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Climate impacts are being felt around the world today.  No matter what progress is made towards mitigating global emissions, human activity has already committed the planet to a certain level of warming.  Immediate, medium-term, and long-term adaptation needs, especially for vulnerable countries and populations are great.  The World Bank estimates an annual requirement of between $10-40 billion dollars for adaptation in developing countries, while Oxfam International argues that $50 billion will be required each year while acknowledging that much work should be done to improve our understanding of the scope and cost of adaptation for the world’s poor.  Funding requirements for just the most urgent needs among Least-Developed Countries (LDCs) is likely to cost $1-2 billion (Oxfam Briefing Paper 104, 2007).


To date, however, donors have so-far pledged only $182 million and delivered only $48 million to the fund set up for LDCs.  This contribution level represents less than five percent of what’s needed or just enough to meet the adaptation requirements of Haiti, Samoa, and Kiribati, but no other nations (Oxfam Briefing Paper 104, 2007).  Meanwhile, many developed countries are establishing complex, multi-billion dollar plans for domestic adaptation and defining funds that have been allocated for international adaptation as part of their official development assistance contributions.


Though precious little money has been spent to date to promote and fund adaptation to the effects of global warming, resources and certainly needs are likely to grow substantially in the coming years as both U.S. domestic climate legislation and a new international climate agreement move forward.  This backgrounder reviews existing and proposed sources and structures for adaptation funding domestically and internationally.

Climate Adaptation funds in ACES


Having only just inaugurated a President who believes in anthropogenic climate change, the U.S. is late to the game on thinking about and funding climate adaptation.  The American Clean Energy and Security Act (ACES or Waxman-Markey) that passed in the House in June 2009, however, advanced structures and some funding for climate adaptation both within the U.S. and internationally.

The majority of funds for wildlife and natural resources, states, and international adaptation come from allowance proceeds under ACES.  

Funds for state adaptation are generated from allowances on the following schedule: 0.9% (2012-2021), 1.8% (2022-2026), and 3.9% (2027-2050).  1% of these state allowances are distributed to American Indian tribes for adaptation.  0.1% of allowances will be allocated for the Climate Change Health Protection and Promotion Fund.  Funding for climate change and health will be distributed by Health and Human Services from an account at Treasury.

General wildlife and natural resource adaptation funds are generated from allowances on the following schedule: 0.385% (2012-2021), 0.77% (2022-2026), and 1.54% (2027-2050).  These funds will be distributed to Federal Agencies with 27.6% going to the Department of the Interior for endangered species, wildlife refuges, and similar activities; 13% for cooperative grants and tribal programs; 19.5% to the Land and Water Conservation Fund; 5% for the Forest Service; 12.2% to EPA for freshwater ecosystems; and 11.5% to NOAA for coastal and marine ecosystems.  The Natural Resources Climate Change Adaptation Fund is endowed with allowance allocations of 0.615% (2012-2021), 1.23% (2022-2026), and 2.46 (2027-2050).  This fund will be distributed to the states with 84.4% of it going to state wildlife agencies and 15.6% of it going to state coastal agencies.

International adaptation funds are generated from allowances of 1% (2012-2021), 2% (2022-2026), and 4% (2027-2050).  CBO estimates that this allocation will amount to roughly $2.6 billion per year through 2030.  These funds will be distributed bilaterally and through multilateral funds and institutions, which must receive 40-60% of these allowances.  Additionally, international adaptation was included in a $579 million appropriation to USAID for foreign assistance that also covered clean energy technology funding and land and water management.  USAID also funds efforts to translate global climate science into actionable information for policy planning in developing countries and to inform famine early-warning systems.

A further $10 million is allocated under ACES for an interagency Global Change Research Program in the White House.

International Adaptation in the Climate Negotiations


The primary question with regards to international climate adaptation in the context of the climate negotiations is the sources and quantity of adaptation funding.  Additional issues, including defining vulnerability, establishing an international infrastructure for collecting, allocating, and distributing the funds, and ensuring effective adaptation, are also raised in draft text for Copenhagen.


Historically, adaptation has played a diminutive role in the context of the existing international climate regime, the Kyoto Protocol.  The Kyoto Protocol refers to an obligation of non-Annex I parties to include information on their national programs for addressing climate change both through mitigation and adaptation measures in their national communications to the Conference of Parties (Kyoto Protocol, Article 10, p. 9).  The international agreement also includes a provision indicating that a share of the proceeds from certified Clean Development Mechanism projects would be used to cover the administrative expenses of the program and support adaptation efforts in vulnerable developing countries (Kyoto Protocol, Article 12, p. 12).


In general, the UNFCCC encourages Least Developed Countries to produce National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs)
 and recognizes the need for international support for adaptation efforts in the form of funding, technology transfer, and capacity building.  Successful delivery of such support has been limited, especially in contrast to the scope of the need for adaptation in these environments.


The Global Environmental Facility (GEF) manages the GEF Trust Fund, the Least Developed Countries Fund, and the Special Climate Change Fund, all of which provide some-level of support for adaptation efforts.  The Adaptation Fund Board of the UNFCCC COP also oversees some funding for adaptation through The Adaptation Fund (UNFCCC Adaptation).  

The Least Developed Countries Fund was created in 2001 to address the most urgent and immediate adaptation needs and relies on voluntary contributions.  Through April 2007, $120 million had been pledge to the LDC Fund and $48 million had actually been received.  The Special Climate Change Fund, established in 2005, also depends on voluntary contributions for adaptation planning and technology transfer for developing countries.  $62 million had been pledged and $41 million delivered.  Only 16 countries have pledged to these funds so far.  The U.S. has not yet pledged contributions to these funds.

The GEF Trust Fund is financed with $50 million from the GEF’s trust and was established in 2006 for three years of capacity building adaptation measures for vulnerability and adaptation assessments.  The Adaptation Fund, overseen by UNFCCC COP, is endowed by a two percent fee for carbon credits generated under the CDM.  As of April 2007 no money had been collected for the Adaptation Fund.  More contemporary accounts of the size of the Adaptation Fund were not readily available.

Though empty through 2007 (the year following the initiation of the Kyoto Protocol), the Adaptation Fund is expected to become the largest of the adaptation-related funds, though the size is dependent on the value of carbon credits.  Estimates suggest a range of $170 million to $1 billion by 2012.  In total, $139 million was received for all four funds through April 2007 (Oxfam Briefing Paper, 2007). 



UNFCCC Steps – Nairobi and Bali

The Nairobi Work Programme on impacts, vulnerability, and adaptation to climate change was established at the 12th Conference of Parties to the UNFCCC (COP12) in Nairobi to “help all countries improve their understanding and assessment of the impacts of climate change and to make informed decisions on practical adaptation actions…” (UNFCCC Adaptation).  The Nairobi Work Programme falls under the purview of the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) and is designed to serve as a hub for experience, successes, and informational needs including databases for methods and tools; data and observations; climate modeling, scenarios and downscaling; climate related risks and extreme events; socio-economic information; adaptation planning and practices; research; technologies for adaptation; and economic diversification.

At COP 13 in Bali, December 2007, the Bali Action Plan was established as a road map for the post-Kyoto Protocol negotiation process. The Bali Action Plan established adaptation as one of five pillars moving forward calling for “International cooperation to support urgent implementation of adaptation actions…” (Bali Action Plan, p. 5).  Shared vision, mitigation, technology, and financial resources were also included.  The Bali Action Plan assessed a cost of $1,712,584 for 2008-2009 for supporting the implementation of the Nairobi Work Programme.


Draft Text – Copenhagen
The Bali Action Plan is developed under the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention, which has also been working to draft negotiation text for Copenhagen.  The draft text is structured into four chapters on a shared vision, adaptation, mitigation, and financing, technology, and capacity-building.  The text refers to “urgent and immediate adaptation needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable” requiring “special attention” (Bonn Negotiating Text, June 2009, p. 7).  

Adaptation related issues are covered in both the second chapter dedicated to adaptation and also in the fourth chapter on financing mechanisms and funding sources.  This draft text includes a series of references to funding for and prioritization of international adaptation, however these measures should be thought of more as possibilities than prescriptions as both the structure of and prospects for an international agreement at Copenhagen remain uncertain.  One option outlined in the text, suggests that adaptation actions should “be supported by new, predictable, sustainable, adequate and stable financial resources additional to official development assistance (ODA),” whereas another option was more circumscribe in its general discussion of adaptation (Bonn Negotiating Text, June 2009, p. 11).

The negotiating text asks parties or some negotiated sub-set of parties to formulate and report their NAPAs every three to four years including cost estimates, priorities, and timing for adaptation-related endeavors.  The text presents a working definition of “particularly vulnerable” countries whose adaptation needs should be prioritized.  This definition includes LDCs, small island developing States, and countries in Africa affected by drought, desertification, and floods.  The definition may also include countries with low-lying costal areas, developing countries with fragile mountainous ecosystems, countries with unique biodiversity and fragile ecosystem, and targeted vulnerable populations including women, children, the elderly and indigenous peoples (Bonn Negotiating Text, June 2009, p. 12-13).

Financial support will be provided in the form of grants and possibly concessional loans to meet either the full or incremental cost of adaptation actions including for adaptation technologies and stand-alone projects, preparation and implementation of NAPAs, and resilience promotion projects.  

The sources of funding are not explicitly defined and will likely be a combination of support from individual Annex I nations’ domestic policies as well as some revenues generated from international transactions related to international climate efforts.  The range of sources could include 

assessed contributions, auctioning of assigned amounts and/or emission allowances; levies on CO2 emissions; taxes on carbon-intensive products and services from Annex I Parties; levies on international and maritime transport; shares of proceeds on the clean development mechanism (CDM), joint implementation and emissions trading; levies on international transactions; fines for non-compliance with commitments of Annex I Parties and Parties with commitments inscribed in Annex B to the Kyoto Protocol; additional ODA and bilateral, regional and other multilateral channels (Bonn Negotiating Text, June 2009, p. 15).  

In defining the mechanisms to generate these resources, the negotiating text outlines eight different options submitted by various parties reflecting the high level of additional negotiation that will be required to determine the sources and size of actual financial resources.  

The negotiating text illustrates some progress in defining an institutional structure for making international adaptation funding operational.  Suggestions submitted in the text include making effective use of existing bodies and institutions or establishing a board, executive body, or executive council accountable to the UNFCCC COP to provide overall management and oversight for the financing mechanisms and related facilitative activities.  This board or body would be supported by a professional staff, scientific advisory panel, monitoring and evaluating panel, and trustees (Bonn Negotiating Text, June 2009, p. 43).  Representation on this body should represent a cross section of all participant countries.

In addition to the governing structure, the negotiating text suggests the establishment of new funds in addition to the Least Developed Countries Fund and the Special Climate Change Fund.  Proposals for new funds include an Adaptation Fund under the UNFCCC COP similar to that established under the Kyoto Protocol, a multilateral adaptation fund prevention and insurance in low and medium income countries, and solidarity funds and insurance mechanisms among others

The international climate negotiations are still a long way from establishing the details and mechanisms for generating and allocating international adaptation resources.  So too, it would seem, is the international community from generating the political will to provide financial resources commensurate with the tremendous challenge of adaptation to contemporary and projected climate effects in vulnerable environments.
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