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1. Background 

Despite various efforts made in recent years – both within the international climate negotiations, as 

well as on implementation -- to improve developing countries’ (DCs) access to climate finance1, sig-

nificant barriers and challenges remain.  In recognition of this, Germany and other donor countries 

agreed on a Climate Finance Delivery Plan in 2021, wh ich includes the topic of “Access” as one of 

ten key action areas. 

Various partnerships and institutions are working to address these access barriers and challenges, 

as either part of their broader mandate or as their only mandate. Such institutions include the NDC 

Partnership, the Taskforce on Access to Climate Finance, and the Global Environment Facility 

(GEF). While the overall aim of these efforts is to enhance access to climate financing both for adap-

tation and mitigation action, certain efforts are also being made to develop additional or expand on 

existing climate-specific funding windows designed for Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small-

Island Developing States (SIDS). 

The group of Small Island Developing States (SIDS) consists of 38 member states to the United 

Nations and 20 non-members, accounting for about 1% of the global population. They are distributed 

in three regions: the Caribbean, the Pacific, and the Africa, Indian Ocean, and South China Sea 

(AIS) region. The group of Least Developed Countries (LDCs), which also includes five SIDS and 

accounts for 14% of the global population, consists of 46 countries2, the majority of which (33) are 

found in Africa.   

It is well-documented that LDCs and SIDS are particularly vulnerable to climate change due to, for 

example, low technical and human resource capacity to adapt to climate impacts 3 and/or geograph-

ical circumstances. Similarly, institutional and human resource capacities to design and implement 

decarbonisation efforts in many SIDS and LDCs are severely limited. In order to boost resilience and 

sustainable development, both adaptation and mitigation actions are needed in the short and long -

term; however, significant barriers persist to accessing the necessary climate finance1 for such 

actions. 

One initiative that exclusively focuses on promoting coherent and impactful approaches to enhance 

access to climate finance, particularly for LDCs and SIDS, is the Taskforce on Access to Climate 

Finance, which was announced in 2021 by the UK and Fiji. Germany is a member of the Taskforce 

and, together with Sweden, is an anchor partner for Rwanda, where new methods for a program-

matic approach to climate finance at the national and sub-national levels are being tested.   

In the last quarter of 2022, a progress report on the Climate Finance Delivery Plan will be prepared. 

This study supports that work by mapping some existing initiatives and instruments that aim to 

reduce access barriers (section 3), presenting gaps that continue to impede access to climate fi-

nance (section 5) and providing recommendations for enhancing access to climate finance (sec-

tion 6). Opportunities for strengthening existing efforts, for example of the NDC-Partnership and the 

Taskforce on Access to Finance are explored, as well as potential new approaches. In section 7, the 

various recommendations are clustered into key take-aways for the German Federal Office, as it 

considers its options for supporting work on access to climate finance going forward.  

 
1 In this paper, access to climate finance refers primarily to the difficulties that developing countries, particularly LDCs and SIDS, face in re-

ceiving financing through international sources that have been established with the specific purpose of addressing climate change adap-

tation and mitigation challenges in developing and emerging economies. The scope includes international funds (GCF, GEF, LDCF, 

SCCF, AF), as well as bilateral and other multilateral sources, such as the CIF and IKI. Difficulties in accessing private sector and com-

mercial banking sources are also relevant to the extent that their participation is required to access the aforementioned, publicly-financed 

funds. 

2 List of LDCs: ldc_list.pdf (un.org) 

3 See, for example: The Impact of Climate Change on the Development Prospects of the LDCs and SIDS (2009) | Office of the High Repre-

sentative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States  

https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/publication/ldc_list.pdf
https://www.un.org/ohrlls/news/impact-climate-change-development-prospects-ldcs-and-sids-2009
https://www.un.org/ohrlls/news/impact-climate-change-development-prospects-ldcs-and-sids-2009
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2. Approach & Methodology 

In this study, the question of how to enhance access to climate finance (CF) for developing countries, 

particularly for LDCs and SIDS, has been considered through a consultative process. Experts in-

volved in on-going initiatives that have been designed and are being implemented to address major 

CF access barriers, have been interviewed with the aim of identifying the strengths and weaknesses 

of these initiatives, along with gaps and opportunities to further this access work. All interviewees 

were asked to make recommendations about how to further enhance CF access  (see section 6).  

The consultant conducted a total of 7 phone interviews.4 The interviews took place between August 

16-29, 2022. In total, 9 interview partners participated. 

The following section provides an overview of five initiatives/projects that are currently working to 

address climate finance access issues. The list represents initiatives identified by the Federal For-

eign Office for bilateral interviews and is not intended to be exhaustive5.  

A note about the perspective provided on the following pages: 

An introductory text is provided on each initiative with relevant background information, including its 

key aims regarding CF access. In the boxes that follow each introductory text, strengths, weak-

nesses, complementarity (with other initiatives interviewed), and gaps are listed based on the inter-

views and additional resources provided. The points listed in the boxes in Section 3 reflect a mix of 

opinions and perceptions of the consultant and interviewees about the initiative in question , including 

sometimes opinions of one interviewee about an initiative that the interviewee does not directly work 

for. The opinions should, therefore, be seen as input for further discussion about how to enhance ac-

cess to climate finance. The opinions and recommendations presented in this study do not neces-

sarily represent positions or opinions of the German Federal Government.  

  

 
4 Interviews were conducted with representatives of the NDC Partnership, the United Kingdom’s COP26 Presidency Climate Finance Delivery 

Team, the UNFCCC Needs Based Finance Project, Rocky Mountain Institute’s Climate Finance Advisory Network (CFAN), the GIZ’s Cli-

mate Finance Readiness Project, as well as 2 interviews with two experts working on climate finance access issues in the fiel d.  

5 For example, some additional initiatives that were not consulted include: 1. LIFE AR; 2. AU Green Recovery Action Plan; 3. Process for Im-

proved Aid Impacts for SIDS; 4. Global Environment Facility (GEF); 5. IRENA’s Climate Investment Platform  
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3. Overview of Initiatives 

1. Taskforce on Access to Climate Finance 

The Taskforce was announced in March 2021 with the aim to address key barriers that developing 

and vulnerable countries face in accessing CF. Issues, such as complex and slow processes for ac-

cessing funds, funding not meeting local needs or having too narrow of a focus (project- rather than 

program-based) are some of the topics that the taskforce is tackling. The taskforce advocates for a 

coordinated and coherent approach to mobilise different sources of financing in order to enable a 

more predictable and easy flow of finance to developing countries. The objective is to transform the 

current system of climate finance through a new, programmatic approach based on partners’ own na-

tional climate action plans and priorities, supported by coherent, programmatic finance.  The task-

force is co-chaired by the UK and Fiji, and its Steering Committee includes Belize, Bhutan, Germany, 

Malawi, Rwanda, Senegal, Sweden, the USA, the Green Climate Fund (GCF) and the World Bank.  

The work is threefold: 1) to propose a new approach to accessing CF, 2) to develop principles and 

recommendations that will set out how to deliver the new approach and 3) to pilot the approach in 5 

countries (Rwanda, Bangladesh, Fiji, Jamaica, & Uganda). Germany and Sweden are the anchor 

countries, i.e. donors, piloting the new approach in Rwanda.  

The new approach entails aligning support behind (existing) national climate change action plans 

(e.g., NDCs, NAPs, development plans) and matching national CC commitments with a coordinated 

offer from bilateral and multilateral partners (also aligned with domestic funding sources) for a more 

coherent programmatic approach. Engagement with the wide variety of financial flows available 

(ODA and climate funds reaching ca. $3-4 billion/year) is part of the approach.  

Assessment of Taskforce (TF) on Access to Climate Finance  

Strengths: 

• The premise of the TF is strong in terms of its approach and principles. It aims to tackle major short-

comings regarding CF Access in a very ambitious manner, e.g. rethinking how CF is delivered with 

coordination and coherence as key elements. 

Weaknesses:  

• Communication is lacking: at least two interviewees thought that the TF was not doing anything, i.e. 

it had a “big” start but has gone quiet. Both had the feeling that it may disappear. 

• Related to communication shortcomings: it is not well understood how the TF plans to operationalise 

itself once it becomes an external entity6, e.g. will the TF hire its own experts to deploy in countries? 

Will it use existing networks, like the NDC Partnership, to operationalise its approach through the 

NDC Partnership’s membership?  

• Pilot approach could take years to scale up – and the timelines and plan for scaling are not clear, nor 

is it clear how a programmatic approach with a “bespoke” plan for CF  access will be rolled out to all 

DCs.  

• DCs’ perception (frustration) is that donors now engaging in a conversation about how to deliver CF 

rather than just making it simpler and faster to access existing funds. 

Complementarity: 

• The Climate Finance Access Network (CFAN) (see below) builds capacity in country X, whereas TF 

aims to work alongside countries to develop a programmatic approach to decarbonisation and adap-

tation. Good opportunity for TF to coordinate and build upon others’ experiences, e.g., leverage 

CFAN advisors’ work at technical level and the UNFCCC’s Needs Based Finance (NBF) Project’s 

(see below) experience in bringing global policy to national level and TF to potentially coordinate all 

initiatives under a single approach. 

Gaps: 

• Scaling pilots: approach for doing so is unclear. 

  

 
6 The UK has allocated 100 million pounds for the Taskforce - this includes funding to support the pioneer country trials - and part of this has 

funded a tender currently open for a new Secretariat, as well as an annual report on access issues to be published at COP. Th e TF will 

transition to an external entity early next year. 
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2. NDC Partnership  

Finance is the most requested area of support in the NDC Partnership, with over 90% of coun-

tries receiving support submitting at least one finance-related request.7 These requests cover a 

range of topics including development of climate finance strategies and financial roadmaps (9% of 

requests); integration of NDCs into national planning, budgets and revenue (14%); project financing 

and resource mobilization (20%); development of bankable projects and pipelines (55%); other (2%). 

In response to these growing needs, the NDC Partnership launched its Finance Strategy in April 

2022 to strengthen the Partnership’s ability to support countries in accessing the finance needed to 

implement their ambitious climate commitments. The Finance Strategy aims to give a clear narrative 

for members of how the Partnership supports countries to mobilize finance for NDC action, and to 

highlight areas in which that cooperation can be strengthened. The Strategy outlines eight key top-

ics,8 describing both relevant existing partnership activities and proposed additional or strengthen ac-

tivities for each.  

Assessment of NDC-Partnership Work on Enhancing CF Access:  

Strengths: The NDC Partnership’s Support Unit (SU) acts as a matchmaker but also makes specific contribu-

tions to enhancing access, including: 

• Host of the Climate Funds Explorer to help match finance needs to available sources of finance, and 

the soon be to launched Climate Finance Explorer to share and disseminate time-bound funding calls. 

• NDC Investment Planning Guidance (currently in draft form and available on request) 

• Supporting the development of Project Identification Notes (PINS) (see below); 

• Convening power: NDC Partnership Members include many major sources of climate finance 

(MDBs, Regional Development Banks, GEF).  The NDC Partnership SU is highly valued as a facilita-

tor for match making, coordination, alignment, and a neutral broker for promoting climate finance in-

vestments and beyond.  

• A central knowledge hub (kNook) provides details about support provided in direct response to 

country requests submitted through the Partnership, e.g., about the activities and who is providing 

support (including multi-partner collaborations). Workshops are promoted on the Partnership website. 

Weaknesses: 

• While the NDC Partnership does not have special support initiatives uniquely targeting LDCs & SIDS 

(even though LDCs and SIDS make the most requests), the Partnership Action Fund9 is a relatively 

new mechanism (launched at COP26) designed to leave no one behind, including LDCs and SIDs, by 

providing support for requests that might not otherwise receive funding or technical assistance. 

Complementarity with other initiatives: 

• The NDC Partnership supports the development of NDC finance and investment strategies while the 

NBF Project (see below) develops regional finance strategies, as well as country -level CF Assess-

ments. (Potential overlap; coordination is on-going) 

• Country-level work is not the primary focus of the NDC Partnership. Opportunities to match relevant 

country requests with initiatives operating at country-level (e.g. NBF workshops, CFAN capacity build-

ing) are already actively explored and should be further built upon.  

• The SU has developed Project Information Notes (PINS) as a communication tool, providing potentially 

interested financial institutions, both public and private, national and international, with the necessary 

content to further pursue projects. The PINs serve as a discussion starter rather than a deal-closure 

tool. The SU has produced a template that other partners, including CFAN, Taskforce on Access to CF, 

NBF and others could use to streamline information gathering. 

• The NDC Investment Planning Toolkit could be used by CFAN and NBF to further strengthen their 

NDC investment planning activities. 

Gaps: 

• Most of CF support requests are for TA (and many being supported by Germany). The need still ex-

ists to work with partnership members to figure out how to support project development and invest-

ments.  

 

 
7 The NDC Partnership has received 1,444 finance-related requests from 75 country members. 

8 Eight key topics of the finance strategy: 1) Capacity Development 2) Improving Enabling Environments 3) Developing NDC Financing Strate-

gies 4) Greening the Financial System through Central Banks 5) Engaging the Private Sector 6) Matching identified projects wi th financi-

ers 7) Engaging subnational entities 8) Cross-Cutting Learning 

9 https://ndcpartnership.org/ndc-partnership-action-fund-paf 

https://ndcpartnership.org/climate-finance-explorer
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3. Needs Based Finance (NBF) Project 

The UNFCCC Secretariat launched the Needs-based Finance (NBF) project to facilitate access and 

mobilisation of climate finance for the implementation of priority mitigation and adaptation projects 

that address needs identified by developing countries. The project arose in response to requests by 

the COP to explore ways and means of assisting DC parties to assess their CF needs and priorities. 

The NBF approach is being implemented as regional and national projects in over 100 countries10. 

The approach is to 1) analyse (including an assessment of CF flows and needs, mapping of CF 

sources and identification of access barriers); 2) develop a strategy (including identification of priori-

ties and strategy actions, develop a CF strategy and develop a project pipeline): 3) mobilise CF (by 

getting high-level political endorsement of the strategy, reaching out to finance institutions, & match-

ing priorities with funds). 

Assessment of NBF Work on Enhancing CF Access 

Strengths: 

• NBF has covered all major regions of the world and prefers to work at regional level rather than country-

level where they see others (bilateral entities and MDBs) as having better experience – however, NBF 

maintains a good overview of others’ work to avoid overlap. 

• Facilitating interest at regional level to come together as a region and enable a common access ap-

proach. 

• Exit Strategy: NBF will stay in a country until they are linked up with financial institution(s) . 

• As Secretariat, they have a mandate and convening power to bring relevant actors together (and not op-

erating out of self-interest).  

Weaknesses: 

• They have resources for regional trainings, but the inputs are not intensive, i.e. they do not result in all 

participants being e.g., proposal writing experts. Workshops are used to talk about priorities. Link to 

matchmaking is still missing (see gaps). 

Complementarity:  

• The NBF’s high-level, regional approach to bringing the policy decisions from the global to the regional 

and national levels complements the more bottom-up approach of CFAN and could be coordinated for 

better overall results. 

Gaps: 

• NBF not yet successfully matchmaking (see the 3rd part of the NBF approach). Info available online 

points to efforts being made to assess needs and develop strategies in a handful of individual countries. 

They seem to have a strength working at the regional level and prefer to leave country-level work to 

MDBs and implementing entities.  

• NBF representatives perceive that most CF Access initiatives are still focused on helping countries (e.g. 

get ready for finance), but there is a HUGE gap in linking countries to the financial institutions. And when 

one starts adding in private sector, the gap widens even further. (NBF is interested in having private 

sector actors participate in their trainings, and Citibank has expressed interest. Further, they would be 

interested in discussing the possibility of receiving financial support to develop capacity building materi-

als on accessing private sector finance and blended finance). (See recommendations) 

• Need more experts that can NAVIGATE the finance institutions once the concept is ready. Project con-

cept is only first step. 

 

  

 
10 The consultant notes that the project’s website only provides info about work in 4-5 countries. More research would be needed to learn what 

is happening in the 100 target countries. 
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4. Climate Finance Access Network (CFAN) 

Launched in 2020, CFAN aims to embed locally-sourced climate finance expertise within developing 

country institutions to support them in securing and structuring climate finance investments. The ap-

proach is being implemented in eight Pacific Island states (all SIDS), where in less than a year a pro-

ject pipeline of USD 50 million is in place, along with eight concept notes – one endorsed by the Ad-

aptation Fund, one vetted by UNDP and another submitted to the CIF. CFAN, with the full support of 

host country governments, (full access and country buy-in is a prerequisite for CFAN to work in the 

country) hires local CF experts and provides five months of training (training includes case studies of 

real potential projects for the host country) before sending them to host institutions. CFAN just held a 

regional workshop where advisors discussed project concepts and received feedback. CFAN also 

has a technical assistance budget that can be used for feasibility studies.  

The following represents CFAN’s arguments for why advisors should be embedded: Experts in 

the institutions are desperately needed.  Decisions over the next 2-5 years are critical to building di-

rect access capacity and addressing climate crisis. Placing experts is the most direct and effective 

way to make sure that the (additional) available funding can be used. This is called a “capacity 

surge.” All LDCs + SIDS = 80 countries. If you add just one advisor, fully dedicated to project devel-

opment, that can be a game changer. The “fly-in, fly-out consultant” is no longer relevant since the 

Paris Agreement came into force and countries set their NDC targets: countries want more control 

regarding CF delivery. Capacity to access CF is the missing link in the cycle to raise ambition. The 

demand for increased ambition must be matched with the means to meet the ambition target. Current 

system is not working: Most LDCs and SIDS have 1 person to deal with a myriad of initiatives (e.g. 

focal point for UNFCCC, NDA to GCF and contact for GCF country program, contact for NDC Part-

nership, etc.) and no time to do concrete project pipeline development.  

Assessment of CFAN Work on Enhancing CF Access:  

Strengths:  

• Use of local expertise avoids the “fly-in, fly-out” problem where capacity not being built. 

• CFAN’s medium-term aim of building capacity of direct access entities means that more entities will get to 

do business with GCF and other financiers, and partner countries become more self-reliant. 

• CFAN is achieving results in the Pacific and has significant demand from other countries / regions to ex-

pand (see Annex 1) One advisor can make a difference in a small LDC or SIDS (perhaps less effective in 

a large (L)DC.) 

• CFAN is “built to scale (up)”, which is easily done as additional funding becomes available.11  

Weaknesses: 

• CFAN is not yet well known, and therefore, possibly not yet seen as an important player 

• Embedding advisors is just one instrument. Also need to have peer-to-peer exchange so that e.g., suc-

cessful direct access entities (e.g. in Peru and Nambia) can share experiences with newcomers.  

Complementarity: 

• Needs-based Finance (NBF) Project: CFAN sees NBF as complementary to their work since NBF works 

more on big-picture elements of CF (e.g. what can one expect from the international negotiations), includ-

ing work with political decision-makers; whereas CFAN works more with technical staff within ministries. 

• Taskforce on Access to CF: the TF reaches out regularly to CFAN for information but no specific coordi-

nation of activities was named. Both CFAN and the TF are active in Fiji, but potential overlaps were not 

discussed.  

• CFAN was co-created by the NDC Partnership and responds to requests from the Partnership.  

Gaps:  

• Beyond training experts within the ministries and DA entities, in-country facilitators of NDC Partnership, 

focal points for GCF, array of sectoral experts, etc., still need to be ALIGNED for whole-of-government 

approach (inter-ministerial committee or taskforce) to get everyone on same page.  

 

  

 
11 CFAN can be working on project development in a new country within 6 months of receiving project financing.  
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5. Partnering for Readiness, NDC Assist II (BMZ) 

GIZ’s Partnering for readiness: In 2014, the GCF launched the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme (RPSP) to develop capacities in partner countries and ease their access to climate fi-

nance. Many national institutions were able to obtain accreditation for direct access to the GCF’s cli-

mate funding. However, these accredited institutions currently only implement 26% of GCF projects 

in partner countries, with international development partners managing the remaining 74%. For the 

GCF to be a successful joint instrument, partner countries and their institutions must be able to inde-

pendently access and implement climate funding (readiness). GCF has, therefore, revised its support 

program (“Readiness 2.0.”). GIZ is contributing to the implementation of the program and sharing ex-

periences on effective readiness measures in partner countries. 

GIZ’s NDC Assist II: From 2016-2020, the GIZ supported selected members of the NDC Partnership 

in their efforts to implement their NDCs and, since 2019, to make them more ambitious. Beginning in 

2021, the project entered a new phase (NDC Assist II). GIZ continues to support the NDC Partner-

ship through the provision of technical assistance and strategic advice on financing strategies 

and investment plans to Partnership member countries and actors and the private sector to enable 

the financing and implementation of NDCs. One project component provides support for private ac-

tors to finance climate change adaptation measures. Small and medium-sized enterprises that offer 

technologies or services to this end receive tailored support to scale up their business models. Im-

pact investors receive support to identify and expand business opportunities for climate change ad-

aptation. The project cooperates with the private equity fund CRAFT (Climate Resilience and Adapta-

tion Finance & Technology Transfer Facility) of the Lightsmith Group. 

Assessment of GIZ work on CF Readiness and NDC Finance  

Strengths: 

• Builds on years of experience working on CF Readiness and implementation in partner countries. 

• Gaining experience on private sector financing for adaptation action. 

• Global project with in-country experience on NDC revision, ambition-raising and strategic frame-
works. 

Weaknesses: 

• Work on private sector financing for adaptation action is based on one project component of NDC 
Assist II only. This component only works in two countries, and it is unclear if this work will continue 
after the current project phase ends. So, there is limited reach and time horizons due to the “single 
project logic”. 

Complementarity: 

• Partnering for Readiness Program works directly with GCF to design readiness approaches and sup-
port in-country readiness activities. These experiences and lessons would be helpful in the de-
sign/expansion of any new initiative aimed at enhancing CF access, e.g., the future of the TF (The 
readiness program have been asked to comment on concepts emerging from the Taskforce on Ac-
cess to CF but have not been kept in loop about TF plans.) 

• CFAN approach could be complemented with more peer-to-peer exchange, particularly amongst di-
rect access entities.  

Gaps: 

• Continued and greater efforts still needed to address the capacity gap on the ground in order to 
develop projects and access finance. This is evidenced by the flood of concepts arriving at GCF that 
are not accepted due to the many deficiencies identified at the concept stage.  

• Greater efforts also needed on topic of alternative finance instruments. Public sector and LDCs 
need to be “reprogrammed” to think about alternatives (beyond grants that everyone is used to), in-
cluding private sector investments, otherwise we will never achieve the targets set out under PA.  

• Lack of business cases for investors, including for adaptation (e.g., tourism, fisheries, agriculture 
have potential business opportunities within adaptation space). 
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4. Common messages from interviews 

While the interviewees shared different perspectives about their experiences working at the nexus of 

climate financing and access for developing countries, several messages were repeated by many if 

not all interview partners, thereby highlighting a consensus around certain topics. These key mes-

sages are listed in Box 1 below and expanded upon in sections 5 and 6. 

 

 

 

Box 1: Key messages and points of consensus from the interviews 

• Additional support to enhance access to climate finance should be channeled into ex-

isting initiatives and programs rather than initiating something new. 

• More “warm bodies” are needed: a lack of human resources is a major barrier for devel-

oping countries to access climate finance. 

• The technical capacity of relevant staff to develop project pipelines and to navigate the 

climate finance landscape to see concepts through to financing is extremely limited. 

• The technical capacity of direct access entities (beyond the usual suspects, e.g., MDBs, 

UN organisations, GIZ) needs to be strengthened as a top priority. 

• Greater alignment of climate finance processes within recipient countries is needed 

along with greater coordination amongst the providers of climate finance. 
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5. Gap categories 

The gaps presented in Section 5 are a compilation of responses from the interviewees to the ques-

tion: “What gaps continue to impede climate finance delivery?” They have been clustered into four 

categories: 

i. Supply-Side Gaps 

ii. Demand-Side Gaps 

iii. Capacity Gaps 

iv. Communication and Information Gaps 

Supply Side Gaps: CF suppliers are not coordinating their efforts, and they are often in competition 

with one another. Even if suppliers cannot change their policies (like the GCF has recently done 

through its simplified approval process, or the GEF and GCF have done through their Long-Term Vi-

sion promoting collaboration between the two organisations), they can work together. In addition, dif-

ferent actors (e.g. World Bank, NDC-Partnership, GCF, etc.) develop or support the creation of coun-

try-specific plans, which could benefit from greater coordination. A coordination gap also exists re-

garding the provision of capacity building (CB) and technical assistance (TA).  

Demand-Side Gaps: With multiple strategic processes happening simultaneously within a country, 

coordination and alignment gaps tend to grow as actors work in isolation to, e.g., advance work on a 

particular sector or from a particular funding source. Recipient countries’ key ministries are often not 

coordinating their finance needs and other requirements (e.g., readiness, enabling environment) to 

attract CF. For example, often ministries of finance are not coordinating with ministries of environ-

ment. 

Capacity Gaps: Limited technical and human resource capacity at the local, country and regional 

levels, and within direct access entities, is a key gap to be addressed regarding access to CF. Spe-

cifically, the lack of people and the necessary know-how on the ground to 1) work on project pipeline 

development, and 2) to navigate the landscape of climate finance remains arguably the biggest bar-

rier to CF access for developing countries. Human resource capacities are severely overstretched in 

many LDCs and SIDS as 1-2 people are responsible for all climate-related processes. A huge hurdle, 

therefore, remains not only to develop concepts but to connect project concepts/ideas with available 

climate finance – a gap which grows wider when one adds the private sector and the need to develop 

business cases. Greater capacity (and willingness) to explore and identify alternative financing in-

struments (non-grant financing), including blended finance, mechanisms to address e.g. adaptation 

and infrastructure financing gaps, is also needed. LDCs are not used to this approach. They just 

want grants; however, in the long-term private sector investment and business-oriented approaches 

will be key to success. 

Communications and Information Gaps: Information about CF needs and CF access, as well as 

data to justify climate rationale for project proposals is often lacking in developing countries, particu-

larly for SIDs and LDCs. Transmission of information about climate finance access from the global to 

the local levels is still lacking. Also, examples of how different CF Access initiatives are interacting 

and engaging in complementary approaches (e.g. NBF and NDC Assist II in the Caribbean) are not 

well communicated. In addition, many people are unaware of existing tools and information.  The 

NDC Partnership’s Climate Finance Explorer was mentioned as an example of a tool that more 

people should know about and use. Gaps also persist with regard to peer learning, political lobbying 

and risk-information sharing.  
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6. Recommendations from Interviewees 

The 26 recommendations presented in section 6 are a compilation of responses from the interview-

ees to the question: “What recommendations do you have for Germany’s Federal Foreign Office as it 

considers options for supporting measures to enhance access to CF?”  They have been clustered un-

der the four identified gap categories and do not represent a consensus amongst interviewees.  

Interviewees generally concur that the current mode of delivering climate finance is not working at 

the necessary scale and speed to achieve the targets set forth in the Paris Agreement. More than 

one interview partner stressed the need for greater coordination, coherence and larger, more ambi-

tious programmatic approaches for climate finance delivery.   The following recommendations were 

provided during the interviews: 

ii. Addressing Supply-Side Gaps 

 Recommendation 1: Support an expansion of the mandate of existing initiatives, such as 

the Taskforce on Access to Climate Finance (Taskforce), to convene banks (that deliver 

CF) and climate funds in order to coordinate CF access (top-down approach). 

 Recommendation 2: Support an existing organisation to coordinate the provision of 

TA/CB.  

 Recommendation 3: Provide TA/CB based on a bottom-up approaches, where recipients 

are asked what their needs really are and then provide the targeted/desired TA/CB.12 

 Recommendation 4: Advocate for the streamlining of monitoring and evaluation systems 

of donors and banks13 to simplify monitoring and reporting, e.g. one M&E matrix on adap-

tation and one M&E matrix on mitigation. (Currently, every donor requires different M&E, 

which is cumbersome.)  

 Recommendation 5: Rather than trying to set up a new institution or initiative, support 

plans to make the Taskforce an external entity that can help bridge supply and demand 

gaps through the implementation of top-down and bottom-up measures.14 

 Recommendation 6: Spread CF access support to several initiatives (e.g. CFAN and 

others) or to try to get the various initiatives coordinated under one roof. (The roof could 

be provided by GIZ or a UN organisation but with the understanding that a large share of 

the CF flows should be managed by a broad group of entities.)  

 Recommendation 7: Conduct a comprehensive mapping of the many initiatives working 

on access to CF. (NDC-Partnership already started work on this for their own purposes to 

see who can help them implement certain aspects of their CF Strategy.) 

 Recommendation 8: Organise structured discussions amongst key stakeholders to bet-

ter align country-specific investment planning. (The interviewees said that this topic will 

already be taken up at COP27 but did not specify who is leading this work.) 

 Recommendation 9: Work to better leverage the billions in ODA funding that is already 

there (in addition to thinking about new sources of finance). There is still a lot of work to 

do in mainstreaming climate into ODA funds from the MDBs. 

 Recommendation 10: Support efforts, such as those of the NDC-Partnership, to coordi-

nate inclusion of private sector in blended finance mechanisms, aid in  the identification of 

partners for (new) investment funds. (Interviewee cited the Pacific Energy Access Fund in 

Fiji as an example of NDC Partnership helping to facilitate a blended finance approach.)  

 
12 One interviewee argued that CB measures are not targeting the real needs. Another cited the problem of brain drain after CB is provided, 

as those trained move to better positions. 

13 The interviewee refers broadly to “banks”, which leaves open the question if all types of banks (commercial, MDB) are intende d. Given the 

context, it seems likely that the recommendation is directed towards any type of bank that requires specific CF monitoring and reporting 

(e.g., all banks delivering ODA, but this might increasingly include private sector banks that are disclosing climate risks i n their portfolios). 

14 The Taskforce has received UK funding to set itself  up as an external entity. UK held a climate and development ministerial last year and 

this year, which helped drive the work.  Annual report for the TF is to be launched at COP. For more information about the TF plans and 

ideas, see the Chairs’ Summary of  the Climate and Development Ministerial 2 (CDM2) https://ukcop26.org/climate-and-development-

ministerial-2-towards-transformational-change/  

https://ukcop26.org/climate-and-development-ministerial-2-towards-transformational-change/
https://ukcop26.org/climate-and-development-ministerial-2-towards-transformational-change/


 

11 
 

 Recommendation 11: Consider setting up a pre-funded facility to focus on financing the 

development of eligible projects, including feasibility work, which can then be presented 

to e.g. the GAIA blended finance platform for investment.  

 Recommendation 12: Promote regional approaches for small country groupings (see 

Pacific Hub example below). Federal Foreign Office could support setting up a similar 

hub in the Caribbean or expand the Pacific hub to more countries. (Could then set up 

other hubs in Central Africa, West Africa, etc. comprised of a group of eager/willing coun-

tries.) GCF is considering decentralising itself and setting up regional hubs, but GCF is 

dependent on donors to operationalise its work. Could be an opportunity for collaborative 

approaches between regional organisations and GCF.  

iii. Addressing Demand-Side Gaps 

 Recommendation 13: Share good examples of demand side coordination so that others 

may learn from and replicate good approaches.  

 Recommendation 14: Support coordinated approaches through the establishment of 

cross-ministerial taskforces or committees that provide oversight and guidance on CF de-

cision making.  NBF Project could play a role in facilitating such processes by bringing 

global climate policies down to country level and promoting coordination. 

iv. Addressing Capacity Gaps 

 Recommendation 15: The UNFCCC’s Needs Based Finance Project should receive ad-

ditional resources to provide workshops (one-off workshops are not enough) in every 

region of the world that promote programmatic approaches. NBF workshops should in-

clude banks and funds and the focus should go beyond just developing project proposals, 

which often only raises false hopes, towards programmatic approaches for countries and 

regions.  

 Recommendation 16: The Federal Foreign Office should not start any new initiatives on 

CF access but rather step back and consider what “access” means to whom. Is ac-

cess a problem for ALL sources of financing or just e.g. GCF? Is it easier to get mitigation 

financing than adaptation financing? Recommend to support pathways that enable 

countries to become more self-reliant, prepare projects themselves and build coun-

try ownership.  

 Recommendation 17: Support the development of capacity building materials on access 

to private sector and blended finance mechanisms.  

Example of demand-side coordination: Rwanda offers a model of promising demand-side 

coordination that others might learn from. FONERWA was an early mover in approaching 

GCF about access and accreditation. Ministry of Environment received GCF accreditation 

and FONERWA coordinates with ministry to mobilise resources. FONERWA has been 

evolving since then to create a new governance structure: steering committee replaced 

with a Board of Directors and an Executive Board to speed up operations. In addition, the 

Ministry of Finance is coordinating with the Taskforce pilot project to create an inte-

grated national financial framework that includes climate finance and private sector fi-

nancing. 

An example of a good governance approach for accessing climate finance:   

The NDC Pacific Hub is a regional entity with a steering committee for 15 countries that 

decides for itself the functions of the hub. Its structure has made it very easy for donors 

to support the region. GIZ runs the secretariat together with local and regional partners. 

Upside: lowered transaction costs, promotes cross-country collaboration.  
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 Recommendation 18: Provide support to the “matchmaking” element to move concepts 

to financing15 

 Recommendation 19: Support the scaling up of the CFAN model to additional countries 

and regions and direct access entities, the latter being where CFAN sees the most scal-

ing potential. Plans are already underway to expand to the Caribbean. See list of coun-

tries and direct access entities that have requested support for embedded advisors and 

who are awaiting confirmation (Annex 1). Scaling up would require additional resources 

for TA to support more advisors, adapt trainings to new regions, etc. The core structures 

are already in place and can be expanded to any region and any language, ODA and 

non-ODA countries.  

 Recommendation 20: Support business case development in adaptation-relevant sub-

sectors where returns on investment are possible (e.g. tourism, agriculture, fisheries). Po-

tential exists to involve NDC-Partnership and their ties to institutional and impact inves-

tors seeking such investment opportunities.  

 Recommendation 21: Regional and bilateral programs should be implemented by re-

gional and local organisations. Direct access entities to the GCF should, therefore, re-

ceive more support to gain a larger share of the GCF business. Currently the usual sus-

pects (WB, MDBs, UN orgs, GIZ) are implementing most projects. Support could take the 

form of a mentoring program such as peer-to-peer exchange between Profonanpe in 

Peru and newcomers to the direct access space. GIZ supports a community of practice 

for this already. (Embedding advisors only part of the solution.) 

v. Addressing Communication and Information Gaps 

 Recommendation 22: Promote the use of the forthcoming Project Identification Note 

(PINs) templates to help countries gather and present the minimum amount of information 

that would be needed to satisfy public and private sector investors.  

 Recommendation 23: Use NDC-Partnership to facilitate risk-sharing across its mem-

bership base (Interviewee pointed to the problem of entities like WB not sharing infor-

mation about investment risks, e.g. currency risk, and if this were known, other members 

could come in to share that risk.16)  

 Recommendation 24: Support the set up of a global data, knowledge and analytical 

center (hub) to inform policy making and benefit the negotiations. Information about 

(SIDS’)17 needs and access to CF would be made available to the international commu-

nity, and information could be used to prepare the climate rationale for funding proposals. 

In addition, data could be used to measure vulnerability (and thereby also support the im-

plementation of the Multi-Dimensional Vulnerability Index (MVI)). The hub could maintain 

rosters of experts for specific regions, as well as provide other risk analysis tools that 

could be used to substantiate proposals.  

 Recommendation 25: Leverage and support the NBF Project to improve communication 

between global and local levels (e.g., by expanding their mandate and providing addi-

tional resources). The NDC-Partnership or the newly established “post-Taskforce” entity 

may offer a good platform for sharing information about complementary approaches and 

collaborations.  

 
15 This, like some other recommendations, is fairly general . Still need to dig into the question of HOW to support matchmaking,  e.g.. the AA 

might support the UK's idea to massively expand NBF workshops, including banks and funds, which could be followed up with TA focused 

on developing programmatic approaches and establishing whole-of-government approaches, which lays groundwork for matchmaking. 

16 The Climate Change and Development Reports (CCDRs) that are being prepared by the WB country management units could offer a 

solution to the challenge of sharing information about risk as they offer a common information basis for assessing the needs and risks of 

developing countries. CCDRs could “underpin the development/refinement of national climate action priorities (NDC/NAP/LTS) fully inte-

grated into growth/development strategies and fiscal frameworks. ” In addition, CCDRs could become a source of shared data for project 

proponents and finance providers to minimise data burdens on recipients. (from the UK’s 2nd CDM Input paper) 

17 This recommendation is also highlighted in the UN report “Accessing Climate Finance: Challenges and Opportunities for Small I sland De-

veloping States” Link. The CFAN interviewee indicated that the recommendation would also be relevant for all developing countries, not 

only SIDS.  

https://www.un.org/ohrlls/sids%20climate%20financing%20report%202022
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 Recommendation 26: Share more information on best practices regarding structured ap-

proaches for accessing CF.  The NDC Partnership Knowledge and Learning team could 

support such efforts (e.g. promote P2P learnings, make relevant information generated 

via the internal Knowledge Nook tool (kNook) publicly accessible, facilitate thematic work-

shops/events in cooperation with members.) 
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7. Take-aways for Germany’s Federal Foreign Office 

Under the COP26 Presidency, the UK Government has carried on this work through the Climate and 

Development Ministerial 2 (CDM2), the chairs summary of which can be found here: 

https://ukcop26.org/climate-and-development-ministerial-2-towards-transformational-change/. Many 

of the points raised in the CDM2 summary paper were also raised by interview partners, thereby em-

phasising certain topics of importance to stakeholders working on issues of CF access. These topics 

can be grouped into the following four categories (the Four Cs): 

• Capacity (and availability) of human resources 

• Coordination of the provision and receipt of CF 

• Coherence of processes and access modalities 

• Communication and knowledge management 

1. Capacity 

Every person interviewed spoke of weak capacities as a key issue to be addressed, although devel-

oping country partners would like to be consulted more about what types of CB they will receive. The 

following entry points for boosting capacity building might be considered:  

• Expansion of CFAN to new countries, regions, and direct access entities, include a focus on peer-

to-peer exchange and communities of practice, potentially in collaboration with GIZ’s Readiness 

Project; facilitate the creation of regional groups of countries that can benefit from regional hubs, 

such as the case in the Pacific => Foreign Office could support the establishment of another hub 

in the Caribbean, or elsewhere, based on the Pacific Hub model.  

• Expansion of NBF Project CB Workshops’ scope to include participation of public and commercial 

banks and climate funds and to promote programmatic rather than single-project approaches for 

accessing CF; sponsor the development of new capacity building materials to help engage the pri-

vate sector and to educate about how to access alternative financing tools, and include examples 

of business cases (particularly for adaptation action) that can be adapted to different country or 

regional contexts. Include a module on successful whole-of-government approaches in updated 

CB workshops – or rather expand workshop approach into a more comprehensive training with 

individual modules and participants are pre-selected to attend. Follow up workshops with targeted 

TA to tackle specific capacity shortfalls, in coordination with embedded advisors when they are 

already in place.  

• Expand pioneer country program to more countries under the Taskforce to generate more coun-

try-level results. (Germany is currently only supporting Rwanda through BMZ.)  

2. Coordination 

Coordination is needed amongst CF suppliers to make the provision of CF more efficient and effec-

tive, and it is also needed at the level of the recipients to achieve greater impact that can go beyond 

project-based approaches towards country- or even regional-level programs that have a transforma-

tive character.  

• Support the continuation of the Taskforce on Access to Climate Finance (or whatever the follow-

on entity will be called), which should have a strong focus on CF access coordination. Concrete 

activities are “tbc”, but one function could be to serve as an umbrella organisation for the various 

CF access initiatives going on globally. The Foreign Office could assume a leadership role within 

the TF on a topic of its choosing, for example, on coordinating a “capacity surge.”  

• The Foreign Office should participate in coordination meetings aimed at aligning CF efforts (e.g. 

climate investment planning); Potentially provide resources to an entity (TBD) that is tasked with 

coordinating CB/TA efforts. 

https://ukcop26.org/climate-and-development-ministerial-2-towards-transformational-change/


 

15 
 

• Support efforts in recipient countries to coordinate their access efforts, which bring key stakehold-

ers together. This could take the form of targeted TA provided by existing embedded advisors, re-

gional experts or international experts that follows up on needs identified in NBF trainings/work-

shops, which need to be addressed in order for a country to enhance its CF access. 

3. Coherence  

While not a strong focus of the interviews, as most people wanted to talk about capacity -related 

weaknesses, it has been documented that incoherent access modalities (i.e. differing requirements 

of donors and funds to access funding) of the various funding sources have created a fragmented CF 

architecture that makes it even more difficult and time-consuming for recipients to navigate and suc-

cessfully receive financing. 

• While it may not be possible to standardise access modalities across all sources, greater align-

ment could take place regarding certain aspects of CF access, such as the need to generate mini-

mum information for investors (e.g., as presented through the NDC Partnership’s PINs) or the 

need to develop finance plans, which could benefit from a standard approach or template. Note 

that CCDRs might help in this regard. 

4. Communication (and Knowledge Management) 

The interviewees underscored that poor communication and awareness – even amongst the inter-

viewees themselves with regard to the work of other important initiatives – is a barrier to coordination 

and collaboration. Sharing information about good practices and successes, particularl y as actors in 

the CF Access space gain more experience with engaging the private sector and implementing more 

blended finance solutions, will be important to help speed up results.   

• Support efforts (NDC Partnership already working on this) to map all actors active in the CF Ac-

cess space as a basis for improved knowledge sharing and coordination and enable a platform for 

exchange and collaboration. 

• Use existing platforms and potentially create new communication tools to share information on 

good practices. 

• Conduct a comprehensive analysis of the impact and effectiveness of climate finance and its ac-

cess modalities to better inform the work of the Taskforce and other stakeholders, as well as to 

generate lessons learned, including what is working well and where/why has CF not worked well. 

Related to this, conduct an analysis of existing governance structures to determine best practices 

for coordinating CF Access in recipient countries.  

• Use the Foreign Office’s communication channels with all German Embassies around the globe to 

keep foreign missions apprised of the work of the Taskforce (future entity, tbd), as has been done 

in the past to share information about the work of the NDC Partnership.  Such communication 

channels could draw attention to, e.g., a potential new exchange platform for actors working on 

CF Access issues (see first bullet in this section). 
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Conclusions 

This short study identified barriers and opportunities for enhancing climate finance access in devel-

oping countries, particularly SIDS and LDCs, with the aim of developing recommendations or entry 

points for the Federal Foreign Office to support existing initiatives or potentially launch something 

new. 

Through bilateral interviews with five different initiatives working on climate finance access issues, as 

well as with two experts working on CF access in the field, several entry points or recommendations 

for the Foreign Office’s future engagement were identified and grouped under four categories: Ca-

pacity, Coordination, Coherence and Communication.   

As the Foreign Office considers its options for supporting future work on CF access, it will be helpful 

to keep a recurring message from the interviews in mind: work on access should support path-

ways that enable countries to become more self-reliant, prepare projects themselves and 

build country ownership. In order to get there, however, countries need “boots on the ground” right 

now to build capacity. 

While many developing countries would argue that the real problem is that developed countries are 

not delivering on their CF commitments and are demanding more streamlined pathways to access 

financing, many from the donor community continue to express frustration over the poor public finan-

cial management capabilities of recipient countries, the poor coordination across governmental enti-

ties, and the poor quality of the project proposals.  

These two perspectives need to be reconciled by demonstrating that good governance (e.g. func-

tioning whole-of-government approaches and CF readiness) and well-conceived plans (e.g. quality, 

country-led climate plans integrated into national budgets, growth and investment plans)  will be re-

warded with the timely provision of financial support (e.g. by CF sources streamlining their ac-

cess modalities and through better coordination, aligning with these plans to fund national priorities 

via programmatic approaches). The Taskforce is pushing for more dialogue about linking up these 

bottom-up and top-down approaches and aims to demonstrate the effectiveness of such an approach 

through the pioneer countries. The Foreign Office should remain active in its engagement with this 

dialogue as it decides where to put its support going forward. 
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Annex 1: List of Countries and Direct Access Entities seeking CFAN support / embedded advi-

sor 

 

Expression of Interest received: 

 

Caribbean: 

• Antigua and Barbuda 

• Belize 

• Dominica 

• Grenada 

• Jamaica 

• St. Vincent and the Grenadines 

• St. Lucia 

• St Kitts and Nevis 

 

Pacific: already 8 countries are hosting advisors 

• FSM 

• Nauru  

• Cook Islands 

• Palau 

 

Africa: 

• Malawi 

• Rwanda 

• Ethiopia 

 

Indian Ocean: 

• Comoros 

 

Direct Access Entities: 

• Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environmental Program (SPREP) 

• The Pacific Community (SPC) 

• Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre (CCCCC)  

• Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) 

• Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) 

 

Countries CFAN in discussion with: 

• Nigeria 

• Cote D'Ivoire 

• Mozambique 

• Sierra Leone 

• Togo 

• Timor Leste 
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