the Adaptation Fund. 

Case study:  Challenges in climate change financing 

in the Pacific Island Countries – SPREP as a regional 

implementing entity (RIE)

The reports from the Barbados (1994) and Mauritius 

(2005) conferences succinctly captured the 

overarching and interlinked challenges facing the 

Pacific Island Countries (PICs) and all Small Island 

Developing States.  Key constraints included capacity 

in-country to obtain information on climate change 

finance, to apply for and access climate change 

finance and to manage these resources according to 

often onerous donor reporting requirements.

Having observed the difficulties that many PICs 

were experiencing in seeking accreditation to 

the Adaptation Fund Board (AFB) as National 

Implementing Entities (NIE), SPREP discussed the 

situation with its Members, leading to a directive for 

SPREP to apply as a Regional Implementing Entity 

(RIE).  Although there were various multilateral 

agencies already accredited to the AFB and offering 

services to the region, SPREP members called for 

more options especially from SPREP, based on its 

experience on climate change.  

SPREP Members were of the view that a greater 

degree of country driven focus was required, and 

that agencies such as SPREP held closer affinity with 

Pacific Island Countries as it stands accountable to 

its Members.  SPREP was requested by Members to 

seek accreditation as an RIE, to provide an additional 

avenue for Members that do not have NIE status 

to seek AFB funding.  Currently no PICs have NIE 

status although some have applied or expressed an 

interest.  SPREP considered serving as RIE, only as an 

interim measure to assist the region until all Member 

countries attained NIE status, and the accreditation 

process is documented and shared with the region.  

The rationale for the application can be summarised 

as:

Benefits

• SPREP as a regional intergovernmental 

organisation, directed by Member countries, has a 

comparative advantage to effectively implement 

climate change financing services as a RIE than 

most Multilateral Implementing Entities (MIEs) 

61 See decision 2/CPM.9, Annex.
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because of the relationship with Members, to 

which it is directly accountable.

• SPREP’s achievement of RIE status could be 

more cost effective in delivery of services and 

climate change funds for Member countries, 

due to SPREP’s work on the Regional Climate 

Web Portal and the Regional Technical Support 

Mechanism (RTSM).

• Attaining RIE accreditation for SPREP would 

enhance the ability of the PICs region to manage 

its own climate change adaptation funds.

• The RIE modality recognises the potential of 

strong institutions in the region.

• RIE accreditation results in improved institutional 

and operational standards and procedures for 

regional implementing entities, having gone 

through the Adaptation Fund accreditation 

process.

• Achieving RIE accreditation for SPREP would 

help to supplement capacity limitations of 

smaller island states in regards to their ability to 

effectively access, manage and disburse climate 

change funds.

• Assistance to Members in their work to obtain 

NIE status.

Challenges/Costs

• There will be challenges and costs associated 

with developing proposals, disbursement and 

management of climate change funds at the 

national level, as has been experienced with 

many regional climate change projects. 

• The process to attain RIE accreditation requires 

considerable amount of resources and technical 

expertise, and Member countries must be fully 

committed to support the lengthy process.

• A consultative approach and active engagement 

of Member countries, CROP agencies and other 

relevant stakeholders is crucial in pursuing RIE 

accreditation for a regional intergovernmental 

organisation like SPREP.

• It will be challenging for an RIE to maintain a 

balance between the priority climate change 

adaptation needs of Member countries, noting 

the diversity within the region and the likelihood 

of some Members becoming establishig NIEs in 

the future.  However, SPREP will work with PICs 

to ensure its position as as an RIE, complements 

and supports national efforts to achieve NIE 

status.

SPREP embarked on its application process in 

July 2010, with a lot of time spent by advisers and 

officers in climate change, finance, human resources, 

legal and administration to collect and collate the 

numerous information requests and the required 

documents and submitted the application on 17 

September 2010 (for accreditation requirements 

see https://www.adaptation-fund.org/page/

accreditation-process).  In March 2011 SPREP was 

informed that the application had been received 

and would be considered if supporting letters were 

submitted from at least two Members, which was 

duly done by Samoa, Nauru, Vanuatu and Cook 

Islands.

The process in achieving this status at SPREP was 

difficult and required many improvements to our 

governance and financial systems; it came after a lot 

of work so we’re pleased it has all paid off as it will 

benefit our Pacific Island members.

Experts from the AFB accreditation panel guided 

our application process, which required a large 

number of policy, procedure and regulatory changes 

by us, including establishing an independent internal 

audit function and undergoing a rigorous analysis 

of SPREP procurement and financial management 

procedures.

Mr. David Sheppard, Director-General of SPREP

After a long process of question and answer with the 

AFB, as well as a site visit, SPREP was accredited 

as an RIE in November 2013.  To date countries 

have developed AFB projects with multilateral 

implementing entities such as the UNDP.  For many 

of the smaller Pacific islands with limited national 

capacity, this has often been the most effective 

avenue for developing proposals to access funding.  

With SPREP as an RIE, PICs with limited capacity 

have an additional option for accessing climate 

change funding.  In additional, while a number of 

PICs work towards obtaining NIE accreditation, 

SPREP can be called upon to develop adaptation 

proposals on their behalf in the interim.  Given its 

own experience of establishing an accredited RIE, 

SPREP is in a position to provide valuable assistance 

to national efforts to obtain NIE status, thus allowing 

countries direct access to adaptation funding in 

accordance with their national priorities.

Nairobi Work Programme (NWP)

The Nairobi work programme (NWP), undertaken 

under the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and 

Technological Advice (SBSTA), has the objective of 

assisting Parties (in particular LDCs and SIDS) to:

• Improve their understanding and assessment of 

impacts, vulnerability and adaptation to climate 

change; and

• Make informed decisions on practical adaptation 

actions and measures to respond to climate 

change on a sound scientific, technical and socio-

economic basis, taking into account current and 

future climate change and variability.

The NWP is structured around the following nine work 

areas:

• Methods and tools

• Data and observations

• Climate modelling, scenarios and downscaling

• Climate related risks and extreme events

• Socio-economic information

• Adaptation planning and practices

• Research

• Technologies for adaptation

• Economic diversification

At COP17 (Durban), in decision 6/CP.17, Parties 

requested SBSTA 38 (Bonn, 2013) to reconsider 

the work areas of the NWP with a view to making 

recommendations at COP19 (Warsaw) on how best to 

support the objective of the NWP. This process would 

further inform the organisation of potential future 

areas of work that could also support the scientific 

and technical work under the Cancun Adaptation 

Framework.

At COP19, Parties agreed to continue the work 

programme, addressing the knowledge needs 

arising from the Cancun Adaptation Framework, 

and from other relevant workstreams and bodies 

under the Convention, and the knowledge needs 

identified by Parties.62 Sitting under the SBSTA, the 

NWP is restricted to disseminating knowledge and 

information on adaptation, and highlighting the 

work of partners through a variety of knowledge 

products and publications. SIDS Parties may wish to 

consider how the NWP may be made more effective 

through modalities, such as informing the work of the 

Adaptation Committee.

Adaptation In The 2015 Agreement

The Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for 

Enhanced Action (ADP) is a subsidiary body that was 

established by decision 1/CP.17 to develop a protocol, 

another legal instrument or an agreed outcome with 

legal force under the Convention applicable to all 

62 See decision 17/CP.19.
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Parties. The ADP is to complete its work as early as 

possible but no later than 2015 in order to adopt this 

protocol, legal instrument or agreed outcome with 

legal force at COP 21 and for it to come into effect 

and be implemented from 2020.

Consideration of Decision 1/CP.17 has been broken 

down into two sub-parts: (a) Matters related to 

paragraphs 2 to 6; and (b) Matters related to paragraphs 

7 and 8. Paragraphs 2 to 6 cover negotiation of a new 

instrument, and this sub-part has become known 

as Workstream 1. Adaptation is one of the areas of 

work identified for Workstream 1,63 and to date, the 

ADP has considered adaptation separately in round 

table discussions, informal consultations and in an in-

session workshop.

The Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), along 

with most developing country Parties, has called 

for adaptation to be one of the key elements of 

the 2015 Agreement. AOSIS has expressed its view 

that ambitious and timely mitigation is the ultimate 

response required to minimise the need for its 

members to adapt to the impacts of climate change 

as well as suffer unavoidable loss and damage that 

will occur when adaptation actions are not enough.

AOSIS has called for mitigation and adaptation to be 

treated in a balanced manner in the new agreement, 

including clearly articulating the conceptual relationship 

between mitigation ambition and adaptation costs as 

well as loss and damage, particularly when adaptation 

measures are not sufficient to address climate 

impacts. Support for adaptation is a commitment 

under the Convention and this commitment should be 

the basis for determining how financing, technology 

transfer and capacity building for adaptation will be 

provided for in the 2015 agreement. AOSIS is calling 

for the provision for long term, scaled up, predictable, 

new and additional finance, technology and capacity 

building to cover the costs of adaptation and loss 

and damage. In so doing, the special circumstances 

of SIDS in addressing the impacts of climate change 

must be taken into account.

Summary

AOSIS proposal for the treatment of adaptation in 

the 2015 agreement

• Enhancing action on adaptation should 

be considered in the context of the global 

temperature goal (1.5 / 2ºC);

• The 2015 agreement should set out clearly the 

relationship between mitigation and adaptation 

as well as loss and damage when adaptation 

actions are inadequate;

• To facilitate this, the 2015 agreement should show 

climate change impacts at various temperature 

rise scenarios to allow us to assess the economic 

and social costs of those impacts;

• This assessment will allow us to further assess the 

scale of the means of implementation required 

to adapt to those impacts, including the scale 

of financial resources, technology transfer and 

development, and capacity building needed;

• There should also be some mechanism for linking 

finance and technology support to level of 

mitigation ambition and effectiveness;

• Transparency of action, particularly in the 

provision of the means for implementing action 

must be an essential element of the 2015 

agreement;

• The financial mechanism (work of the GEF and 

GCF) with respect to finance for adaptation, 

should be guided to ensure provision of long-

term, scaled-up, predictable, new and additional 

finance;

• There must be a mechanism for monitoring, 

63 See decision 1/CP.17, paragraph 5.

review and verification of support provided for 

adaptation; 

• The special circumstances of LDCs and SIDS must 

be considered with the conveyance of and access 

to the means of Implementation;

• Existing relevant institutions under the 

Convention will need to be anchored in the 2015 

agreement.




