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Climate Strategy, trhough the Directorate of Environment and Natural Resources
(DERN). The results of this study were validated during an online workshop held
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he United Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change

(UNFCCC) recommends three
main types of means for its imple-
mentation, namely financing, capacity
building and technology transfer. The
financing of actions to combat global
warming, also called climate finance,
is an important lever for implementing
concrete actions. Developing coun-
tries, i.e. the most vulnerable countries
and those most affected by climate
change, are constantly calling at the
level of international bodies, particu-
larly during climate negotiations within
the framework of Conferences of the
Parties (COP), for developed countries
to increase their ambitions in terms of
reducing their GHG emissions and to
honour their commitments in terms of
mobilising climate finance.

VHVIA

Indeed, the question of financing the fi-
ght against global warming in favour of
the countries of the South, constituted
a thorny subject marked by significant
divergences of point of view between
industrialised countries and emerging
countries during the Paris conference.
These discussions culminated in the
signing of a landmark agreement in-
tended to catalyse investor action.
This mobilisation of means of financing
climate action should represent a pro-
gression compared to previous efforts.
Thus, “floor” financing of one hundred
(100) billion dollars per year is planned
from 2020 to support the countries
of the South in their efforts aimed at
low-carbon economic development that
is resilient to climate change and within
the framework of which the Green Fund
for the Climate (GCF) is called upon to
play a key role.

Africa is the region of the world that
contributes the least to greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions, but is the most
vulnerable to the impacts of climate
change. Africa’s share (excluding Sou-
th Africa) in cumulative global CO,
emissions between 1751 and 2020 is
less than 0.5%. Regarding the coun-
tries of the ECOWAS-CILSS zone, they
have an average carbon footprint of
less than one metric ton per inhabitant
per year, and in terms of vulnerability
to climate risks, these countries have
some of the highest levels of vulnerabi-
lity in the world.

While the focus of the first edition of
2019 was on multilateral funding, an
effort has been made in the context of
this second edition of 2022 (covering
the period from March 2019 to June
2022) to take into account bilateral
flows, and where possible, funding from
national sources. Financial flows from
multilateral and bilateral sources ap-
proved and allocated to the countries of
the ECOWAS-CILSS region during the
period are estimated at approximately
US$3,888 million, for 180 projects.
Multilateral sources of financing alone
account for more than 86% of this in-
ternational financing, or US$3,325 mil-
lion. With regard to areas of impact of
funding, 36.4% of international financial
flows approved and allocated to coun-
tries in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
were used to finance cross-cutting ac-
tions, 35.8% for adaptation and 27.8%
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for mitigation. The primary beneficiary
country in the region is Nigeria, fol-
lowed by Benin, Burkina Faso and Se-
negal. Sierra Leone, which is among
the ten most vulnerable countries in
the world received the least finance.
This finance comes from 24 multilate-
ral and bilateral institutions, led by the
African Development Bank (AfDB) with
financing of US$727 million. The analy-
sis of the different financial instruments
mobilised shows that loan financing is
the most used between 2019 and 2022
with a share of 47%, while more than
45% of climate finance resources were
mobilised in the form of grants.

Regarding funding from multilate-
ral sources, MDB financing appro-
ved and allocated to countries in the
ECOWAS-CILSS zone come first with
an estimated volume of approximately
US$2,501 million spread over 63 pro-
jects (mitigation, adaptation and mul-
ti-domain). Approximately 47% of these
resources, US$1,169 million, are ear-
marked for financing multi-domain pro-
jects, and approximately 34% for adap-
tation. From a sector point of view, 37%
of this financing is in favour of agricultu-
re and food security, followed by 20% in
the multi-sector and 18% in water.

The new portfolio of the GCF for the
ECOWAS-CILSS zone includes a to-
tal of 14 projects largely dominated by
international access (11 projects), as
against three projects according to di-

rect regional access. The 14 projects
approved represented a total budget
of US$920 million, of which 38% in
GCF equity and 62% in the form of
co-financing. 63% of GCF-approved fi-
nancing is for mitigation activities, 26%
for multi-domain projects, and the rest
(11%) for adaptation projects, where
loan financing is used most with more
than 71% of GCF funding, compared to
29% in the form of grants. The energy
sector alone attracted about 60% of
this financing, followed by the agricultu-
re sector with nearly 20% of financing,
and the forestry sector comes in third
position with an 11% share of financing
approved by the GCF.

As for GEF financing, this has been
estimated at around US$209 mil-
lion, for 46 projects. The largest share
(45%) was used to finance adaptation
projects, while more than 40% of these
resources were used to finance actions
in multiple domains, and about 15% for
mitigation. The Agriculture, Forestry
and Other Land Use (AFOLU) sector
was the leading beneficiary of GEF fun-
ding (over US$60 million). Multi-sector
projects ranked second with a 14%
share of funding.

Finally, among the multilateral sources,
the financing of the AF (Adaptation
Fund) approved and allocated to coun-
tries in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
between March 2019 and June 2022,
totalled US$91.5 million for nine pro-

jects, which represents more than 75%
of the funding allocated to date by the
AF to this region.

Between March 2019 and June 2022,
total contributions from bilateral do-
nors in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone
have been estimated at about US$563
million spread over 45 projects. Near-
ly 52% of these resources or about
US$293 million are intended for adap-
tation (34% agriculture, 22% water and
22% biodiversity), approximately 37%
for mitigation (83% energy and 8%
forest) and 11% to multiple domains.
The AFD (French Development Agen-
cy) is the first contributor with a share
of 55%, or US$311 million, followed by
KfW (The German Development Bank)
(16%), with almost US$88 million and
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in third position we find the Luxem-
bourg Agency for Development Coope-
ration LuxDev (11%) with a contribution
of nearly US$64 million. A large part
of this funding is intended primarily to
finance the energy sector (30%), fol-
lowed by the agriculture and food secu-
rity sector (22%) and the water sector
(12%).

From a cumulative perspective, the
global balance sheet established by

taking into consideration the interna-
tional (multilateral and bilateral) and
national funding granted during the pe-
riod 2003-2022 indicates total appro-
ved climate finance reaching US$5,273
million, with multilateral sources alone
accounting for 89% of this funding, i.e.
US$4,702 million. There has been a
considerable acceleration in financing
since 2019. This can be explained by
the combined effect of the accelera-

tion of the implementation of the Pa-
ris Agreement through the NDCs and
the advanced state of readiness of
ECOWAS-CILSS countries to attract
international climate finance. However,
the climate finance thus mobilised
from international sources between
March 2019 and June 2022 repre-
sents only 4.7% of the conditional
needs expressed by certain coun-
tries through their NDCs.

The approach to monitoring climate finance flows in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone continues to require improvement. In-

deed, while the first edition of 2019 and this second edition of 2022 are more based on a Top-Down approach (data drawn
from international sources), the future sustainable methodology to be established to serve the updating of climate finance
flows at the scale of the ECOWAS-CILSS zone will have to capitalise on countries’ current efforts to comply with

the requirements of the Enhanced Transparency Framework of the Paris Agreement. Indeed, in this framework,
the countries, like all other developing countries, are required to produce Biennial Transparency Reports (BTRs) from
December 2024. As part of this dynamic, the new ECOWAS Regional Climate Strategy (RCS) should lay the ground-
work for a lasting regional collaboration not only to improve and institutionalise the biannual production of the mapping of
financial flows for the climate, but also to create and strengthen the collaborative framework of exchange between peers
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limate finance refers to finan-
cial resources mobilised to
fund actions in climate change
mitigation and adaptation (Watson and
Schalatek, 2019 (b)). In the context of
international climate negotiations, the
concept refers to financial flows from
developed to developing countries for
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climate action and which ones should
be new and supplement existing aid
flows (Carvalho A. P. and Terpstra P,
2015).

The global climate finance architec-
ture is complex and constantly evol-
ving. Funds are channelled through
multilateral channels (within and outside
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the UNFCCC and Paris Agreement fi-
nancing mechanisms), and increasingly
through bilateral channels, as well as
through regional and national climate
funds (Figure 1).
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Figure 1 : Global climate finance architecture (Source: CFU, 2019)
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Financing is provided in various forms:
grants, concessional loans, guarantees
and equity investments. Tracking flows
is difficult in the absence of an agreed
definition of ’climate finance’ or uni-
form accounting rules, in a context
marked by a wide variety of financial
mechanisms (Watson and Schalatek,
2019 (b)).

Global climate finance flows continue
to increase, reaching US$ 632 billion
for the period 2019-2020, but with a
slow growth rate (only 10% between
2017/2018 and 2019/2020). Although
this increase is expected to continue
over the next few years, these flows
fall far short of the resources nee-
ded to achieve the global transition to
low-carbon and climate-resilient deve-
lopment. Moreover, the largest share
of these resources is allocated to mi-
tigation (571 billion), with only 46 bil-
lion for adaptation and 15.8 billion for
cross-benefits. The majority of mitiga-
tion financing has gone to energy sys-
tems, which includes investments in
renewable fuel production, renewable
electricity and heat generation assets,

Figure 2 : Regional distribution of
multilateral climate finance (US$
billion) from developed countries

(OECD data, 2020)

transmission and distribution networks
and policy and national budget sup-
port, as well as capacity building. Pri-
vate stakeholders provided the ma-
jority of mitigation financing (54%),
particularly with regard to the share of
renewable energy financing, indicating
the maturity of this market. In addition,
almost all of the adaptation finance
identified in the landscape was funded
by public stakeholders (98%), and was
mainly allocated to water projects and
other cross-sectoral projects.

Three quarters of the climate invest-
ments tracked in 2019/2020 ($479 bil-
lion) have flowed to the national level.
More than half (58%) of the climate
projects funded at national level came
from private sources. It is pointed out
here that Western Europe, the US and

Canada, and East Asia and the Paci-
fic were the main beneficiaries of do-
mestic flows, which accounted for 76%
of global flows. Finally, Sub-Saharan
Africa has received only US$17 billion
in international finance compared to
US$2 billion mobilised from domestic
sources (ICC, 2021).

‘ Multilateral climate finance
(MDBs'" and Multilateral Funds)
is estimated at US$28.5 billion
in 2020 and Africa is the largest
recipient region, with US$8.4
billion?, of which the ECOWAS re-
gion accounts for 15.7%. (OECD,
2020), (Figure 2).
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" Multilateral Development Banks /2 https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=MULTISYSTEM#
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In September 2015, the United Nations General Assembly adopted ‘The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable De-
velopment’, built on the vision of ‘a world free of poverty, hunger, disease and want, where all life can
thrive’. In its paragraph 14, this Agenda identifies climate change as one of the greatest challenges of our
time and a unique and cross-cutting impediment to this vision that compromises the ability of all countries
to achieve sustainable development (United Nations, 2015). Climate-related risks associated with climate
variability and change have exacerbated food insecurity in many places, particularly in Africa due to the
impact of drought, increasing the overall risk of climate-related iliness or death (WMO, 2019). Urgent action
to combat climate change and its impacts is thus one of the main objectives of the 2030 Agenda and the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is the main intergovernmental forum
for negotiating the content of this action.

v/

Africa is the region of the world that
contributes the least to greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions, but is the most
vulnerable to the impacts of climate
change (Watson and Schalatek, 2019
(a)). Africa’s share (excluding Sou-

th Africa) in cumulative global COl
emissions between 1751 and 2020 is
less than 0.5% (Figure 3). All countries
in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone have an
average carbon footprint of less than
1 tonne per capita per year. Countries

such as Chad and Niger have a foot-
print of 0.06 and 0.07 metric tons per
year, respectively, 200 times smaller
than the US, Australia and Canada.
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Figure 3 : Distribution of

global cumulative CO[]

emissions between 1751

and 2020
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According to the Intergovernmental Pa-
nel on Climate Change (IPCC) 1.5 °C
Report, projections of reduced food
availability are more pronounced at
2 °C than at 1.5 °C of global warming
in the Sahel, with greater exposure to
multiple and complex risks associated
with climate change and poverty (IPCC,
2018). An increase in global average

5%

10%

OurWorldinData.org/co2-and-other-greenhouse-gas-emissions * CC BY

surface temperature of 3 °C, relative to
the pre-industrial period, increases the
risk of reduced agricultural production
in Africa and persistent heat stress lea-
ding to large increases in human mor-
bidity and mortality (Hoegh-Guldberg et
al., 2019).
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In West Africa, the temperature increase
is 1.5 times higher than the global level
and the main climatic hazards include
recurrent droughts, high variability of
rainfall and seasons, increasingly fre-
quent floods and coastal erosion (Kai-
ré et al.,, 2015). In the region, climate
trends over the period 1970-2010 show
that: (i) global temperatures have in-

Data release July 2022

creased, droughts have been recurrent
and severe; (ii) rainfall has generally
increased; and (iii) floods have occur-
red more frequently and with greater in-
tensity (UNEP, 2011). According to the
World Bank, 50% of the region’s popu-
lation derives its income from sectors
(mainly agriculture, livestock and fishe-
ries) whose total contribution to GDP is

:

N\

28% in the CILSS countries and 32% in
the region as a whole (WB, 2009). All
this translates into a high level of vulne-
rability for the countries in the region,
as shown by the ND-GAIN vulnerability
index® (Figure 4). The countries of the
ECOWAS-CILSS zone have some of
the highest vulnerability levels in the
world.

worse I B Better

Figure 4: Vulnerability map according
to the ND-GAIN 2022 index (Source:
University of Notre Dame, 2022)

3 A country’s score on the ND-GAIN country index is composed of a vulnerability score and a preparedness score. Vulnerability measures a
country’s exposure and sensitivity, as well as its ability to adapt to the negative impact of climate change. ND-GAIN measures overall vulnerability
by taking vulnerability into account in six vital sectors: food, water, health, ecosystem services, human habitat and infrastructure (University of Notre
Dame, 2019).
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Five of the ten most

vulnerable countries in the

world are in the ECOWAS-

CILSS zone (Table 1).

Table 1:

List of the ten most vulnerable
countries in the world according
to the ND-GAIN index

According to the IPCC, limiting war-
ming to 1.5 °C rather than 2 °C would
limit the reduction in yields of maize, rice
and wheat and potentially other cereal
crops, particularly in sub-Saharan Afri-
ca. However, this would require ‘rapid
and large-scale transitions’ in land use,
energy, industry, construction, trans-
port and urban planning (IPCC, 2018),
hence the significant financing needs
expressed by developing countries to
fund the costs of such a transition. This
is particularly the case for countries in
the ECOWAS-CILSS zone, which ex-
pect development partners to provide
most of the resources needed to imple-
ment the commitments made in their
NDCs.

RANKING COUNTRY ND-GAIN SCORE
173 Liberia 33,8
174 Zimbabwe 33,1
175 Afghanistan 33,0
176 Niger 32,9
177 Sudan 32,3
178 DemocraCtignlzgpublic of 311
178 Eritrea 31,1
180 Guinea-Bissau 30,6
181 Central African Republic 271
182 Chad 26,7

Climate finance therefore remains
a critical element in achieving cli-
mate-resilient and low-carbon de-
velopment (Watson and Schalatek,
2019 (b)). This is why the Paris
Agreement, which entered into force
on 4 November 2016, brings to-
gether all the countries that signed it
around an ambitious commitment to
a paradigm shift towards lower-car-

bon and climate-resilient develop-
ment models. Among other things,

it aims to make financial flows more
compatible with this transition to
low-carbon and climate-resilient de-
velopment models (Article 2.1(c) of
the Agreement). The Decision adop-
ting the Paris Agreement underlines
the ambition to mobilise US$100 bil-
lion per year from 2020 for climate
action in developing countries until
2025. A new collective quantitative
target will be defined before 2025.
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METHODOLOGY

3.1. Objectives

The objective of this mapping is to an-
nually compile the best available infor-
mation on climate finance flows to the
ECOWAS-CILSS zone, to analyse it
and to make it available to stakeholders
involved to varying degrees in climate
action. This is in line with a desire to
regularly monitor climate finance flows
across the ECOWAS-CILSS zone. The
focus of the first edition of 2019 was on
multilateral financing. An effort has been
made in this second edition to take into
account bilateral flows and, where pos-
sible, financing from national sources.

/ A6E

THIS REPORT IS INTENDED FOR:

- Decision-makers at regional and national level, as a snapshot of the re-
gion or country in terms of mobilising climate funds. This will contribute
to the identification of performance in this area, as well as weaknesses
to be corrected at different levels. This will also be used in assessing the
level of implementation of NDCs, especially in their conditional options;

- It is also intended for the ‘transparency stakeholders’, i.e. civil society,
the press, community organisations, producers’ organisations, etc. They
will have access to information on the resources that are mobilised and
their intended purpose.

- Researchers interested in the issue of climate finance, by giving
them a regional perspective (ECOWAS-CILSS zone) on the needs and
challenges.

X

b )

3.2. Sources and methodology

The monitoring of financial flows is
difficult, due to the great diversity
of mechanisms, but above all due
to the absence of a harmonised and

global reporting system on financing.
This work is mainly based on data
collection and literature review.

...............

The main data sources used are:

[> Climate Finance Update* (CFU): This is an independent web-based plat-
form that provides information and data on multilateral climate finance
initiatives to help developing countries address the challenges of climate
change. This is a compilation of official data from multilateral funds®,
on pledged and approved climate finance. CFU monitors key funds go-
verned by multilateral climate change mechanisms, many of which have
links to the UNFCCC. CFU data are cumulative since 2003. Climate
Funds Update is administered by the Heinrich Boell Foundation and the
Overseas Development Institute (ODI).

4 https://climatefundsupdate.org/

®Fund websites; official reports to international organisations by the funds and by contri-
buting organisations; and documents such as press releases, key decisions taken at
conferences or meetings, information from civil society organisations.

............................................................................
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The main data sources used are:

[> The Joint Annual Report on Climate Finance of the Multilateral Development
Banks: this is a joint report, prepared annually since 2011 by a group of multila-
teral development banks (MDBs), consisting of the African Development Bank,
the Asian Development Bank, the European Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment, the European Investment Bank, the Inter-American Development
Bank Group, the Islamic Development Bank and the World Bank Group. It aims
to publicise the figures of climate finance of MDBs, for developing and emer-

ging countries.

[> The websites of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the Green Climate
Fund (GCF) and the Adaptation Fund (AF), which are still also valuable plat-
forms that offer specific documentation to developing countries on climate pro-
ject financing (mitigation, adaptation or cross-cutting).

[> The websites of multilateral and bilateral development banks and some multi-

lateral and bilateral funds.

DThe administration of a questionnaire to the UNFCCC, GEF and GCF focal
points in ECOWAS-CILSS Member States.

3.3. Data collection and analysis phase

During this data collection phase, an
analysis of information sources was
carried out. As it is, the working team
became aware of the available, poten-
tial or missing data before proceeding
with the collection phase. In this re-
gard, an Excel database was prepared
by collecting the various types of data
and information covering the period
between March 2019 and June 2022

from the various multilateral and bilate-
ral sources identified. It is a reference
database used to update the first 2019
edition of the mapping of climate fi-
nance flows to the ECOWAS-CILSS
region and to produce visualisations
(graphs and charts) as a basis for ana-
lysis. This database is presented in the
form of a summary table giving a de-
tailed overview of the main characte-

ristics of the climate projects identified
and analysed over the time frame of
this second edition (2019-2022), inclu-
ding theme, sector, project category,
overall budget, international financing,
national co-financing and the financial
instrument®.

6 See Annex 1 for more details.

.................................................................................................................
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4.1. General overview of multilateral
and bilateral climate flows

Report of Mapping of climate finance
flows to the ECOWAS CILSS

(Permanent Interstate Committee for
Drought Control in the Sahel) region

Between March 2019 and June 2022, the financial flows from multilateral and bilateral funds
approved and allocated to the countries of the ECOWAS-CILSS region are estimated at ap-
CHAPTER 4 proximately US$3,888 million, for 180 projects. Multilateral sources of financing alone account

- - for more than 86% of this international financing, i.e. US$3,325 million (Table 2).
Multilateral and bilateral

\‘ : IN INTERNATIONAL
to the ECOWAS-CILSS region

Multilateral 8,667.03 3,325.14 3,193.91
Bilateral 608.97 562.73 0.00
Total 9,276.00 3,887.87 3,193.91

Table 2: Breakdown of climate finance by source of finance (period: March 2019 - June 2022)

y

v
Over the period March 2019-June 2022, nearly 42% of approved projects are adaptation projects,
nearly 36% of projects are related to multiple thematic areas, and 22% of projects relate solely

to mitigation; from a sectoral point of view, the agriculture and food security sector is the leading
beneficiary of multilateral and bilateral financing, with a share of 30.4%, followed by the energy sector
with 20.7%, multi-sector projects with 14.4% and the water sector with 14% (Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Distribution of the number of projects by theme between March 2019 and June 2022
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Indeed, 36.4% of the international financial flows approved and allocated to Member States in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
between March 2019 and June 2022 were used to finance cross-cutting actions, 35.8% for adaptation and 27.8% for miti-

gation (Figure 6).

717,44
National co-financing (USS$ millions) 274,66

D .21

1613,92
International funding USS millions 1 305,75

B 107957

2523,06
Global budget USS millions 2487,42
| 2859,72

0,00 500,00

H Multiple domain

Figure 7: Countries receiving
multilateral and bilateral finance, in
millions of US dollars (March 2019 -
June 2022)

The primary beneficiary country in
the region is Nigeria, followed by Be-
nin, Burkina Faso and Senegal. Sierra
Leone, which is among the ten most
vulnerable countries in the world (Uni-
versity of Notre Dame, 2019), has re-
ceived the least amount of finance (Fi-
gure 7).

This finance comes from 24 multilate-
ral and bilateral institutions, led by the
African Development Bank (AfDB) with
financing of US$727 million (Figure 8).
The full list of projects funded by in-
ternational sponsors in the ECOWAS-
CILSS region over the period March
2019 - June 2022 is presented in An-
nexes 1 and 2.

Figure 6: Approved
multilateral and bilateral
financing by thematic area

(March 2019 - June 2022)
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The analysis of the different financial instruments mobilised shows that loan financi

ng is the most used between 2019 and

2022 with a share of 47%, while more than 45% of climate finance resources were mobilised in the form of grants (Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Breakdown of financing
by type of financial instrument
(March 2019 - June 2022)’

"ND: financing instruments not defined, in par-
ticular in certain sources of bilateral financing

....................................

4.2. Multilateral financing

Funding from the Global Environment Facility

The GEF was established in 1991 in
response to the global environmental
challenges of the previous decade.
It operated in a pilot phase until mid-
1994, before being restructured at a
meeting of GEF participants in Geneva
in March 1994, where representatives
of 73 states agreed to adopt its financial
instrument. The organisational struc-
ture of the GEF includes an Assembly
that meets every four years, a Council
that meets twice a year, a Secretariat
and the Scientific and Technical Advi-
sory Panel. The main decision-making
body of the organisation is the GEF
Council, which is responsible for deve-
loping, adopting and evaluating its poli-
cies and operational programmes. It is
composed of 32 appointed members,
each representing a group of countries
or ‘Constituency’®. The GEF serves as
the financial mechanism for a number
of multilateral environmental agree-
ments, the UN Convention on Biolo-
gical Diversity (CBD), the UNFCCC,
the Stockholm Convention on Per-
sistent Organic Pollutants and the UN
Convention to Combat Desertification
(UNCCD). The GEF is a trust fund to
finance the incremental costs of global
environmental protection actions, both
public and private, in developing and

transition countries.

It is funded by donor countries, which
commit funds every four years in a pro-
cess referred to as ‘replenishment of
the GEF’. Since its inception in 1991,
the GEF Trust Fund has been reple-
nished with US$2.75 billion (GEF-1);
US$3 billion (GEF-2); US$3.13 billion
(GEF-3); US$3.13 billion (GEF-4);
US$4.34 billion (GEF-5); US$ 4.43
billion committed for GEF-6; US$4.1
billion committed for GEF-7. By No-
vember 2018, more than 1,000 pro-
jects had been approved for the field
of climate change, for a cumulative
amount of US$3.6 billion.

The GEF-7 covers the operations and
activities of the GEF for the period
2019 to 2022, with programming or-
ganised around five focal areas, each
of which is aligned with the Multilateral
Environmental Agreements (MEAs)
and conventions for which the GEF
acts as a financial mechanism: Biodi-
versity, Climate change, International
waters, Land degradation, Chemicals
and waste. The allocation for the cli-
mate change focal area is US$511
million, down from previous repleni-
shments mainly due to the resources
drained by the GCF as the main finan-
cial instrument of the UNFCCC.

The allocation of these resources to
countries is based on the System for
Transparent Allocation of Resources
(STAR), which determines the mini-
mum amount of GEF resources that a
given country can access during a re-
plenishment period. STAR is a system
for allocating resources to countries in
a transparent and consistent manner,
based on global environmental priori-
ties and relevant national capacities,
policies and practices for successful
implementation of GEF projects.

GEF financing is channelled to reci-
pient countries through eighteen ac-
credited entities®.

Prior to 2019, the GEF country project
portfolio in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone
consisted of 72 country projects, with
a cumulative total of nearly US$167
million, of which US$74 million was
disbursed. These projects were chan-
nelled through 9 GEF agencies: FAO,
ADB, UNEP, World Bank, UNDP, UNI-
DO, IFAD, BOAD and IUCN.

The GEF also administers two special
funds focused on financing climate
change adaptation and technology
transfer activities, the Special Climate
Change Fund (SCCF or Special Fund)
and the Least Developed Countries

8 Group of countries including both donors and recipients /° https.//www.thegef.org/partners/gef-agencies

° The regional and global projects cover several other countries in the African region or in the world, in addition to the countries in the zone. This
makes it difficult to analyse them from a national perspective

.................................................................................................................
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Fund (LDCF). The operational po-
licies, procedures and governance
structure of the GEF apply to these
funds, unless the COP and the LDCF
/ Special Fund Council (the main go-
verning body) decide otherwise. The
GEF Agencies are the operational arm
of the GEF.

The Special Fund was established in
2001 under the UNFCCC to finance
climate change-related activities, pro-
grammes and measures that comple-
ment those financed by resources al-
located under the GEF climate change
focal area and bilateral and multilate-
ral funds.

In principle, the Special Fund has four
different financing windows: Adap-
tation; Technology transfer; Energy,
transport, industry, agriculture and
waste management; and Economic
diversification for fossil fuel dependent
countries. However, to date the Spe-
cial Fund has only financed adapta-
tion and technology transfer projects
and programmes that: (i) are country-

" Annex Il: OECD and EU countries (2010)

Multilateral and bilateral

Vi A
to the ECOWAS-CILSS region

A

driven, cost-effective and integrated
into national sustainable development
and poverty reduction strategies; and
(ii) take into account national commu-
nications or NAPAs and other relevant
studies and information provided by
the Party. To date, the SCCF has fun-
ded national projects in the Sub-Saha-
ran Africa region to the tune of US$34
million (cumulative volume).

The Least Developed Countries Fund
(LDCF) was established under the
United Nations Framework Conven-
tion on Climate Change (UNFCCC)
at the seventh session of the Confe-
rence of the Parties in Marrakesh and
is managed by the GEF. The LDCF
takes into account the special needs
of the 49 LDCs that are particularly
vulnerable to the adverse effects of cli-
mate change. As a priority, it supports
the preparation and implementation of
National Adaptation Programmes of
Action (NAPAs), country-driven strate-
gies that identify the immediate needs
of LDCs for adaptation to climate

2 Annex I: Industrialised countries covered by the Convention

3 Non-Annex | countries: Developing countries covered by the Convention

change from 2001 onwards.

Any LDC thatis a party to the UNFCCC
and has established a NAPA is eligible
to receive finance for projects under
the LDCF. Annex Il countries™ of the
UNFCCC provide funding for the LDC
Fund, as do some Annex | countries'?
and any non-Annex | country® that wi-
shes to do so.

The cumulative volume of LDCF
country funding in the Sub-Saharan
Africa region up to June 2022 amounts
to almost US$884 million.

Furthermore, between March 2019
and June 2022, the period covered by
this second edition, the overall GEF
funding approved and allocated to
the countries of the ECOWAS-CILSS
region is estimated at approximately
US$209 million, for 46 projects. The
largest share (45%) was used to fi-
nance adaptation projects, while more
than 40% of these resources were
used to finance actions in multiple do-
mains, and about 15% for mitigation
(Figure 10).

.................................................................................................................
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Figure 10: Distribution of GEF

Mitigati funding by theme between March
itigation
"~ 15% 2019 and June 2022

Multiple
domain
40%

“.

According to Figure 11, the Agriculture,
Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU)
sector was the leading beneficiary of
GEF funding (over US$60 million). Mul-
ti-sector projects ranked second with a
14% share of funding.
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Figure 11: Breakdown of GEF funding by sector between March 2019 and June 2022
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The primary beneficiary country in the
region is Nigeria, followed by Burkina
Faso and Benin. Céte d’lvoire received
the least funding (Figure 12).

Figure 12: Breakdown of GEF
funding by country between
March 2019 and June 2022
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Multilateral Development Bank financing

In 2020, the MDBs™ committed to
contributing US$66,045 million™ to
combating climate change. About 76%
of these resources, i.e. US$49,945 mil-

lion, is for mitigation and about 24% for
adaptation. Total net climate co-finan-
cing committed in 2020 alongside MDB
resources was US$85,084 million. The

European Investment Bank (EIB) is the
largest contributor, with a share of 42%
(Figure 15).

MULTI-COUNTRY GEF FUNDING AT
THE REGIONAL LEVEL

In total, GEF global funds have
committed US$130.6 million in
climate finance for multi-country
projects (nine projects) between
March 2019 and June 2022, of which
US$68 million (52%) is allocated
for multi-country and multi-sector
project financing, US$53 million
(41%) for mitigation financing and
US$9 million for adaptation. The total
net climate co-financing committed
over this period amounted to US$800
million (Figure 13).

AN

Mitigation
Multiple 41%
domain —
52%

" Adaptation
7%

Figure 13: Distribution of GEF funding by theme for multi-country projects
(March 2019 - June 2022)
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" African Development Bank (AfDB), Asian Development Bank (ADB), Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AllB), European Bank for Recons-
truction and Development (EBRD), European Investment Bank (EIB), Inter-American Development Bank Group (IDBG), Islamic Development Bank
(IsDB) and World Bank Group (WBG)

S MDB Climate Finance 2020_BM /'®* MDB Climate Finance 2020 _BM /
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The MDBs’ sources of climate finan-
cing are divided between the MDBs’
own accounts and external resources
channelled and managed by the MDBs.
External resources include trust funds
such as those financed by bilateral
agencies and funds dedicated to cli-
mate change financing such as the
Climate Investment Funds (CIF), the
Green Climate Fund (GCF) and cli-
mate-related funds under the Global
Environment Facility (GEF), the Eu-
ropean Union (EU) Mixed Funds and
others (MDBs, 2020).

2% 4 2%
14% F A

|

&

Multilateral and bilateral

Vi A
to the ECOWAS-CILSS region

A

The total amount of MDB climate fi-
nancing for the year 2020 from their
own funds is US$63,112 million, with
US$2,932 million from external re-
sources channelled through the MDBs.
Almost 76% of this financing is in the
form of loans and only 5% is in the form
of grants (MDBs, 2020).

Sub-Saharan Africa is the second lar-
gest recipient with US$9.06 billion, or
14% of all financing in 2020 (Figure 16
and Figure 17). About 48% (or US$4.34
billion) of this financing is dedicated to
mitigation and 52% (or US$4.72 billion)

= Central Asia

to adaptation (MDBs, 2020). These
amounts do not include co-financing
from other institutions, public or private,
which are estimated at US$85,084 mil-
lion for 2020. This is largely justified in
view of the region’s situation in terms
of vulnerability and contribution to GHG
emissions.

East Asia and the Pacific

= EU

= Non-EU

= South Asia

Figure 16: MDB financing by region (%) in 2020 (data: MDBs, 2020)
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Figure 17: MDB financing by
region ($ millions) in 2020
(data: MDBs, 2020)

ECOWAS-CILSS countries received
commitments of US$2,751 million in
2020, representing about 4% of all
MDB financing and 30.4% of financing
that went to sub-Saharan Africa.

Central Asia 1 1420

0 5000 10 000

15000 20 000 25000 30 000

Millions of US dollars

For the period 2015-2020, the prima-
ry beneficiary countries were Nigeria,
Cote d’lvoire and Senegal. For 2020,
the same three countries were still in
the lead, with Nigeria alone accounting

for 40% of the total financing allocated
to the ECOWAS-CILSS region that
year (Figure 18).

3000
2500
2000
1500
1000
500 ! I I I
0 e m = R _ B I = = B =
& o) (2 @ R 2 > > - S -2 X -2 N @ (o)
&N 9 & G N o ¢ & 2 QO @ N2 O a? N %
< -:,\%'<< Q\\e & b\\o (50& (};c» Q)‘:’S\ & Sl \}55@ & ﬁi&? 56{\0 & <
W Q ) e e Q) <
& @ RN © & &
9 C A > S
m 2015 2016 w2017 w2018 w2019 m2020

Figure 18: MDB climate finance to West Africa between 2015 and 2020 (MDB data, 2020)
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Over the period March 2019 to June
2022, MDB financing approved and
allocated to countries in the ECOWAS-
CILSS zone is estimated at approxi-
mately US$2,501 million (Figure 19)
spread over 63 projects (mitigation,

adaptation and multiple domain). Ap-
proximately 47% of these resources
(US$1,169 million) are earmarked for
financing multi-domain projects and
approximately 34% for adaptation (Fi-
gure 20)".

Figure 21 represents MDB financing by
sector, with 37% in agriculture and food
security, followed by 20% in multi-sec-
tor and 18% in water.
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Figure 19: Distribution of
MDB financing ($ million)
between March 2019 and
June 2022

Mitigation
19%

Multiple domain
47%

Figure 20: Distribution of MDB
financing by thematic area
(March 2019-June 2022)

Adaptation
34%

7 These figures were taken directly from the

websites of the various MDBs active in the
ECOWAS-CILSS region
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Figure 21: Distribution of MDB financing by sector between March 2019 and June 2022

Green Climate Fund portfolio in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone

Presentation of the Green Climate Fund

The Green Climate Fund (GCF) was
created in 2010 in Cancun (COP 16),
and its governance framework was
adopted in 2011 in Durban (COP 17). It
is the main financial mechanism for the
United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and
is also used for the Paris Agreement,
along with the GEF and the Adaptation
Fund (AF).

The mission of the GCF is to promote
the paradigm shift towards low-emis-
sion and climate-resilient development
in developing countries and to support
the implementation of the Paris Agree-
ment, taking into account the specific
needs of developing countries that are
particularly vulnerable to the adverse
effects of climate change (Decision
B.12/20).

The GCF Strategic Plan 2020-2023
emphasises the need to implement
urgent and transformative solutions
to limit warming to below 2 °C above
pre-industrial levels and to continue ef-
forts to limit the temperature increase
to 1.5 °C above pre-industrial levels. It
also recognises the imperative of sca-
ling up climate investment to meet the
ambitions set out by developing coun-
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tries in their Nationally Determined
Contributions (NDCs), adaptation plans
and national climate strategies, using
the resources of the GCF to catalyse
financing to match the climate invest-
ment needs of developing countries.

The GCF channels its climate funds
through a wide range of private, public,
non-governmental, sub-national, na-
tional, regional and international orga-
nisations. These, which are assumed
to have good potential to contribute to

v

Direct access entities are sub-natio-
nal, national or regional organisations
that must be nominated by the Desi-
gnated National Authorities (DNA) or
Focal Points (FP) of developing coun-
tries. Direct access is an innovative mo-
dality designed to enable developing
countries to take greater ownership of
climate finance and better integrate it
into their national climate action plans.

.................................................................................................................

and bilateral
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climate action, must be accredited by
the GCF, i.e. demonstrate that they can
comply with the GCF’s requirements
regarding fiduciary management, en-
vironmental and social safeguards and
gender. Once accredited, these orga-
nisations can submit climate projects
to the GCF and will be responsible for
overseeing the implementation of these
projects, if approved. The accreditation
is valid for a fixed period of five years
(Decision B.10/07). During this period,
the GCF regularly monitors the ac-

International access entities include
UN agencies, Multilateral Development
Banks (MDBs), international financial
institutions and regional institutions.
The GCF believes that these organi-
sations have the necessary scale and
expertise to deal with climate change
issues, including those that are trans-
boundary and cross-cutting. Interna-
tional access entities do not need to
be designated by developing country
NDAs/FPs.

credited entity’s compliance with the
accreditation standards and its obliga-
tions. To be re-accredited, entities must
demonstrate that their performance vis-
a-vis the GCF requirements has been
maintained or improved, or risk losing
accreditation or being downgraded to
lower categories.

There are two types of accredited enti-
ties, depending on the access modali-
ties: direct access entities and interna-
tional access entities.

There are two types of accredited entities, depending on
the access modalities: direct access entities and interna-
tional access entities.

There are currently 58 national direct
access entities, 14 regional direct ac-
cess entities and 41 international ac-
cess entities (Figure 22). Direct access
thus represents the majority of the GCF
portfolio of accredited entities (64%),
but international access remained pre-
dominant in terms of volume up to June
2022.

Report of Mapping of climate finance flows to the ECOWAS CILSS
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= National direct access
Regional direct access

= International access

Figure 22: Composition of the
GCF portfolio of accredited
entities worldwide, June 2022

The GCF has 72 direct access en-
tities (national and regional), of
which 21 are located in Africa, five
of them in the ECOWAS-CILSS
zone:

* 04 national direct access enti-
ties: the Ecological Monitoring
Centre(CSE) of Senegal, Eco-
bank Ghana Limited (EGH), the
Benin National Environment and
Climate Fund (FNEC), and Sene-
gal’s Banque Agricole; and

A

* 01 regional direct access entity:
the West African Development
Bank (WADB), based in Togo
(Table 3).
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Table 3: GCF direct access entities in Africa (Source: GCF website accessed June 2022)

NAME COUNTRY/HEADQUARTERS MODE OF ACCESS

. s . )
Agricultural Development Agency (ADA) 6 4 Maroc Direct National
Attijariwafa Bank (AWB) i Maroc Direct Régional
West African Development Bank (WADB) ~ Togo Direct Régional
CDG Capital S.A. (CDG Capital) CDG CAPITAL Maroc Direct National

GROUPE CDG
. - CSEZ i . '
Ecological Monitoring Centre (CSE) = Sénégal Direct National
Centre de Suivi Ecologique
CROB
CRDB Bank PLC - f— Tanzania Direct National
Thtmm
Development Bank of Southern Africa (DBSA) W Afrique du Sud Direct Régional
DBSA
Development Bank of Zambia & Zambia Direct National
Ecobank Ghana Limited (EGH) ECObBB( Ghana Direct National
The Pan African Rank
Environmental Investment Fund (EIF) & ﬁmm,mmomm Namibie Direct National
Of NamIDIA | crauring sustiinabiity
Benin National Environment and Climate Fund (FP -';"f Benin Direct National
KCB Bank Kenya Limited Kenya Direct National
The Banque Agricole (formerly Caisse " L. . .
& LA BANQUE AGRICOLE Sénégal Direct National
Nationale de Credit Agricole du Sénégal) i -
Ministry of Environment, MoE (formerly
Ministry of Natural Resources, MINIRENA) Rwanda Direct National
of Rwanda
"IL!'
ewo | [  AMCCH XA

ot e e 1 st it =N GROUPE AFD

Report of Mapping of climate finance flows to the ECOWAS CILSS
(Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel) region

Ministry of Finance and Economic
Cooperation of the Federal Democratic Ethiopie Direct National
Republic of Ethiopia (MOFEC)
Ministry of Water and Environment
Ouganda Direct National
of the Republic of Uganda (MWE) g
M Al for Sustainabl
orocean Agency for Sustainable Maroc Direct National
Energy S.A.
National Environment Management Authority q . .
S/ Kenya Direct National
of Kenya (NEMA) nema
"SAHARA .. . ]
Sahara and Sahel Observatory (OSS) AND SAHEL Tunisie Direct Régional
OBSERVATORY
South African National Biodiversity SANBI ) . )
Af du Sud Direct Nat I
Institute (SANBI) w"nm;.. rique du Su irect Nationa

The GCF has a fit-for-purpose accre-
ditation strategy. Entities are accre-
dited according to a number of criteria,
based on their experience and core ac-
tivity. Project owners and DNAs should

The Green Climate Fund portfolio

By the end of June 2022, the GCF had
built a global portfolio of 196 projects
totalling US$10.4 billion™, generating
a total climate investment of US$38.9
billion™ in 133 developing countries.
About 38% of the resources were allo-
cated to adaptation, and about 68% to

consider these intermediaries before
choosing the most appropriate one in
view of the size of the project, the le-
vel of environmental and social risk,
the targeted financial instrument(s), but

mitigation. In 2021, the GCF became
the largest climate donor in sub-Saha-
ran Africa, overtaking the LDCF (CFU,
2022),

Between March 2019 and June 2022,
the new ECOWAS-CILSS portfolio
comprising a total of 14 projects was

also the sector in which they have the
most references by virtue of their man-
date.

still largely dominated by international
access (11 projects), compared to 3
projects under regional direct access
(Figure 23).

8 Montants alloués a des projets sur res-
sources GCF, tels qu’approuvés par le
Conseil du Fonds jusqu’a juin 2022

19 Total des montants approuvés pour des pro-
jets, financements GCF et cofinancements
compris

20Regions - Climate Funds Update
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Figure 23: Number of GCF
projects by means of access
(March 2019 - June 2022)

International

Direct Regional
The 14 approved projects represent a

total budget of US$920 million, of which
38% is from GCF resources and 62%
from co-financing (Figure 24).

International 208
Direct Regional 141
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
USS millions

m Co-financing w GCF mTotal budget

Figure 24: Breakdown of GCF portfolio financing in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone between March 2019 and June 2022 (US$

millions)
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In terms of numbers, agriculture (4 pro-
jects) and energy (3 projects) are the
main sectors financed, and together
they account for 50% of approved
projects (Figure 25) in the ECOWAS-
CILSS zone.

Mutisector |
Risks and disasters [
Enerey
Agrcutture
Forestry

Figure 25: Number of projects funded

by the GCF by sector between March
0 1 2 3 4 5

2019 and June 2022

With total financing of US$349.5 mil- Muktisector Forestry

lion, the energy sector alone accounted 2,5 o ¥ 40

for about 60% of this financing, but only Kids.and 1% ‘i ~ 1%

three countries in the ECOWAS-CILSS disasters

zone benefited, namely Mali, Senegal 27 ' ﬂ‘gric;fl"ure
and Nigeria. It is followed by the agri- 8% '. 20%
culture sector with almost 20% of the

financing, which is destined for five

countries in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone.

The forestry sector comes third with a

share of 11% of approved financing (Fi- Energy

gure 26). 209
60%

Figure 26: GCF financing allocated by sector (US$
millions) between March 2019 and June 2022
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Multiple domain

92,32
26%
Adaptation M;tjl-gga;;) f
38,12 63:%
11%

Figure 27: Distribution of MDB financing by area of impact (March 2019-June

2022)

Financial instruments

The analysis of the different financial
instruments used reveals that loan fi-
nancing is the most used between
2019 and 2022. This type of financial
instrument accounts for more than 71%
of GCF financing, compared to 29% in
the form of grants (Figure 28).

Figure 28: GCF financing instruments
(US$ millions) 2019-2022

Loan
248,55 —
71%

Finally, 63% of the approved financing
is for mitigation activities, 26% for multi-
ple domain projects, and the remaining
11% for adaptation projects (Figure 27).

The substantial resources available
through the GCF Readiness Pro-
gramme should allow for considerable
strengthening of the institutional and
technical capacities of the direct access
entities. However, the overall pattern
will remain the same for a long time to
come, due to the size and experience
of the multilateral entities, which is re-
flected in their accreditation categories,
particularly in terms of project size and
financial instruments.

Grant
100,93
29%

.................................................................................................................
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Multilateral entities operate with all
GCF financial instruments?'. Between
March 2019 and June 2022, regional
direct access entities have operated
with loans (about 79%) and grants (Fi-
gure 29). Through these entities, the
countries of the region should be able

to make greater use of other financial
instruments and mobilise greater vo-
lumes of financing through national
entities. Direct access in general and
domestic direct access in particular are
major innovations in the climate finance
landscape. They offer countries the op-

portunity to take greater ownership in
implementing and financing their pro-
jects and programmes. However, direct
access should be seen as an additional
channel for delivering resources, and
not as a replacement for international
access. There are always areas where

250,00

200,00

Y
u
o
=]
(=]

USS millions

100,00 111,65

50,00

0,00

Regional International

mGrant = Lloan

In addition, for the same period, the analysis of
financing by donor shows that the most used ins-
truments for GCF equity financing so far are loans
(71%), followed by grants (29%). For the co-finan-
cing part, the instruments used most are loans
(68%), followed by equity with 25% (Figure 30).

As the GCF has a mandate to promote cli-
mate-sensitive development for developing
countries, particular attention should be paid to
this preference for using loans as an instrument
rather than grants.

21 Concessional loan, grant, guarantee and action

600,00

500,00

400,00

300,00

UsS millions

200,00

100,00

0,00

international entities add value to en-
able countries to mobilise more of the
resources they need, and even faster,
to finance their climate-sensitive deve-
lopment priorities.

Figure 29: Financial

instruments by access mode

(US$ millions) 2019-2022

248,55

GCF Co-financing

mGrant ®Lloan mEquity

Figure 30: Financial instruments by donor (US$ millions) 2019-2022
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GCF MULTI-COUNTRY FINANCING AT REGIONAL LEVEL
4 000,00
GCF financing for multi-country Multiple 3500,00
projects (11 projects) in the domain 3000,00 Figure 32: Distribution of GCF
ECOWAS-CILLS region has been 195,12 financina and co-financing b
. . £ 2500,00 9 9 by
estimated at US$1,10286 million 18% Ko type of financial instrument for
between March 2019 and June 2022, ‘E 2000,00 i38.50, multi-country projects (March
and an amount of US$3,852.28 11 : 2019-June 2022)
9 1500,00 )
million has been mobilised as
_. . 1000,00
co-financing. It should be noted 478,83
that 76% of total GCF financing 500,00
in the region has been absorbed 0.00
by these multi-country projects. ' GCF Co-financing
It is important to note, however, Mitigation
e . iece : mGrant Loan ®mEquity MGuarantee
that it is still difficult to specify the 907,74
funding allocated only to countries 82%
in the ECOWAS-CILSS region, so the
amount of this funding cannot be Figyre 31: Distribution of GCF financing by theme for multi-country
added to the overall amount of GCF  projects (March 2019 - June 2022) 700
funding for the region.
600
About 82% (US$908 million) of During the same period, the predominant financial instrument was loans. Figure 33 shows that the energy
the GCF financing for these multi- Indeed, GCF financing in the form of loans represents 43%, compared to sector is the largest recipient of 500
country projects is approved for 25% in grants, 19% in equity and lastly the financial guarantee instrument GCF multi-country project financing i
e A c
mitigation activities and 18% for with a percentage of 13%. Total loan co-financing was estimated at (US$696 million), accounting for § 400
multi-domain projects (Figure 31). US$2,321 million or 60% of the total (Figure 32). 63% of total GCF resources. =
‘%'* 300
200
§ Figure 33: Distribution of GCF
- - - 100
\ financing by sector for multi- -
country projects (March 2019- § - -
\\ June—2022) Forestry Agriculture Energy Building Multisector
x
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Portfolio of the Adaptation Fund in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone

The Adaptation Fund (AF) was establi-
shed in 2001 under the Kyoto Protocol,
under the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (Deci-
sion 10/CP.7). It was operationalised as
a follow-up to the Decisions adopted at
COP 13 in December 2007 in Bali, In-

Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) and also
serves the Paris Agreement. At 30
June 2022, the total amount of contri-
butions? to the Adaptation Fund was
US$902.7 million.

donesia. In 2008, the Board proposed Since 2010, the AF has committed . \iteral entities (international ac- COUNTRY/HEADQUARTERS NAME MODE OF ACCESS
. - - US$720 million to climate adaptation
the strategic priorities, policies and - o ) cess). As of February 2022, there were M Agricultural Devel LA ADA Direct National
guidelines of the Adaptation Fund (de- and resilience activities, including sup- 56 implementing entities, including 14 oroceo gricultural Development Agency ( ) rect Mationa
cision B.3/7), which were subsequent| port to 100 concrete adaptation pro- multilateral entities (MIEs), 34 national
) ’ q y jects and 36 South-South cooperation ’ Senegal Ecological Monitoring Centre (CSE) Direct National
endorsed by the Parties at CMP4 (De- A entities (N/Es) and eight regional enti-
cision 1/ CMP.4), stating that the main and institutional support programmes. ties (RIEs). Entities applying for accre- Niger Banque Agricole du Niger (BAGRI) Direct National
objective of the Fund is ‘to provide in-  The Fund is financed by a 2% share of ditation with the AF must be nominated
ternational finance to help developing the proceeds from Certified Emission by the Designated Authorities of that Namibia Desert Research Foundation of Namibia (DRFN) Direct National
countries undertake concrete adapta-  Reductions (CERs) of GHGs emitted Fund.
tion projects/programmes  consistent  from Clean Development Mechanism o . Zimbabwe Environmental Management Agency (EMA) Direct National
with their development needs, goals (CDM) projects and | b Similarly to the GCF, direct access has
’ projects and In part by govern- ; ; - IO Fonds Interprofessionnel pour la Recherche . .
and strategies.” (AF, 2018). Along with  ment and private donors come to dominate the climate finance Cote dlvoire et le Conseil Agricoles (FIRCA) Direct National
the GCF and GEF. the AF serves as ’ landscape, accounting for almost two-
) ) o i . thirds of the implementing entities of Ministry of Environment, MoE (formerly Ministry . .
the financial mechanism for the United ~AF resources are accessed through im the AF (Figure 32) J Rwanda of Natural Resources, MINIRENA) of Rwanda Direct National
Ethiopia Ministry of Finance and Economic Cooperation of the Federal Direct National
P Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (MOFEC)
Ministry of Water and Environment . .
Uganda of the Republic of Uganda (MWE) Direct National
National Environment Management Authority . .
Kenya of Kenya (NEMA) Direct National
) Benin Benin National Environment and Climate Fund (FNEC) Direct National
= National
Figure 34: Composition of the
Regional AF portfolio of accredited entities South Africa South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) Direct National
worldwide, as of February 2022 ) .
8 = Multilateral Togo West African Development Bank (WADB) Regional
22 Including sales from certified GHG emission Tanzania National Environment Management Council (NEMC) Direct National
reduction units
Tunisia Sahara and Sahel Observatory (OSS) Regional

plementing entities that must be accre-
dited. The AF has introduced one of the
most important innovations in the cli-
mate finance landscape, namely direct
access. Countries can thus access re-
sources through a national or regional
entity (direct access), but also through

\
. Of the 42 direct or regional access entities in the AF, 15 are located in Africa,
d five of them in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone (Table 4):

* Four direct access entities: the Eco-  ronment and Climate Fund (FNEC) -« one regional access entity: the West

Report of Mapping of climate finance flows to the ECOWAS CILSS
(Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel) region

logical Monitoring Centre (CSE) in and the Fonds Interprofessionnel African Development Bank (WADB)

Dakar, the Banque Agricole du Niger pour la Recherche et le Conseil Agri- based in Togo.

(BAGRI), the Benin National Envi- coles (FIRCA) in Abidjan; and

Table 4: AF Direct Access Entities in Africa (FY 2022 data)
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The AF portfolio in Africa consists of 80 projects (country and multi-country
projects), totalling US$375 million.

The flow of AF resources to the ECOWAS-CILSS zone currently amounts to US$121.3 million, i.e. nearly 32% of AF
flows to Africa. Almost 62% of these resources were mobilised through multilateral entities (Figure 35). 38% of the
resources mobilised were mobilised by entities with direct (8%) or regional (30%) access?.

RIE
36,39
30%

Figure 36: AF financing by
sector in the ECOWAS-CILSS
zone (US$ millions), (AF, 2022)

2 Projects Data Table View
(adaptation-fund.org)

..................................
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Figure 35: Resources mobilised from the AF for the ECOWAS-CILSS zone, by
access modality (AF, 2022)

This indicates the performance of mul- national entity, the ‘Ecological Monito-
tilateral entities, notably IFAD and the ring Centre’ (CSE) has mobilised almost
World Food Programme, which res- US$10 million.

pectively mobilised 21% and 29% of
the total resources, but also that of the
regional entity, the West African Deve-
lopment Bank, which mobilised 30%
or more than US$36 million. Senegal’s

The agricultural sector received the
most financing (33%), followed by rural
development (16%), (Figure 36).

Multisector

Agriculture
39.57
33%

18.45
Coastal management
9.97

15%
Rural development
19.91
16% \
Food Safety
7.80 .
7% S
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Disaster Risk ‘
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Between March 2019 and June 2022,
AF financing approved and allocated to
countries in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
totalled US$91.5 million for nine pro-
jects, which represents more than 75%
of the financing allocated to date by the
AF to this region. The leading recipient
country in the region was Céte d’lvoire,
which received funding for US$41 mil-
lion. (Figure 37).

Figure 37: AF funding mobilised
between March 2019 and June 2022
by country in the ECOWAS-CILSS
region

South-South Cooperation is very dy-
namic in the Region, with ongoing and
dynamic exchanges between direct-ac-
cess entities. To date, 10** of the 17
countries in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone

4.3. Bilateral financing

sierra Leone

w
w
[

Nigeria I 1,02
Guinée-Bissau _ 9,98

Gambie

20,00

Cote d'vaire

g
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US dollars millions

have benefited from the AF Readiness receive and manage climate action fi-
Programme’s resources to the tune of nancing.
US$482,694 for capacity building activi-

ties of national and regional institutions , Bénin, Cape Verde, Chad, Cdte d'voire, Gui-
to prepare for accreditation and to then nea, Mali, Niger, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Togo

Between March 2019 and June 2022,
total contributions from bilateral donors
in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone have
been estimated at about US$563 million
spread over 45 projects. About 52% of
these resources (US$293 million) are
for adaptation, about 37% for mitigation
and 11% for multiple areas (Figure 38)%.

% These figures were taken directly from the
websites of the various bilateral donors and
funds active in the ECOWAS-CILSS region

......................................

Multiple domain
63,49
11%

&

Mitigation
206,03
37%

Adaptation
293,20
52%

Figure 38: Distribution of bilateral donor financing by theme in the ECOWAS-
CILSS region (March 2019-June 2022)
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Figure 41: Distribution of
bilateral donor financing by
sector between March 2019
and June 2022
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Figure 39 shows that AFD is the lar-
gest contributor with a share of 55% or AMCC+ mmmm 19,90
US$311 million, followed by KfW (16%)
and in third position is the Luxembourg
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Figure 39: Climate finance from bilateral donors in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
(March 2019-June 2022) DONORS AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL
Between March 2019 and June 2022, a total of US$178 million in financing has
been allocated to multi-country projects (29 projects) from bilateral donors.
About 53% of bilateral donor financing is approved for multi-country projects
. o o in multiple domains or about US$94 million, 25% for mitigation projects, and
5Nslag:£ : Ntfgga s;;?; | f.f}?i : Cote d Iv?lre s the I?r.gest recipient 22% for adaptation (Figure 42).
10% o% % Benin country with US$170 million, or 30% of

122,98

\‘ o all financing between 2019 and 2022 Figure 42: Distribution of bilateral donor financing by theme for multi-country
Mali .
15;5 : Mauritania (Figure 40). The second beneficiary is projects (March 2019-June 2022)
3% 32,63 Burkina Faso i . i .
6% \ 31,96 Benin Nigeria with a percentage of 22%
6% -
iberi US$123 million).
Lr::ala . ) (US$ ) During the same period, the In-
1% . Over the period 2019-2022, a large ternational Climate Initiative (IKI)
s 1 share of the approved bilateral donor of the Federal Republic of Ger- 132’22
il 60,90 financing allocated to countries in the many was the largest donor in the 5t
Ghana e / A ECOWAS-CILSS region has been in- ECOWAS-CILSS region. Indeed, IKI é ?0'00
5{;5 tended primarily to finance the energy financing represented 51% of total ﬁ 60,00
'rhelclzzg;bia sector (30%), followed by the agricultu- bilateral donor financing, equiva- % 50,00
2% Céte d'Ivoire re and food security sector (22%) and lent to US$91 million, followed by g 40,00
i the water sector (12%). (Figure 41). the AFD with 44% (Figure 43). = 3000
2 20,00
Figure 40: Bilateral donor financing by country between March 2019 and a1 =y Ay
0,00

June 2022

.................................................................................................................

| Avcct

ot i s ) st 4 i

EXPERTISE
F FRANCE
-

GROUPE AFD

Figure 43: Multilateral donor financing
for multi-country projects (March 2019-
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Approved financing for multi-sector
projects was estimated at US$116 mil-
lion (65%), representing the largest re-
cipient of multi-country project finan-
cing from bilateral donors, followed by

the AFOLU sector, which accounted
for 22% of the total (Figure 44).

Figure 44: Distribution of bilateral donor
financing by sector for multi-country
projects (March 2019-June 2022)
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4.3.1. Mitigation financing from bilateral donors

Between March 2019 and June 2022,
bilateral donors contributed a total of
US$206 million in financial commitments
for climate change mitigation, of which
US$170 million, or 83%, was committed
to finance the energy sector and 8% to the
forestry sector.

AFD financing represented 59% or
US$157 million. The leading beneficiary
country was Cote d'lvoire, with a total of
nearly US$121 million, followed by Benin
with a 23% share (US$ 47 million).

Figure 45 shows approved mitigation fi-

Figure 45: Mitigation financing from

nance by bilateral donor between March  bilateral donors in the ECOWAS-CILSS

2019 and June 2022.

AMCC+ [ 10,66

region (March 2019-June 2022)
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Figure 46 shows the breakdown of bilate-

ral donor mitigation financing by country in th e le“ _ ngf e e
the ECOWAS-CILSS region over the pe- 3% s 0% i’;m
riod from March 2019 to June 2022. ﬂ' /53y
The Gambia 1
11
5%
Figure 46: Distribution of mitigation . Cape Verde
financing from bilateral donors by - 120{;6
country in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
(March 2019-June 2022) Céte d'Ivoire
121
59%

Figure 47 shows bilateral donor mitigation financing by sector.
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Figure 47: Distribution of mitigation financing from bilateral donors by sector in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
(March 2019-June 2022)

.................................................................................................................



Report of Mapping of climate finance flows to the ECOWAS CILSS
(Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel) region

gl Multilateral and bilateral

"IV

A

Report of Mapping of climate finance flows to the ECOWAS CILSS
(Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel) region

to the ECOWAS-CILSS region

4.3.2. Adaptation financing from bilateral donors

Over the period March 2019 to June
2020, bilateral donors have made finan-
cing commitments of US$293 million
for climate change adaptation, of which
US$99 million, or 34% has been com-
mitted to finance the agriculture and food
security sector and 45% for the water
and biodiversity sector (US$65.47 million
and US$65.36 million respectively).

The AFD was the leading contributor
to finance adaptation projects (52%)
with a total financing of US$151 mil-
lion between March 2019 and June
2022. In addition, US$76 million has
been approved and allocated to Benin,
which is among the first beneficiary
countries (Benin first, followed by Ni-
ger and Céte d’lvoire).

Figure 48 shows approved adaptation
financing from bilateral donor between
March 2019 and June 2022.

Figure 49 shows the breakdown of adap- Chad

. . . . Senegal 6%
tation financing from bilateral donors by 2% N\
country in the ECOWAS-CILSS region ‘-
over the period from March 2019 to June Niger ~\

2022.

20%

Burkina Faso
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Figure 48: Adaptation financing from bilateral donors in the ECOWAS-CILSS region (March 2019 - June 2022)

.................................................................................................................

GROUPE AFD

o | | AMCCr Emmr (§)

Figure 49: Distribution of adaptation —
financing from bilateral donors by
country in the ECOWAS-CILSS region Mauritania
(March 2019 - June 2022) 1%
~ Cape Verde
3%
Mali ' 0
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Figure 50 shows adaptation financing from bilateral donors by sector.
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Figure 50: Distribution of adaptation financing from bilateral donors by sector in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
(March 2019 - June 2022)
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Figure 51: Distribution of national
climate finance by theme
(March 2019 - June 2022)
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It turns out from this first experience
that little data could be collected, which
in no way reflects the reality of climate
financing from national sources, consi-
dering the lack of mechanisms allowing
the countries of the region to trace and
categorise national financing with a cli-
mate impact.

Nevertheless, the data collected du-
ring this second edition indicate that
between March 2019 and June 2022,
financial flows from domestic public
sources are estimated at around US$8
million?, for 15 projects. Nearly 71% of
approved funding is for mitigation pro-
jects (Figure 51).

Multiple domain

Mitigation
71%

26 This amount represents the national climate financing of only three countries (Guinea, Mali
and Nigeria) which communicated their data through the questionnaires

ALEg

The breakdown of domestic climate fi-
nance by country is shown in Figure 52.

5,00 4,73
4,50
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3,50
3,00
2,50
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Figure 52: Distribution of national climate financing by country (March 2019 - June 2022)
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for the climate towards the ECOWAS-CILSS
region and analysis of the gap between the
needs of the NDCs and the flows mobilised

The overall balance sheet has been
compiled taking into consideration inter-
national (multilateral and bilateral) and
national financing provided during the
period 2003 - June 2022?". Over this
period, total approved climate finance

4 500,00
4 000,00
3 500,00
3 000,00
2 500,00
2 000,00
1 500,00
1 000,00

500,00

0,00
2003-February 2019

amounts to US$5,273 million. Multila-
teral sources of financing alone account
for 89% of this financing or US$4,702
million (Figure 53).

There has been a considerable accele-

(March 2019 - June 2022)

ration in financing since 2019. This can
be explained by the combined effect of
the acceleration of the implementation of
the Paris Agreement through the NDCs
and the advanced state of readiness of
ECOWAS-CILSS countries to attract in-
ternational climate finance.

Figure 53: Distribution of financing

by source in the ECOWAS-CILSS

region over the period 2003-June 2022

(compilation of data from the first and

m Multilateral financing

u Bilateral financing

® National financing

second editions)

Approved financing for adaptation pro-
jects was estimated at US$2,080 million,
approximately US$1,693 million for miti-
gation projects, of which 55% was ap-
proved between March 2019 and June
2022, and US$1,500 million to multi-do-
main projects from international finan-
cing (Figure 55).

Figure 55: Approved international and
national financing for the ECOWAS-
CILSS region (2003-June 2022)

According to the revised NDCs of the
countries in the ECOWAS-CILSS region,
the climate financing requirement for im-
plementing all the conditional and uncon-
ditional mitigation and adaptation actions
is estimated at US$340,234.22 million.

2 500,00
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1.000,00
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0,00

Mitigation

m Multilateral financing

The need for climate finance to imple-
ment the conditional actions amounts
to US$82,689 million; we note that the
majority of countries* have not commu-
nicated their conditional needs?.

Adaptation

m Bilateral financing

Multiple domain

m National financing

The climate financing thus mobilised
from international sources between
March 2019 and June 2022 represents
only 4.7% of the conditional needs ex-
pressed by certain countries through
their NDCs.

D OB D NDC NEEDS NDC REQUIREMENTS
b : 019 and (Total cost in US$ (Cost of conditional
( o millions) actions in US$ millions)
Almost 40% of these financial resources
, . . Mitigation 1,080.39 280,708.22 55,131.46
were used to finance adaptation actions,
. o e o
with about 32% for mitigation and 28% Adaptation 1,393.72 59,526.00 27,557.70
for multiple areas (Figure 54).
= Mitigation Multiple domain 1,413.76 - -
= Adaptation
Total 3,887.87 340,234.22 82,689.16
= Multiple domain

Figure 54: Distribution of financing by
theme in the ECOWAS-CILSS region
over the period 2003-June 2022

27 The first edition of the monitoring of climate finance flows in the ECOWAS-CILSS zone covered the period from 2003 to February 2019, without taking into
account bilateral international sources and national sources. This second edition covering the period from March 2019 to June 2022 has taken different
international sources (multilateral and bilateral) into account, as well as national sources, depending on data availability

Table 5: Comparison between the international climate financing mobilised between March 2019 - June 2022 and the

needs expressed in the NDCs of the countries of the ECOWAS-CILSS region

28 Cape Verde, Céte d’Ivoire, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, Mali, Nigeria and Sierra Leone.
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(GEF 1 to 7).

In cumulative terms, on the basis of the first edition and the present second edition, i.e. from 2003 to
June 2022, the countries of the ECOWAS-CILSS zone have mobilised US$5,265 million from multilateral
and bilateral climate funds?® 89% of which came from multilateral financing, mainly for adaptation ac-
tions and with the LDCF as the leading donor, followed by the GEF through its various replenishments

The MDBs are also making a very significant contribution to financing climate action in these coun-
tries. In 2020, these countries received US$2,751 million in commitments from the MDBs*, represen-
ting about 4% of all MDB financing and 30.4% of the financing that went to Sub-Saharan Africa.

v

Financial resources for climate action
are therefore available and increa-
sing, and the ECOWAS-CILSS zone
is among the most efficient in Africa in
terms of mobilising financing. Howe-
ver, there are enormous disparities
between countries in the region and
there is a need to better target capacity
building actions, and also to provide
more support for South-South coope-
ration actions. Capacity building initia-
tives abound across the region, but the
measurable impacts and outcomes are
not always commensurate with the in-
vestment. These actions should be
complemented by longer-term mento-
ring to allow time to translate capacity
gains into concrete achievements.

Moreover, the resources mobilised re-
main far below the needs expressed by

the countries, particularly in view of the
commitments made in the Paris Agree-
ment. For resources available at the
international level, mobilisation capa-
city is a major challenge for the region,
which is still limited by its capacity to
absorb funds. Moreover, domestic fi-
nancing is still very modest, despite the
initiatives developed here and there,
notably with the establishment of natio-
nal climate funds. At the regional level,
ECOWAS adopted its first Regional Cli-
mate Strategy (RCS) on 29 April 2022,
within the framework of which the or-
ganisation is committed alongside and
in support of its fifteen (15) Member
States to make climate a priority of the
region’s political action, consistent with
its Vision 2050, based on the observa-
tion that the impacts of climate change
are cross-border and that it is together

29 Only bilateral financing approved between March 2019 and June 2022 was analysed

30 Own resources and external resources channelled through them

that ECOWAS Member States can
meet this challenge. In terms of mobi-
lising climate finance, the RCS devotes
one of its six specific objectives (SOs)
to this major issue, in particular SO6
“Promote new approaches to mobilise
endogenous and exogenous financial
resources”.

Beyond climate finance, countries in
the ECOWAS-CILSS region are en-
couraged to exploit the possibilities of
carbon finance within the framework of
the implementation of Article 6 of the
Paris Agreement.

There is much enthusiasm for the GCF
and the AF, often tempered by the com-
plexity (perceived or real) and length of
their procedures. The region has so far
been able to mobilise nearly US$5 billion

.........................................................................................................................................................................
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in investments through GCF-approved
projects (of which just over 1/3 is funded
directly by the Fund, with the other two
thirds being mobilised by other donors,
national budgets or private investment)
and about US$121 million from the AF.
With these two mechanisms, direct ac-
cess has finally established itself as
a good practice in the climate finance
landscape. However, particularly in the
case of the GCF, the vast majority of
flows are for multi-country projects, of-
ten with a majority of countries outside
the region, which makes it difficult to
analyse them from a national or regional
perspective. Beyond that, DNAs seem
to have less control over multi-country
projects (especially global projects),
especially in regard to implementation.
There is a need to rethink the financing
strategy for such projects, giving priority
to regional (or even sub-regional) pro-
jects, covering countries that share simi-
lar realities and challenges, and ensu-
ring a clear and transparent distribution
of resources.

In the GCF portfolio in the region, the
most funded sectors are agriculture and
energy, when considering the number
of projects. However, when it comes to
volumes, more than two thirds of the fi-
nancing went to energy and mitigation
— the thematic balance between adapta-
tion and mitigation has therefore not yet
been achieved in the region.

In the agricultural sector, which still oc-
cupies the vast majority of the popula-
tion, risk mitigation instruments have
yet to be fully exploited, particularly with
GCF financing. Also, the countries of the
ECOWAS-CILSS zone would benefit
from being well prepared for future ac-
tions and flows linked to the WIM?®', es-
pecially towards insurance companies.

Finally, it is important to mention the im-
portance of improving the approach to
monitoring climate finance flows in the
ECOWAS-CILSS zone. Indeed, if the
first edition of 2019 and this second edi-
tion of 2022 are more based on a Top-
Down approach (data drawn from inter-
national sources), the future sustainable
methodology to be established to serve
the updating of climate finance flows at
the scale of the ECOWAS-CILSS zone
will have to capitalise on countries’ cur-
rent efforts to comply with the require-
ments of the Enhanced Transparency
Framework of the Paris Agreement. In-
deed, in this framework, the countries,
like all other developing countries, are
required to produce Biennial Transpa-
rency Reports (BTRs) from December
2024. The BTRs, which should include
information on financing received,
among other information (e.g., status
of NDCs, GHG inventories, etc.), will
provide a credible basis for the bien-
nial report on climate finance flows at
the ECOWAS-CILSS zone level. It is

also proposed to include, the climate
financing needs of the countries, from
the new 2024 edition onwards in order
to assess the gap between the needs
and the resources mobilised. This gap
can be updated as, the climate financing
needs of the countries are produced
and country NDCs are updated

As part of this dynamic, the RCS
should lay the foundations for a las-
ting regional collaboration not only
to improve and institutionalise the
biannual production of the mapping
of financial climate flows, but also
to create and strengthen the colla-
borative framework for exchange
between peers for experience sha-
ring and mutual support in efforts to
mobilise climate finance resources.

31 Warsaw International Mechanism (WIM) on loss and damage from the adverse effects of climate change.
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