
Performance 
Evaluation 

Report

Climate Change Fund,
2008–2019

Raising development impact through evaluation

Evaluation
Independent



 
 
 

 
 
 
Independent Evaluation: PE-835  

 
Performance Evaluation Report  
June 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Climate Change Fund, 2008–2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This document is being disclosed to the public in accordance with ADB’s Access to Information Policy. 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
  
 



 

 

NOTES 

(i) In this report, “$” refers to United States dollars. 
(ii) For an explanation of rating descriptions used in Asian Development Bank 

evaluation reports, see Asian Development Bank. 2016. Guidelines for the 
Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
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Evaluation Purpose and Process 
 
The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) 
evaluated the Climate Change Fund (CCF) in 
advance of its replenishment in 2020. The 
evaluation will feed into a larger thematic 
evaluation of Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
support for climate change operations planned 
for delivery in 2021 and is relevant to ADB’s 
Strategy 2030 operational priority 3: tackling 

climate change, building climate and disaster 
resilience, and enhancing environmental 
sustainability (OP3). 

The evaluation covered approvals in the 12-year 
period from 2008 to 2019 and included 
qualitative and quantitative data collected from 
various sources. Secondary sources included:  
(i) a review of existing CCF documents, (ii) an 
analysis of the CCF portfolio, and (iii) a review of 

The Climate Change Fund (CCF) was established in May 2008 by Asian Development Bank (ADB), 
from its net income. Its goal was to facilitate greater investments in developing member countries 
in Asia and the Pacific to address the causes and consequences of climate change, alongside ADB’s 
own assistance in various related sectors. As of 31 December 2019, CCF had allocated $77.1 million 
for 118 CCF projects. The allocation of resources was concentrated on clean energy and adaptation: 
$39.3 million for clean energy development (51%); $28.5 million for adaptation (37%); $9.1 million 
for reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, and improved land use 
management (12%); and $0.2 million for climate finance readiness (0.3%). Climate finance readiness 
was added as an area of intervention in 2014. By sector, most funds were allocated to the energy 
sector ($31.4 million, 41%) and the agriculture, natural resources, and rural development sector 
($20.4 million, 27%). Regional projects covering two or more developing member countries across 
ADB regions received the largest proportion of CCF funding ($33.1 million, 43%). By country, the 
People’s Republic of China received the largest allocation ($17.2 million, 22%), followed by Sri Lanka 
($4.9 million, 6%), and Indonesia ($4.0 million, 5%). The East Asia region received the largest 
allocation ($18.3 million, 24%), while CCF allocations for projects in the Pacific and Central and West 
Asia regions were small (4% each). 

This evaluation found that the CCF had been instrumental in mainstreaming and scaling up ADB’s 
climate actions and had met most of its objectives. It assessed the fund successful. The CCF had 
generally delivered well on its mandate to support climate action at ADB and had facilitated greater 
investments in developing member countries to address climate change. However, there were some 
disbursement and delay inefficiencies at the project level and concerns remain on the fund’s overall 
sustainability. Funding uncertainty limits the CCF’s strategic importance in supporting ADB’s Strategy 
2030 operational priority 3: tackling climate change, building climate and disaster resilience, and 
enhancing environmental sustainability.  

The evaluation offers three recommendations for ADB: (i) develop predictable and regular funding 
for the CCF and target projects that directly facilitate greater climate investments in developing 
member countries, such as technical assistance associated with or linked to loan and/or grant 
component of the investment, particularly for adaptation, and across more sectors and countries, to 
better align with operational priority 3 and Strategy 2030; (ii) continue to use CCF resources to 
provide strategic support for climate risk and adaptation options assessments and provide project-
level support only on a selective basis; and (iii) develop an overarching results framework for the CCF 
with updated guidelines to define its strategic role and ringfence dedicated staff resources to 
improve monitoring and evaluation of the portfolio. 
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completed IED evaluations. Primary sources 
included key informant interviews with ADB staff 
and an independent review of technical 
assistance completion reports. 
 
The evaluation focused on the following 
overarching evaluation question: Has the CCF 
been successful in facilitating greater 
investments in developing member countries 
(DMCs) to address climate change? It used the 
broad structure of a project performance 
evaluation report in terms of timing and 
resources and included assessments of relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 
 
The evaluation of the CCF was dependent on and 
limited by the availability of documentation for 
all the approved activities financed by CCF. Field 
missions were not undertaken due to the global 
pandemic caused by the coronavirus disease 
(COVID-19) in early 2020. 
 
Fund Rationale 
 
ADB established the CCF in May 2008, from its 
net income. Its goal was to facilitate greater 
investments in DMCs in Asia and the Pacific to 
address the causes and consequences of climate 
change, alongside ADB’s own assistance in 
various related sectors. The fund provides 
financing as: (i) grant components of investments 
(GCIs), (ii) stand-alone technical assistance (TA), 
(iii)  technical assistance associated with or linked 
to a loan (TALL), and (iv)  direct support for 
critical project and operations-related expenses 
(direct charges), including workshops and 
climate risk assessments. It initially financed 
interventions in three areas: (i) adaptation, 
(ii) clean energy development, and (iii) reducing 
emissions from deforestation and forest 
degradation, and improved land use 
management (REDD+ and land use). Climate 
finance readiness was added later, although only 
one such project had been financed at the time 
of the evaluation. 
 
The CCF is unique at ADB in that it allows for 
support across all sectors and geographic areas. 
This makes it unlike other trust funds, which 
specify that funds be used for specific purposes 
and/or countries and regions. It was envisaged 
  

that the CCF would attract external financing 
partners, but ADB has not been able to attract 
any external financing.  
 
Fund Portfolio 
 
As of 31 December 2019, the CCF had allocated 
$77.1 million for 118 CCF projects. ADB initially 
contributed $40.0 million to the CCF from its net 
income in 2008. The fund was replenished with 
$10.0 million in 2010, $9.0 million in 2013, and 
$15.0 million in 2017. The volume of allocations 
tended to increase in the years following fund 
replenishment and to taper off as the availability 
of funds decreased. Of these allocated resources, 
$39.3 million was allocated for clean energy 
development (51.0%), $28.5 million for 
adaptation (37.0%), $9.1 million for REDD+ and 
land use (12.0%), and $0.2 million for climate 
finance readiness (0.3%). Of the financing 
modalities, TA projects had the largest share 
($44.0 million, 57%), followed by GCIs 
($14.3 million, 18%), direct charges ($9.9 million, 
13%), and TALLs ($9.0 million, 12%). The largest 
allocation of CCF funds was to the energy sector 
($31.4 million, 41.0%); followed by the 
agriculture, natural resources, and rural 
development sector ($20.4 million, 26%). 
 
A review of project documents indicated that 
more than half of CCF resources (52.6%) were 
used to develop capacity. Support for knowledge 
products (8.1%), project implementation (8.3%), 
and preparation of climate risk and adaptation 
options assessments (CRAs) of proposed projects 
(7.8%), together used a quarter of CCF resources.  
 
Of the five ADB regions, East Asia received the 
largest allocation ($18.3 million, 24%), followed 
by Southeast Asia ($10.0 million, 13%) and South 
Asia ($9.5 million, 12%). CCF project allocations 
to the Pacific ($3.0 million) and Central and West 
Asia ($3.3 million) regions were small (4% each). 
Notably, projects implemented at interregional 
level (i.e., projects covering two or more DMCs 
across ADB regions) received the largest 
proportion of CCF funding ($33.1 million, 43%). 
Of ADB DMCs, the People’s Republic of China 
received the largest share ($17.2 million, 22%) of 
total allocations.  
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Performance Assessment 
 
Performance was assessed in response to the 
overarching question: Has the CCF been 
successful in facilitating greater investments in 
DMCs to address climate change? The evaluation 
assessed the fund’s relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, and sustainability.   

Relevance 
 
The CCF was assessed relevant. At the time of  
its establishment, the CCF was pioneering, 
transformative, and unique in ADB, and more 
focused than ADB’s corporate guidance on 
climate change. ADB used its own net income to 
establish the CCF, sending a strong signal of its 
commitment to climate change. The CCF was well 
aligned with ADB’s evolving climate-related 
strategies and with its support for DMCs in 
meeting their global climate commitments. 
Recent projects were designed to support  
DMCs to reach their nationally determined 
contributions under the Paris Agreement. The 
fund’s support for natural capital was aligned 
with OP3. The CCF was flexible and allowed for 
support across all sectors and geographic areas. 
The CCF portfolio exceeded its intended ratio of 
support for adaptation, achieving 37% against a 
target of 25%. This was much needed given 
ADB’s lagging achievement in this area in recent 
years. The individual projects supported were 
relevant, and several were designed to be 
innovative and transformative, particularly those 
concerned with clean technology and support for 
DMCs’ delivery of their nationally determined 
contributions. The modalities used were flexible 
and appropriate, but were rather dominated by 
stand-alone TA. 
 
The fund’s relevance would have been improved 
had the portfolio provided more support for 
vulnerable countries and for countries with 
limited resources and capacity for climate action. 
Greater use should have been made of grant 
component investments and the climate 
readiness component. This would have helped 
the fund achieve its objective of facilitating 
greater investment in DMCs to address climate 
change. The strategic role of the CCF among the 
15 climate funds used in ADB investments needs 
to be defined more clearly.  
 

Effectiveness 
 
The CCF was assessed effective. It has catalyzed 
climate action and leveraged climate financing. It 
has helped mainstream climate risk assessments 
in ADB investments, funding 53 CRAs over the 
evaluation period, which have contributed to 
almost $7 billion of climate-proofed investments. 
In more recent years, other climate funds and the 
Technical Assistance Special Fund have been used 
to support CRAs. This is a reflection of the CCF’s 
success in mainstreaming CRAs but it also 
indicated that the CCF’s catalytic effect was no 
longer so critical. The fund needs to pivot from 
routine project support toward providing more 
strategic guidance on CRAs. CCF funds through 
TALLs or as grant components, which comprised 
30% of the CCF portfolio, have contributed to 
investments worth $2.4 billion. These projects 
generated an average investment of $104 per $1 
of CCF allocation. At least 14 projects over the 
evaluation period ($13.8 million, 18% of the 
portfolio) have focused on demonstration and on 
piloting new technologies and innovative 
approaches.  
 
The results framework for clean energy is shared 
with the Clean Energy Financing Partnership 
Facility (CEFPF), making attribution difficult, but 
results were positive overall, particularly 
concerning reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions. Based on the original adaptation 
design and monitoring framework (DMF) of 
2008, which governed the portfolio for most of 
the evaluation period, it can be concluded that 
the outcome objective of reducing the 
vulnerability of the ADB portfolio has been 
generally achieved. The updated 2018 adaptation 
DMF specified outcome targets for CCF 
contributions to CRAs and adaptation finance by 
2020. Targets for CRAs were close to being 
achieved but those for adaptation finance may 
fall short, reflecting institutional shortcomings in 
this regard. Unlike for clean energy, there is a lack 
of clear guidance on monitoring results for the 
adaptation component. Gender mainstreaming 
targets were set and met for the clean energy 
component, but such targets were absent from 
the adaptation DMFs. Results for the REDD+ and 
land use component were more limited because 
of the small portfolio size. The single project 
under the climate finance readiness component, 
has not yet delivered a completion report, but its 
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initial results, including support to facilitate 
securing Green Climate Fund (GCF) funding, 
establishment of the Asia Pacific Climate Finance 
Fund (ACliFF) and preparation of a Climate 
Change Profile of Pakistan, are promising. A total 
of 114 knowledge products were published, of 
which 96 (84%) are available online, with 
adaptation particularly well covered.  
 
A full assessment of results was not possible 
since, of the 118 CCF projects, only 77 had been 
completed of which only 38 projects and nine 
direct charges had completion reports. Based on 
the 38 examined, the clean energy component 
has contributed to greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction through innovative and demonstrative 
projects. For adaptation, the major results have 
been on mainstreaming climate action across 
ADB in its business processes and investments. 
Results for the REDD+ and land use component 
include an increase in carbon sequestration 
capacity, although the results have been limited 
due to the small portfolio size.  
 
For the completed portfolio, the CCF generally 
delivered effective projects. Overall, 76% of 
projects with completion reports reviewed were 
effective or highly effective.  
 
Efficiency 
 
The CCF was efficient. Its institutional governance 
was generally effective and efficient. The CCF’s 
application and selection processes were 
straightforward and clearly explained in the 
implementation guidelines. The regular calls for 
proposals disseminated information on fund 
eligibility and selection criteria. Annual progress 
reports were prepared and submitted to the ADB 
Board of Directors. However, DMC governments 
and ADB resident missions could have been more 
engaged in the CCF project preparation process. 
The current level of resources does not appear to 
be sufficient for monitoring and facilitating the 
delivery of TA and project completion reports. 
The overall allocation of resources and 
disbursement was similar to the ADB average. 
GCIs and TALLs had above average disbursement 
rates. There were some issues with the 
disbursement rate of direct charges (53%); direct 
charges represent about 13% of the portfolio. 
CCF-financed projects tended to be extended 
about 10 months longer than the ADB-wide 

average for TA projects. However, these delays 
cannot be fully attributed to the CCF as most of 
the projects were cofinanced with other sources. 
CCF projects using direct charges took the 
longest to complete.  
 
Sustainability 
 
The CCF was assessed less than likely sustainable. 
Institutionally, there is sufficient expertise to 
manage the fund, but it would benefit from 
having dedicated staff for day-to-day monitoring 
of the portfolio, tracking results and the delivery 
of completion reports. Although the CCF was 
originally designed as a multi-donor fund, it has 
not attracted any external resources and is wholly 
dependent in ADB’s net income for resources. 
The fund’s main vulnerabilities are the 
uncertainty over the frequency and magnitude of 
its periodic replenishments and the lack of 
diversification of its funding sources. This may 
limit future planning, leveraging capacity and 
alignment with OP3. This is unfortunate as the 
indications are that individual CCF projects tend 
to be likely sustainable. The sustainability of the 
fund would be more likely if external financing 
could be sourced and if net income 
replenishment was more predictable. An 
additional challenge for the CCF is defining its 
role and complementarity with other climate 
funds used in ADB investments.   
 
Key Issues 
 
The CCF is wholly dependent on ADB’s net 
income for resources. Its inability to attract 
additional funds may have been due to its small 
initial size and perhaps its association with CEFPF, 
which already had multi-donor contributions. 
The lack of a clear differentiation of the CCF from 
the many other climate funds available at ADB 
may have been a reason it did not attract external 
support. The CCF’s annual progress reports are 
not published online, unlike those of CEFPF, 
which reduces the visibility of the fund and may 
make it difficult for potential external funders to 
assess its added value and results. The 
unpredictability of net income replenishments 
and the lack of diversification of its funding 
sources remain a concern for the CCF. 
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Routine stand-alone support for project CRAs is a 
drain on CCF resources. The CCF was instrumental 
in mainstreaming CRAs in the preparation of 
projects and, in doing so, in increasing the 
volume of climate-proofed investments by ADB. 
Over time, regional departments have been 
conducting this task more routinely through 
transaction TA facilities and funding from the 
other sources such as the Urban Climate Change 
Resilience Trust Fund and the Project Readiness 
Improvement Trust Fund. This is a reflection of 
the CCF’s success, but also a signal that it should 
pivot away from routine stand-alone project 
CRAs and take on a more strategic focus. Its 
resources could then be used more directly to 
facilitate greater investments in DMCs to tackle 
climate change.  
 
The CCF portfolio has not fully exploited the 
available financing modalities, or supported the 
full range of sectors and countries. There were 
eight GCIs and 10 TALLs over the evaluation 
period comprising 30% of the CCF portfolio. 
These helped lead to investments worth $2.4 
billion. The single climate finance readiness 
project has already supported the securing of a 
number of GCF-financed projects and played an 
important role in establishing the ACliFF. The CCF 
should make greater use of these modalities as 
they have demonstrated they can facilitate 
greater investments in DMCs to address climate 
change. The portfolio has been concentrated on 
the main ADB infrastructure sectors; 
consideration should have also been given to 
underrepresented sectors, such as education, 
finance, and health, which have an important 
role to play in addressing climate change. This 
would increase the CCF’s alignment with Strategy 
2030. More balanced regional coverage is 
needed, taking into account demand, needs, 
capacity, and the amount of available resources.   
 
The CCF’s engagement with the private sector 
has been minimal. Only one project and three 
direct charges in the portfolio were related to the 
private sector. The Board paper establishing the 
fund expected that the CCF would support ADB 
to address climate change through investments 
in both private and public sector projects. When 
the fund’s resources were used to support private 
sector projects, as for the Wastewater Treatment  

and Reuse Project in the People’s Republic of 
China, the experience was positive both for the 
ADB Private Sector Operations Department and 
the private sector partner. Given that OP3 
anticipates an expansion of private sector climate 
and environment operations, this is an area that 
the CCF and related funds need to pay greater 
attention to. While other climate funds tailored 
for the private sector are available, the CCF’s 
added value could be in supporting CRAs in 
private sector investments.  
 
The CCF is no longer sufficiently differentiated 
from the other 15 funds supporting climate 
action at ADB. When the CCF was established, it 
was anticipated that it would attract additional 
financing from bilateral partners, foundations, 
and private partners. However, this did not 
happen. This has limited the scale of the fund, its 
leveraging potential, and the security of its 
replenishment. Over time, a wide range of other 
climate funds have become available at ADB, 
with varying purposes and geographic foci. ADB 
needs to consider its full range of climate funds 
and the strategic positioning of the CCF within 
the wider context of supporting delivery of OP3 
objectives.  
 
DMC governments and ADB resident missions are 
not sufficiently engaged in the CCF project 
preparation process. While the CCF guidelines do 
not preclude DMCs from initiating proposals, all 
applications so far have originated from ADB 
staff, most of whom were based at headquarters. 
This has limited DMCs’ awareness of the fund and 
country ownership of the projects it supports. 
 
There is no overarching results framework for all 
the intervention components and financing 
modalities. DMFs were available for the clean 
energy component, shared with CEFPF, and these 
were monitored regularly. The adaptation 
component also has a DMF, but its monitoring 
has been weak. The REDD+ and land use 
component has no DMF. In addition, the 
available DMFs have not included specific 
indicators or targets for the fund modalities. 
There is no overarching results framework, with 
associated indicators to track its progress, for the 
CCF as a whole to steer the fund toward its goal.  
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Lessons 
 
The strategic oversight of funds is enhanced 
when their governance structure includes some 
form of third-party engagement. The original 
Board paper outlined the governance structure of 
CCF and included at its apex ADB and external 
financing partners, whose function would be to 
provide strategic direction to the CCF and to meet 
ADB for annual consultations and to review 
progress, administration, and the annual work 
program. Since there are no external financing 
partners, ADB sits alone at the apex of the 
governance structure. The clean energy 
component of the CCF shows how greater 
external partner involvement might influence the 
CCF as a whole, as its management and 
coordination has been effectively subsumed into 
the multi-donor CEFPF, for which it shares a 
common DMF, including specific guidelines for 
monitoring results. CEFPF progress reports are 
published online, unlike those of the CCF. The 
CEFPF receives funds from four external sources 
and, while this external engagement probably 
imposes an administrative burden, it may also 
have contributed to more robust management of 
the clean energy component of the CCF, which 
had the highest success rate and greatest number 
of available completion reports.  
 
Institutional capacity development in ADB’s 
DMCs requires long-term engagement. Just over 
half of CCF resources went to capacity 
development activities. Many countries lack basic 
climate data, technical expertise, and qualified 
local staff, which means that baseline studies, 
vulnerability assessments, and cost–benefit 
analysis of mitigation and adaptation measures 
have had to be adjusted to reflect realities on the 
ground. Countries need access to climate change 
data, especially climate projections and satellite 
imagery, so they can formulate more effective 
mitigation and adaptation measures. Climate 
change capacity development programs should 
be expanded and sustained to build effective 
institutions. More effective use of participatory 
and multidisciplinary approaches is critical for the 
success of capacity building efforts. 
 
Technical assistance with a narrow focus, 
immediate policy relevance, and carried out with 
national champions with financial and/or 
planning authority was most effective in 

successfully integrating climate technologies into 
country investment plans. Careful and realistic 
planning is needed for the production and 
dissemination of outputs, a process which 
involves numerous institutions within a given 
timeframe. As concerns the implementing 
agency, it is important to assign the relevant 
government agency with direct responsibility as 
the implementing agency for achieving the TA 
objectives, as this enhances the value addition of 
the TA and its contribution to achieving the 
desired impact and outcome. Selection of an 
appropriate implementing agency is especially 
critical in cutting-edge technology projects.  
 
Conclusions 
 
Overall, the evaluation assessed the CCF 
successful. It has generally delivered on its 
mandate to support ADB’s climate actions and 
has facilitated greater investments in DMCs to 
address climate change. However, the fund now 
needs clearer strategic direction. Since 2008, the 
CCF has been instrumental in mainstreaming 
climate change in ADB investments and has made 
a significant contribution to meeting ADB’s 2020 
objectives of providing $6 billion in climate 
finance annually. It has done this through 
projects linked to loans or as grant components 
of loans and through support for CRAs. The CCF 
is well placed to contribute significantly to the 
objectives of OP3, but it must compete with the 
many other climate funds now available at ADB. 
The country-wide and sector-wide nature of the 
fund has been a factor in its success in gaining 
traction, but over time the fund has become too 
demand-driven and its strategic direction is 
unclear. Clean energy has been promoted more 
effectively than adaptation. The institutional 
arrangements of the CCF are generally sound and 
the Climate Change and Disaster Risk 
Management Division of the Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change Department is 
providing strong technical support to regional 
departments to get projects off the ground and 
to manage the fund. However, monitoring 
capacity at the portfolio level needs to improve. 
A holistic programmatic approach is not fully in 
place because there is no overarching results 
framework or associated monitoring system to 
effectively track development objectives. The fact 
that ADB used its net income to establish the 
fund was a positive signal of ADB’s serious intent 
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on climate. However, the unpredictability of 
replenishments and the lack of diversification of 
its funding sources pose a sustainability risk. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The evaluation offers the following 
recommendations for ADB:  

1. Develop predictable and regular funding for 
the CCF and target projects that directly facilitate 
greater climate investments in DMCs, such as 
TALLs and GCIs, particularly for adaptation, and 
across more sectors and countries, to better align 
with OP3 and Strategy 2030. Predictable and 
regular replenishment from ADB’s net income is 
needed, combined with greater efforts to secure 
long-term financing partnerships, including with 
the private sector, to improve the fund’s 
leveraging potential and match the objectives 
and time horizon of OP3. ADB should ramp up 
CCF targets for projects that directly facilitate 
greater climate investments in DMCs, particularly 
for adaptation, such as GCIs, TALLs, and 
operations similar to the one climate finance 
readiness project, taking into account the size of 
the funding envelope. GCI projects should aim to 
secure external funding so they do not excessively 
drain CCF resources.  These modalities were most 
closely aligned with the fund’s overall objective—
to facilitate greater investments in DMCs to 
address climate change. Pursuing these 
modalities would help the CCF to move beyond 
just climate proofing to adaptation through 
projects. Similarly, the single climate finance 
readiness project has already achieved positive 
outcomes. Ramping up these approaches will 
help the CCF to achieve its main goal and make it 
more attractive to external financial partners. 
While mitigation efforts should not be neglected, 
greater priority should be given to adaptation to 
help redress ADB’s lagging coverage in this area, 
particularly for vulnerable countries. Direct 
charges should be used sparingly and judiciously 
as they tend to be less efficient than other 
modalities. Opportunities should be sought to 
broaden the portfolio beyond core infrastructure 
sectors and to include support for finance, 
education and health, thereby enhancing the 
CCF’s strategic relevance to all of Strategy 2030’s 
operational priorities. 

Similarly, support for DMCs should be more 
carefully managed to achieve more balanced 
regional coverage.    

2. Continue to use CCF resources to provide 
strategic support for climate risk and adaptation 
options assessments and provide project-level 
support only on a selective basis. CCF support for 
CRAs helped create momentum in the early years 
of climate mainstreaming at ADB, but CRAs are 
now sufficiently mainstreamed in many regional 
departments and it is no longer necessary or 
desirable for the CCF to routinely support them 
in projects. Support for project-level CRAs should 
be continued on a selective basis to support 
strategic goals, such as support for private sector 
CRAs, highly complex assessments, or for very 
vulnerable DMCs. As CRAs have become routine 
activities in project preparation financed by 
transaction TA or other funds, there is still room 
for the CCF to provide strategic support to ensure 
that CRA methodologies are standardized and 
are of a sufficient quality and depth across ADB 
departments. The CCF should also play a role in 
developing new tools and datasets. 
 
3. Develop an overarching results framework for 
the CCF with updated guidelines to define the 
CCF’s strategic role and to ringfence dedicated 
staff resources to improve monitoring and 
evaluation of the portfolio. A clearer definition of 
the CCF’s role and expected results, taking into 
account its size relative to related climate funds, 
would support more strategic planning on the 
use of CCF resources. Guidelines should be 
updated to include a theory of change. DMFs for 
individual components can contribute to the 
overarching DMF. Indicators in the DMF should 
facilitate tracking and attribution of the CCF 
components, modalities, and activities, including 
gender targets, and be fully aligned with OP3. 
Regional projects should ensure that results can 
be disaggregated by country and easily tracked. 
A data monitoring and information system 
should be developed, or an existing system 
adopted, to improve CCF portfolio monitoring 
and evaluation. Dedicated staff or consultant 
resources should be provided to manage and 
monitor the portfolio and its results. 

 
 





 

 

CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 
 
 
 
 
A. Overview  
 
1. This chapter explains the background and rationale of the Climate Change Fund (CCF) of the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB). It discusses the purpose of the evaluation as well as the methodology 
and tools used.  
 
B. Rationale of the Fund 
 
2. The CCF was established in May 2008 to facilitate greater investments in developing member 
countries (DMCs) in Asia and the Pacific to address the causes and consequences of climate change, 
alongside ADB’s own assistance in various related sectors.1  This was consistent with ADB’s Strategy 2020, 
which was published a month before the establishment of the CCF and which identified climate change, 
as part of the environment, as one of its five core specializations.2  
 
3. The fund provides financing as: (i) grant components of investments (GCIs), (ii) stand-alone 
technical assistance (TA), (iii) technical assistance associated with or linked to a loan (TALL), and (iv) direct 
charges.3 Initially, the fund financed interventions in three areas: (i) adaptation, (ii) clean energy 
development, and (iii) reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and improved land 
use management (REDD+ and land use). In 2014, a $0.25 million set aside was also approved to support 
climate finance readiness. This is designed to improve DMCs’ capacity to access external climate 
financing. Climate finance readiness has been recognized as an area of intervention since the Climate 
Change Fund Progress Report for 2015 and in subsequent progress reports.   
 
C. Evaluation Objective, Scope, and Methods  
 
4. Evaluation objective. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) evaluated the CCF in advance 
of its replenishment in 2020. The evaluation assessed the performance of the CCF, in particular whether 
it had facilitated greater investments in DMCs to address climate change. It identified the determinants 
of success, good practices, areas of potential comparative advantage, and lessons, and provided some 
conclusions for the future directions of the fund. The evaluation is expected to feed into a larger thematic 
evaluation on ADB support for climate change operations planned for 2021 and is relevant to ADB’s 
Strategy 2030 operational priority 3: tackling climate change, building climate and disaster resilience, 
and enhancing environmental sustainability.4  
 
5. Evaluation scope. The evaluation covered all the CCF’s approved interventions in the 12-year 
period from 2008 (when the fund began) to 2019. These included all TA projects, TALLs, GCIs, and direct 

 
1  Climate Change Fund. https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/climate-change-fund 
2  ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. Manila. 
3  Direct charge is a financing modality supporting critical project and operational-related expenses provided these support the 

objectives of the Climate Change Fund (CCF) and its components and CCF is the only source of financing. Direct charges may 
also cover financing for fees for external audit and financial charges for the CCF. 

4  ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 
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charges approved, implemented, and completed during the evaluation period. Details of the CCF projects 
are discussed in Chapter 2.  

6. Evaluation methods. The evaluation followed a mixed methods approach that triangulated 
qualitative and quantitative data collected from various sources. Secondary sources included: (i) a review 
of existing CCF documents, including results frameworks for clean energy and adaptation, annual 
progress reports, reports and recommendations of the President, TA reports, completed CCF application 
forms, project completion and CCF completion reports; (ii) analysis of the CCF portfolio; and (iii) a review 
of completed IED evaluations and validations. Primary sources included key informant interviews with 
ADB staff, including climate focal persons in regional departments and selected project officers involved 
in CCF projects. A review of the 38 available technical assistance completion reports (TCRs) was conducted 
to assess, where possible, the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability of the TA covered by 
the reports. The review of the TCRs was largely limited to information presented in the TCRs. 
 
7.  This evaluation was prepared using the broad structure of a project performance evaluation 
report in terms of timing and resource input. It followed, in general terms, the evaluation standards set 
out in ADB’s 2016 Guidelines for Evaluation of Public Sector Operations, applying ratings for relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. The evaluation conducted a literature review of evaluations 
of similar funds by other development partners, in particular their key findings and lessons learned. 
 
8. The evaluation’s overarching question was: Has the CCF been successful in facilitating greater 
investments in DMCs to address climate change? A number of subsidiary questions by evaluation criteria 
are presented in Appendix 1. 

 
9. Limitations of this evaluation. The evaluation of the CCF was dependent on and limited by the 
availability of documentation for all the approved activities financed by CCF under the different 
modalities as provided by the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC). 
Although the evaluation covered the whole portfolio through the desk review and to some extent 
interviews with the concerned ADB staff, field missions were not undertaken as originally envisaged, due 
to the global pandemic caused by the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) in early 2020.  
 
D. Structure of the Report 
 
10. Chapter 2 outlines the structure of the fund, describes the portfolio, and reviews related literature 
to provide some comparative views for the evaluation. Chapter 3 assesses the performance and results 
of the activities financed by CCF. Chapter 4 presents issues, lessons, and recommendations for ADB’s 
future approach to continuing CCF operations. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

Climate Change Fund 
 
 
 
 
A. Climate Change Fund Objectives, Operational Structure and Governance  

11. Objectives. The CCF was envisaged to be a key mechanism for pooling resources within ADB to 
address climate change. It was established to fund (i) TA, (ii) investment components for both private 
and public sector projects, and (iii) any other form of cooperation that partners and ADB might agree 
upon for a defined program of activities.5 Money from the fund would be used to provide financing for 
climate change mitigation, adaptation and forestry and land use activities. The CCF would therefore allow 
ADB to address the cross-cutting social vulnerability issues related to climate change, such as changes in 
livelihoods, health impacts, and the larger number of emergencies and disasters caused by extreme 
climate events. 
 
12. Operational structure and governance. The establishment of the CCF was approved in 2008. The 
Board paper provided for the governance structure of the CCF, with the Regional and Sustainable 
Development Department (RSDD) tasked to manage the fund in consultation with operations directors 
responsible for climate change projects and to act as the focal point for CCF technical matters. A 
designated fund manager (eventually the CCF manager) within RSDD was assigned to support the 
selection of proposals by an interdepartmental committee within ADB.  
 
13. In June 2008, through an internal memo,6 a climate change steering committee was established 
to approve the policy and procedures of the fund as well as the allocation of funds to TA projects and 
grants. In addition to the steering committee, two working groups, the Clean Energy Working Group and 
the Adaptation and Land Use Working Group,  were tasked to review and recommend mitigation- and 
adaptation-related activities supported by CCF as well as the fund’s policy and procedures.  
 
14. The same internal memo (footnote 6) also provided for the CCF manager's responsibility for the 
day-to-day operations of the CCF and its components, with assistance from a team of staff and 
consultants with relevant technical and administrative expertise. It was envisaged that ADB and external 
contributors to the fund (“financing partners”) would oversee the implementation of CCF and review its 
progress, annual work programs, and strategic directions. The ADB Office of Cofinancing Operations 
would facilitate partner contributions to the CCF and lead negotiations with partners on financial issues 
and agreements. In 2015, RSDD was reorganized into the current SDCC, with the governance and 
administration structure of the CCF updated accordingly. The current governance structure is shown in 
Table 1.  
 

 
5  ADB. 2008. Climate Change Fund. Manila.  
6  ADB. 2008. Climate Change Fund—Establishment of the Climate Change Steering Committee and Working Groups. Internal 

Memo.  
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Table 1: Climate Change Fund Governance Structure 

Party Composition Functions 
ADB and Financing 
Partners  

ADB and external contributors  Provide strategic direction to CCF 

Meet for annual consultations 

Review progress and administration and 
annual work program 

Climate Change 
Steering Committee  

Chair: director general, SDCC 
Secretariat: SDCD 
Members: directors general of user 
departments and chief economist 

Provide strategic direction to CCF 

Approve CCF policy and procedures by CCSC 
Chair 

Approve allocation of funds to applications 
for TA projects and grant components of 
investments 

Clean Energy Working 
Group  

CEWG chair: Chief, Energy Sector 
Group 
Co-chair: Co-chair of Energy Sector 
Group 
Secretariat: SDSC 
 
Members: representatives of the 
operations departments and ERCD, as 
well as any additional technical 
specialists nominated by the chair  

Review and make recommendations on 
mitigation and adaptation related activities 
to be supported from CCF  

Recommend policy and procedures of CCF to 
CCSC 

Adaptation and Land 
Use Working Group  

ALUWG chair: director, SDCD 
Secretariat: SDCD 
 
Members: representatives of the 
operations departments, as well as any 
additional technical specialists 
nominated by Chair as members 

Review and make recommendations on 
mitigation and adaptation related activities 
to be supported from CCF  

Recommend policy and procedures of CCF to 
CCSC 

CCF Manager (SDCD) Manager/coordinator: 
Overall: director, SDCD or designate 
Clean Energy/Mitigation: chief sector 
officer, SDSC or designate 
Adaptation and land use: Director, 
SDCD or designate 
Assistance: team of staff and 
consultants 

Serve as secretariat and oversee CCF day-to-
day operations 

Oversee review process for applications 

Review applications for compliance with 
implementation guidelines for use of funds 

Prepare annual work program and progress 
reports 

Serve as focal point 

Office of Cofinancing 
Operationsa  

Designated by head, Office of 
Cofinancing Operations 

Facilitate partner contributions to CCF 

Communicate on financial issues among the 
partners 

Lead negotiations with partners on financial 
and procedural agreements for CCF 
contributions and framework agreement 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ALUWG = Adaptation and Land Use Working Group, CCF = Climate Change Fund, CCSC = Climate 
Change Steering Committee, CEWG = Clean Energy Working Group, ERCD = Economic Research and Regional Cooperation 
Department, SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, SDCD = Climate Change and Disaster Risk 
Management Division of SDCC, SDSC = Office of the Cluster Head of SDCC. 
a The Office of Cofinancing Operations was reorganized in 2019.  
Sources: Asian Development Bank, Climate Change Fund, 2019 Annual Progress Report. 
 
15. Application and selection. Project proposals can be initiated by DMC agencies, development 
partners, or ADB. All ADB DMCs are eligible for support from the CCF and assistance may be made 
available to central and local governments, government agencies, the private sector, and other eligible 
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entities. Two-page CCF application forms should be accompanied by a TA or project concept paper. 
Applications are reviewed in six batches every year and are due at the end of every 2 months starting  
31 January, 31 March, 31 May, 31 July, 30 September, and 30 November. The CCSC makes allocations to 
projects on the basis of recommendations from the Clean Energy Working Group and the Adaptation 
and Land Use Working Group, which review applications against the CCF selection criteria. 
 
B. Climate Change Fund Portfolio, 2008–2019 

16. Contributions. Since the establishment of the CCF in May 2008, the Asian Development Bank has 
contributed a total of $74.0 million to the fund. ADB initially contributed $40.0 million for the CCF from 
its net income in 2008 (Figure 1). This was replenished with $10 million in 2010, $9.0 million in 2013, 
and $15.0 million in 2017. Adding in total interest income of $2.8 million, CCF’s total resources amount 
to $76.8 million.7 The fund was designed to be open for further contributions from countries, other 
development organizations, foundations, the private sector, and other sources. However, since the 
establishment of the fund there have been no contributions from other sources. The CCF has distributed 
$74.6 million as follows: $39.6 million (53%) for clean energy development, $27.0 million (36%) for 
adaptation, $7.8 million (11%) for REDD+ and land use, and $0.2 (0.3%) million for climate finance 
readiness. 
 

 
 

17. Allocations. As of 31 December 2019, the CCF had allocated a total of $77.1 million for 118 CCF 
projects (127 allocations, Appendix 2, Table A2.1). Figure 1 shows that the volume of allocations tended 
to increase in the years following fund replenishment and to taper off in later years as fewer funds were 

 
7  Figure as of 31 December 2019. Total Interest income is derived from interest earned in the bank account, time deposits, 

government, and corporate obligations.  

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Adaptation 1.4 8.2 0.0 3.7 0.5 0.0 2.1 0.0 1.3 2.7 5.2 3.5

Clean Energy 18.5 5.4 0.2 5.4 0.1 1.0 1.5 0.8 1.3 0.5 4.8 0.1

REDD+ and Land Use 0.1 4.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 2.3

Climate Finance Readiness 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 20.0 18.3 0.2 9.2 0.5 2.0 3.6 0.8 2.6 4.3 9.9 5.8

Contributions 40.00 - 10.00 - 9.00 - - - - 15.00 - -
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Figure 1: Climate Change Fund Annual Approvals by Component, 2008–2019

Adaptation Clean Energy REDD+ and Land Use Climate Finance Readiness Total Contributions

REDD+ = reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation plus sustainable forest management.
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available. The resources were allocated as follows: $39.3 million for clean energy development (51%), 
$28.5 million for adaptation (37%), $9.1 million for REDD+ and land use (12%), and $0.2 million for 
climate finance readiness (0.3%). 

 
18. Modalities. Of the financing modalities, TA projects had the largest share ($44.0 million, 57%), 
followed by GCIs ($14.3 million, 18%), direct charges ($9.9 million, 13%), and TALLs ($9.0 million, 12%). 
Details of the CCF TA portfolio are in Appendix 2, Table A2.2. 
 
19. Sectors. The CCF has provided 
support to all ADB sectors except for 
education. The largest allocation of CCF 
funds was to the energy sector ($31.4 
million, 41%); followed by the 
agriculture, natural resources, and rural 
development sector ($20.4 million, 27%). 
The transport sector ($8.6 million, 11%) 
and multisector ($8.8 million, 11%) were 
third and fourth (Figure 2). Minimal 
support was provided to water and other 
urban infrastructure and services, public 
sector management (PSM), finance, 
health, and industry and trade.   

 
20. Activities. A review of project 
documents classified CCF projects into 
eight types: (i) capacity development,  
(ii) development of knowledge products 
and/or conduct of knowledge events,  
(iii) operational support, (iv) policy, 
program, or strategic framework 
development, (v) project preparation,  
(vi) project or program implementation, (vii) supporting conduct of climate risk and adaptation options 
assessments (CRAs), and (viii) technology development and deployment. More than half of CCF resources 
were used to develop capacity ($40 million, 52%)—Appendix 2, Table A2.2. Operational support received 
the smallest share ($1.8 million, 2%). Shares of the other six categories were in the $5.2 million to  
$6 million (7%–8%) range. 
 
21. Regions. Of the five ADB regions, East Asia received the largest allocation ($18.3 million, 24%), 
followed by Southeast Asia ($10.0 million, 13%) and South Asia ($9.5 million, 12%)—Appendix 2, Table 
A2.2. Allocations to the Pacific ($3.0 million) and Central and West Asia ($3.4 million) regions were small 
(4% each). Projects covering two or more DMCs across ADB regions (interregional support) received the 
largest proportion of CCF funding ($33.1 million, 43%).  
 
22. Interregional. Breaking down interregional support by CCF component, $16.3 million (49%) was 
allocated to clean energy, with $12.4 million (37%) to adaptation. REDD+ and land use received  
$4.2 million (13%) and climate finance readiness $0.2 million (1%) share. 
 
23. In terms of activities, the allocations were as follows: capacity development ($16.4 million, 50%); 
technology development and deployment ($4.6 million, 14%); CRAs ($4.0 million, 12%); development of 
knowledge products and conduct of knowledge events ($3.5 million, 11%); project preparation ($2.8 
million, 8%); operational support ($1.6 million, 5%,) and policy, program, strategic framework 
development ($0.15 million, 0.5%,). The countries that received interregional support are listed in 
Appendix 2, Table A2.5. 

Figure 2: Climate Change Fund Allocations by Sector,  
2008–2019  

(%) 

 
ANNRD = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; PSM = 
public sector management; WUS = water and other urban 
infrastructure and services. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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24. Countries. CCF financed projects in 16 developing member countries (DMCs), with the People’s 
Republic of China (PRC) having the largest share of total allocations at $17.2 million (22%), mostly clean 
energy projects ($12.2 million—Figure 3). Sri Lanka was a distant second, having received  $4.9 million 
(6%), a significant portion of which was also for clean energy projects. Indonesia came third with $4.0 
million (5%) of allocations, most of which involved adaptation projects. The 13 other countries received 
shares ranging from 3% to 0.1%. Regional projects received almost half of all allocations, $38 million 
(49%). Breaking down these regional projects by component, it can be seen that financing for the clean 
energy and adaptation components were almost equal at about $16 million each, $5 million supported 
REDD+ and land use, while $0.2 million supported climate finance and readiness. 
 

 

25. CCF portfolio. Most of the projects approved for CCF allocations through December 2019 were 
for the clean energy and adaptation components. Only seven TA, TALL, or GCI projects had been approved 
for the REDD+ and land use component and just one for the climate finance readiness component,8 
whose relevance in relation to the CCF’s objective of “facilitating greater investments in DMCs to address 
the causes and consequences of climate change alongside ADB’s assistance in various related sectors” is 
high but whose results cannot yet be assessed since no completion report has been finalized. Chapter 3 
assesses the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability of the other three components based 
on the information presently available in the respective initial designs and completion reports. 

26. Several overall trends should be highlighted before proceeding to a component-by-component 
analysis. The first is that the nature of the projects approved for CCF financing has evolved over time, 

 
8  This was the regional TA for Enhancing Readiness of ADB Developing Member Countries for Scaled Up Climate Finance project, 

approved on 20 December 2013 for a CCF allocation of $237,500, of which $108,961.45 (45.9%), had been utilized as of 31 
December 2018 according to the CCF Annual Progress Report for 2018. Its expected impact was increased access to international 
climate finance by selected DMCs and its expected outcome was the increased readiness of DMCs to access climate finance for 
low-carbon, climate-resilient infrastructure projects. Thus, in principle, its relevance in terms of the CCF’s objective would be 
high. 

Figure 3: Climate Change Fund Allocations by Developing Member Country  
and Component, 2008–2019 

 
AFG = Afghanistan, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, COO = Cook Islands, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, LAO = 
Lao People's Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, PAL = Palau, PHI = Philippines,  
PRC = People’s Republic of China, REG = regional, SRI = Sri Lanka, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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especially in the clean energy and adaptation components, in part reflecting changes in the external 
environment.  In the case of clean energy, for example, several of the initial projects focused on helping 
DMCs, including the PRC, strengthen their capacity to access the Clean Development Mechanism under 
the Kyoto Protocol.9 However, once carbon prices fell and this option was no longer attractive to DMCs, 
the focus shifted to providing support for other climate mitigation instruments, such as innovative city-
specific and national emissions trading schemes (ETS) 10 and low-carbon initiatives, especially in the PRC. 
In 2014, ADB’s climate risk management framework was approved. To help mainstream the process into 
ADB’s operations, the CCF adaptation component included support to CRAs as one of its priority 
investments. Direct charges, in turn, began to be used predominantly to finance project CRAs starting in 
2014 under the adaptation component. 
 
27. More generally, while many of the initial projects and direct charges initially supported by the 
CCF were for clean energy , adaptation projects have become more numerous over time, especially in 
recent years. This is particularly true for direct charges, with 20 of the 24 such allocations approved 
between 2016 and the end of 2018 being adaptation-related.11 This is reflects the increasing attention 
being given by ADB and other international development institutions to adaption concerns in recent 
years, although mitigation efforts continue to be of critical importance, including through measures to 
reduce deforestation and forest degradation and to enhance sustainable forest resource management 
(i.e., REDD+). 
 
28. Leaving aside the direct charges, many of the projects approved for CCF support have also 
received concessional finance from other sources, including other trust funds managed by ADB, 
particularly the Technical Assistance Special Fund (TASF), and finance from external sources such as the 
Global Environment Facility (GEF). This has particularly been the case for those in the adaptation and 
REDD+ and land use components. In many cases, moreover, non-CCF resources have exceeded those 
allocated by the CCF. It may be that the CCF has mobilized additional resources for common objectives 
and projects, or it may be the other way around, i.e., the CCF allocations have themselves been mobilized 
by these other sources. 
 
29. Another noteworthy feature was the high concentration of CCF-supported individual projects in 
the PRC. This was especially the case for the clean energy component; the PRC accounted for 13 of the 
33 GCI, TA, and TALL projects, while no other country had more than one.12 Again, this is positive since 
the PRC has been very innovative on many fronts in relation to climate change mitigation and the CCF 
has supported these initiatives (and, conversely, the PRC has been very proactive in making use of this 
source of concessional finance). However, this means that CCF financing for other DMCs was limited. In 
many cases, the support focused on specific investment projects that were either under preparation or 
being implemented.13  

 
9  For example, China Clean Development Mechanism Fund Capacity Development, approved on 11 December 2008; the regional 

TA for Promoting Sustainable Transport in Asia, approved on 19 February 2009; and the Viet Nam Renewable Energy 
Development and Network Expansion and Rehabilitation for Remote Communes Sector Project, approved on 30 March 2009.  

10  Specifically, the Developing Tianjin Emission Trading System Project, approved on 9 December 2011; the Advancing Shanghai 
Carbon Market through Emissions Trading Scheme, approved on 2 October 2012; and Improving the Design of the National 
Carbon Emissions Trading System, approved 27 August 2018. 

11  The exceptions were for Journalist Knowledge-Sharing Program on Clean Energy Development, approved on 7 January 2016; 
Analyzing Mitigation Opportunities in Asia and the  Pacific to Support the Development of the Climate Change Strategic 
Framework 2017–2030, approved on 4 May 2016; the Regional Consultation Workshops on ADB's Climate Change Strategic 
Framework, 2017–2030, approved on 6 February 2017; and the Clean Energy Component and the Workshop and Clinic on 
Ecosystem-based Adaptation and Nature-based Approaches to Climate and Disaster Risk Management, approved  on 5 
September 2017, for the REDD+ and land use component. 

12  Eight other countries received CCF allocations under this component: Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Mongolia, Nepal, Sri 
Lanka, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. 

13 There were numerous examples of this, including Bangladesh: Strengthening the Resilience of the Water Sector in Khulna to 
Climate Change, approved on 10 December 2008; the Cook Islands: Avatiu Port Development Project Supplemental Financing, 
approved in 24 March 2011; the Myanmar: Resilient Communities Development Project, approved on 26 October 2017, and 
Uzbekistan: Sustainable Hydropower Project, approved on 30 September 2019 to take some of the earliest and most recent 
examples. 
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30. Finally, while regional TA projects supported by the CCF, including direct charges, have been used 
for a wide variety of purposes, in recent years many have been utilized to support ADB events and 
operational activities such as consultations for preparation of the Climate Change Operational 
Framework, 2017–2030 and its implementation.14 Direct charges were used to finance project-specific 
CRAs, which accounted for nearly half of the total CCF resources allocated through this mechanism by 
the end of 2018.15 Most of the direct charges were made either during the initial or most recent years of 
the period under review—14 in 2008–2009 and 24 in 2016–2018 (9 of which were approved in 2017). 
In contrast, only five direct charges were approved between 2010 and 2015, and none in 2012 and 2015. 
 

1. Clean Energy Component 
 

31. Altogether, 33 TA, TALL, and GCI projects were approved for CCF allocations under the clean 
energy component between 2008 and 2019. Clean energy projects predominated during the early years 
of the period, and this was also the case for the direct charges (11 of which were associated with this 
component). The PRC was the principal location of many of these projects. Only a handful specifically 
benefited other countries. 
 

2. Adaptation Component 
 

32. Twenty-nine TA, TALL, and GCI allocations were approved under this component between 2008 
and the end of 2019. Five of these were in the PRC and only three other countries (India, Nepal, and Viet 
Nam) had more than one. There were eleven regional project allocations. 
 

3. REDD+ and Land Use Component 
 

33. This was the second smallest component in terms of the number of CCF projects approved in the 
evaluation period (eight). Little is known about the results as three of the operations are still being 
implemented and one closed project could not be rated as no completion report was available.16 Four 
projects were regional, two of which were for the Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS), another for three 
countries within the GMS17 and the other for several countries across the different regions18. Individual 
country projects were approved for the PRC, the Philippines, and Indonesia. In the Philippines, the 
Integrated Natural Resources and Environmental Management Project GCI supported by a CCF grant, was 
intended to support forest conservation and watershed management, special studies, and capacity 
building on climate change. However, it was later canceled due to non-implementation of the investment 
project it was designed to support. 
 

 
14 Specifically, the Analyzing Mitigation Opportunities in Asia and the Pacific to Support the Development of the Climate Change 

Strategic Framework 2017–2030, approved on 4 May 2016, and Regional Consultations on ADB's Climate Change Strategic 
Framework, 2017–2030 which received two allocations (clean energy approved on 6 February 2017, adaptation approved on 24 
January 2017), as well as to the TA Subproject Supporting Ambitious Climate Action through Implementation of DMCs’ NDCs 
(under the cluster TA) Supporting the Implementation of ADB’s Climate Change Operational Framework 2017–2030), approved 
on 1 March 2019 which also received one allocation each from the adaptation and clean energy components. 

15 Specifically, Supporting Climate Risk and Vulnerability Assessments (CRVAs) for Climate Resilient Investment Design, approved 
for an allocation of $2.06 million on 21 March 2014, the Supporting CRVAs Studies to Support Resilient Investment Projects, 
approved for an allocation of $1.5 million on 26 June 2017, and the CRVA for Proposed Viet Nam Central Region Connectivity 
Enhancement Project, approved for an allocation of $24,500 on 9 March 2018, among others. These three direct charges 
together accounted for 48.9% of all such resources allocated by 31 December 2018. 

16  Specifically, the PRC: Jiangxi Sustainable Forest Ecosystem Development Project, which was approved on 9 November 2009 and, 
according to the CCF 2018 Annual Progress Report, closed on 31 October 2017, having utilized roughly 85% of its CCF allocation 
of $1.0 million. 

17  The GMS is composed of Cambodia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Myanmar, Thailand, Viet Nam, and two provinces of the 
PRC, although Myanmar did not participate fully in phase 1 of TA 8564-REG: Promoting Ecosystem Services and Forest Carbon 
Financing in Asia and the Pacific covers. 

18  TA 9461-REG Protecting and Investing in Natural Capital in Asia and the Pacific (formerly KSTA: Investing in Natural Capital in 
Asia and the Pacific) covers Central and West Asia, East Asia, Southeast Asia, and South Asia.  
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C. Existing Evaluations related to Climate Change Fund and Similar Funds 

34. IED evaluations related to the CCF have been limited. One TA project19 was the subject of a TA 
performance evaluation report.20 Five grants classified as GCIs had related project completion reports 
(PCRs), of which four were validated by IED. 
 
35. At the fund level, in 2010 IED undertook a special evaluation study of three financing partnership 
facilities (FPFs), including the Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility, which shares a design and 
monitoring framework with the CCF clean energy component (para. 10).21 The evaluation found it 
difficult to track and monitor activities under the direct charge modality. The evaluation noted that there 
were potential benefits from consolidating trust funds outside the FPFs into the FPFs as its main lesson. 
The evaluation added that consolidating the trust funds would potentially (i) diversify the sources of 
finance (and also increase the nonmonetary financing mechanisms provided), thereby improving both 
the relevance and the financial sustainability of the FPFs; and (ii) render the FPFs more efficient due to 
increased economies of scale.  
 
36. In 2014, IED conducted a real-time evaluation of ADB's initiatives to support access to climate 
finance.22 The evaluation assessed the access to different climate change financing sources but it did not 
fully evaluate the performance of individual funds, including the CCF. It noted that the CCF was not able  
to leverage any climate funds that were not managed by ADB. The evaluation found that, while the CCF 
had added distinct components or activities to individual projects, there was no evidence that the projects 
would not have gone ahead in the absence of CCF support. 

 
37. The Climate Investment Funds (CIF) are significantly larger than the CCF. The first independent 
evaluation of the CIF was published by the International Finance Corporation (IFC) in 2014, when these 
funds were still relatively new. It found that the CIF had “mobilized almost $8 billion for climate-related 
investments, making it the world’s largest climate fund.” It added that “planned and ongoing CIF 
investments have potential for mitigating GHG emissions, boosting energy supply and efficiency, building 
resilience, and improving forest management” and that the CIF had done so “with genuine government 
leadership and integration with national policies while also spurring greater cooperation among the 
MDBs.” It also noted that “while it is not surprising that some high-capacity countries were faster to 
engage, some lower-income countries have worked with the CIF to develop promising, coherent 
investment plans.”23 Other findings of potential relevance for the CCF included the following: 
 

(i) CIF’s governance structure had achieved legitimacy through an inclusive and balanced 
framework. It provided a role for observers and its disclosure and transparency were 
good. 

(ii) CIF’s efficiency and effectiveness had been hindered by its complex architecture, 
consensus decision rule, and the lack of a secretariat with a strong executive function. 
However, CIF had shown a capacity for organizational learning and adaptation over time. 

(iii) Delays were most notable at the project preparation stage; contributing factors included 
project novelty, lack of implementation readiness, and political changes. 

(iv) Core indicators did not always capture steps to long-term transformation, for example 
in the form of institutional change. 

 
19  ADB. 2005. Proposed Technical Assistance for Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative in 

the Greater Mekong Subregion (Phase 1). Manila. 
20  IED. 2018. Performance Evaluation Report: Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative in the 

Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila: ADB. 
21 IED. 2010. Financing Partnership Facilities. Special Evaluation Study. Manila.  
22 IED. 2014. Thematic Evaluation Study: Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Initiatives to Support Access to Climate Finance. Manila: 

ADB.   
23  IFC International. 2014. Independent Evaluation of the Climate Investment Funds. Washington, DC, p. 57. 
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(v) The factors driving the Clean Technology Fund (CTF) implementation performance 
included: country leadership, including government focal points with the authority and 
ability to manage disbursement; existing multinational development bank relationships; 
technology track records; and mature policies, regulations, and financial sectors. 

(vi) The policy, regulatory and macroeconomic situations in more than half of the CTF 
countries had the potential to limit or delay transformation and replication.24 

(vii) Some stakeholders were risk averse, which inhibited the CIF from deploying the full range 
of financial instruments originally intended. This was particularly the case for private 
sector stakeholders. 

(viii) Investment plans succeeded in securing strong government ownership, but with uneven 
results in promoting policy mainstreaming and improved coordination among national 
agencies and between donors.25 

 
38. The four CIF programs26 were assessed against four dimensions of transformational change: 
relevance, systemic change, scale, and sustainability. The results were summarized in a publication in 
January 2019.27 Three important contextual observations were made that are relevant for the CCF: 
 

(i) Program differences. It is important to consider differences in CIF program funding levels, 
sectors, design, and implementation status when interpreting the findings.  The Clean 
Technology Fund portfolio was the largest and most advanced, accounting for 70% of 
projects approved between 2009 and 2015. The Pilot Program for Climate Resilience 
(PPCR) portfolio was maturing, with 60% of the projects approved between 2013 and 
2015, but these were largely still at an early stage of implementation. Over half of the 
Scaling Up Renewable Energy Program in Low-Income Countries (SREP) and Forest 
Investment Program (FIP) projects were only 1 or 2 years old; some were generating 
results but most were still at the design or early implementation stage. 

(ii) Limitations. There are inherent limitations to analyses of efforts to carry out complex 
systemic changes of this magnitude. It is difficult to isolate CIF’s influence, to generalize 
findings based on case studies, and to avoid potential bias from a focus on more 
advanced programs.28 

(iii) The world has changed since CIF’s founding. In 2008, low-carbon energy technology 
costs were high, penetration of these technologies in low- and middle-income countries 
was limited, and the enabling environment was not conducive to scaling-up projects. In 
the following decade, there were large-scale investments in renewable energy 
technologies—notably wind and solar photovoltaic—technology costs have plummeted 
and there has been increasing penetration in emerging markets.

 
24  This is further defined in the CIF evaluation as the extent to which the deployment, diffusion, and transfer of technologies and 

the implementation of policy reforms result in significant reduction in emissions growth against a national, regional or sector 
baseline. 

25  Footnote 23, Executive Summary, pp. xiii–xv.  
26  The Clean Technology Fund (CTF), the Pilot Program for Climate Resilience (PPCR), the Forest Investment Program (FIP) and the 

Scaling Up Renewable Energy Program (SREP) 
27  Climate Investment Funds, Transformational Change in the Climate Investment Funds: Summary of Findings from an Independent 

Evaluation and Evidence Synthesis, January 2019, p. 2. The four dimensions were defined more specifically as: (i) relevance—the 
strategic focus of CIF investments—impacting low-carbon and climate-resilient development with sustainable development co-
benefits; (ii) systemic change—fundamental shifts in system structures and functions; (iii) scale—contextually large-scale 
transformational processes and impacts; and (iv) sustainability—the robustness and resilience of changes. 

28  Footnote 26, p. 3. It also stated “the evaluation team limited potential bias by gathering input from external experts, identifying 
positive, neutral, and negative dynamics, triangulating evidence, and caveating findings where appropriate. The Evidence 
Synthesis drew on publicly available literature on CIF’s role related to transformational change. The available evidence is limited.” 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

Performance Assessment 
 
 
 
 
A. Introduction 

39. The evaluation’s overarching question was: Has the CCF been successful in facilitating greater 
investments in DMCs to address climate change? Subsidiary questions were used to address the fund’s 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability (Appendix 1).   
 
40. The evaluation drew upon the evidence gathered from the desk review of available 
documentation, the portfolio review, secondary datasets, the independent review of 38 completion 
reports, and interviews with ADB staff.   
 
B. Relevance 
 

1. How well aligned was the CCF with ADB and DMC climate-change-related strategies over 
the evaluation period and how relevant is it to Strategy 2030 operational priority 3 
(OP3)? 

 
41. At the time of its establishment, the CCF was pioneering, transformative and unique in ADB. ADB 
used its own net income to establish the fund, sending a strong signal of its commitment to climate 
change. In many ways, the CCF was more focused then the prevailing ADB corporate Strategy 2020, 
which had subsumed climate change within environment and did not attempt to mainstream climate 
issues in ADB operations. The CCF also preceded ADB’s first formal strategic guidance on climate in 2010: 
Priorities for Addressing Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific. The pioneering nature of the CCF can be 
seen by the fact that the World Economic Forum Global Risks Report in 2009 was very focused on the 
global financial crisis; climate change was recognized, but ranked relatively low in the list of global risks. 
By contrast, in the 2020 Global Risks Report, climate action failure was the top risk in terms of impact.  
 
42. The CCF has generally been well aligned with both ADB climate-related strategies and ADB 
support for DMCs in meeting their global climate commitments. The CCF was established in 2008 with 
the objective of facilitating more investments in DMCs to address the causes and consequences of climate 
change alongside ADB’s own assistance in various related sectors. Table 2 illustrates the CCF’s degree of 
alignment with ADB’s guiding strategies over the evaluation period. On the whole, the CCF has generally 
been well aligned with both ADB climate-related strategies and global climate agreements. It was not 
possible to assess the CCF’s alignment with individual DMC climate-related strategies. However, the CCF 
was designed to support DMCs in meeting their global climate commitments. At this juncture, strategic 
guidance is needed to improve the alignment of the CCF with the objectives of OP3 and to differentiate 
the CCF from the other climate funds that are now available for ADB. 
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Table 2: Strategic Alignment of the Climate Change Fund, 2008–2019 

Guiding 
Strategy Year Climate Focus and Priorities CCF Alignment 
Strategy 2020 2008 Environmentally sustainable growth is one of 

three main corporate priorities. It includes 
strengthening regional initiatives for 
mitigating and adapting to climate change 
due to Asia’s rising contribution to carbon 
dioxide emissions. The environment, including 
climate change, was one of five core areas of 
operation. 

Against the backdrop of the Kyoto 
Protocol, the CCF was established 
with an initial contribution of  
$40 million. CCF guidelines envisaged 
25% support for adaptation and 75% 
for mitigation and land use. Climate 
change was at an early stage of 
mainstreaming at ADB, being 
subsumed as a component of 
environment. The CCF was the front 
runner for climate action at ADB.  

Priorities for 
Addressing 
Climate 
Change in Asia 
and the Pacific 

2010 Strategic priorities for ADB support include:  
(i) expanding the use of clean energy, 
including energy efficiency and renewable 
energy; (ii) encouraging sustainable transport 
and urban development; (iii) managing land 
use and forests for carbon sequestration;  
(iv) promoting climate-resilient development; 
and (v) strengthening policies, governance, 
and capacities. 

The components of the CCF were well 
aligned with ADB’s first formal 
climate change strategy. The CCF was 
replenished with $10 million in 2010. 
The early CCF portfolio was 
particularly strong on clean energy.  

Environment 
Operational 
Directions, 
2013–2020 

2013 The fourth direction is “responding to the 
climate change imperative.” It promotes 
climate change response actions—both 
adaptation and mitigation—that will cut 
across the other three directions (promoting a 
shift to sustainable infrastructure, investing in 
natural capital, and strengthening 
environmental governance and management 
capacity) and be fully integrated with each. 

The CCF components on adaptation 
and REDD+ and land use were 
particularly well aligned with the 
operational directions. The CCF was 
replenished with $9 million in 2013. 

Strategy 2020 
Mid-Term 
Review 

2014 ADB will scale up its support for climate 
change adaptation and maintain its assistance 
for mitigation through clean energy, energy 
efficiency, and sustainable transport. It will 
further mainstream adaptation and climate 
resilience in development planning, project 
design and implementation, promote natural 
resource management to protect and 
maintain the productive potential of land, 
forests, and water resources, and boost DMC 
access to global and regional funds for 
environment and climate change. 

The mid-term review of Strategy 
2020 saw a major elevation of 
climate in ADB’s corporate strategy, 
including greater mainstreaming in 
the project cycle. The CCF responded 
by ramping up support for climate 
risk vulnerability assessments during 
project preparation. In the 2015 Paris 
Agreement, ADB committed to 
double its annual climate finance to  
$6 billion by 2020; $4 billion for 
mitigation and $2 billion for 
adaptation.  

Climate 
Change 
Operational 
Framework 
(CCOF), 2017–
2030 

2017 The framework is guided by the following 
operational principles: (i) supporting 
ambitious climate objectives articulated in 
nationally determined contributions  and 
other climate plans; (ii) accelerating lower 
greenhouse gas emissions development;  
(iii) promoting climate change adaptation;  
(iv) integrating climate change adaptation and 
disaster risk management; and (v) linking 
climate actions to the wider sustainable 
development agenda. 

The CCF was instrumental in 
developing the CCOF and in 
subsequently supporting its 
implementation. CCF received its 
latest replenishment with $15 million 
in 2017. The CCOF noted that the 
CCF was the main source of internal 
funds to support climate-related 
activities. 
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Guiding 
Strategy Year Climate Focus and Priorities CCF Alignment 
Strategy 2030  2018 The third operational priority (OP3) is “tackling 

climate change, building climate and disaster 
resilience, and enhancing environmental 
sustainability,” including by ensuring that 
75% of ADB’s committed operations support 
climate change mitigation and adaptation by 
2030 and by scaling up climate finance from 
ADB’s own resources to $80 billion from 2019 
to 2030. 

Climate change, with disaster 
resilience and environmental 
sustainability is one of ADB’s 
operational priorities. New CCF 
guidelines are published, largely to 
align it with the CCOF.  

Operational 
Priority 3, 
2019–2024 

2019 The main foci will be: (i) increasing the 
number of ADB projects and overall 
investment in climate change mitigation, 
climate and disaster resilience, and 
environmental sustainability; and  
(ii) increasing the quality of ADB interventions 
with regard to mainstreaming of climate 
change mitigation, climate and disaster 
resilience, and environmental sustainability; 
integrating the water-food-energy nexus; and 
the overall delivery of development impact 
and results. 

In December 2019, ADB exceeded its 
2020 target of $6 billion, but the 
adaptation target was not met. The 
CCF was mentioned in OP3, but as 
one of many special funds and trust 
funds managed by ADB supporting 
climate action. The CCF is not 
sufficiently differentiated from these 
other funds. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CCF = Climate Change Fund, CCOF = Climate Change Operational Framework, OP3 = operational 
priority 3. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
 
43. The CCF portfolio has achieved its intended ratio of support for adaptation and mitigation. The 
CCF was originally designed to deliver a portfolio with a mix of 25% support for adaptation and 75% for 
mitigation. By the end of 2019, the CCF had delivered a ratio of approximately 37% for adaptation to 
63% for mitigation (Appendix 2). The 25% target for adaptation was therefore exceeded, which can be 
justified given the subsequent ADB target set in 2015 to double climate finance to $6 billion by 2020, 
with a 40% to 60% ratio of adaptation and mitigation. By the end of 2019, ADB’s climate-related 
financing had reached $1.4 billion (23%) for adaptation and $4.8 billion (77%) for mitigating climate 
change. The lagging nature of ADB's overall support for adaptation raises questions over the originally 
envisioned ratio of 25% to 75% for adaptation and mitigation.  
 
44. The CCF was most relevant for addressing climate change issues in DMCs with high emissions, 
but less so for supporting more vulnerable DMCS or countries eligible for concessional resources. The 
CCF country allocations were compared against two key datasets to assess the portfolio’s strategic 
relevance: the Global Carbon Budget 201929 and The Global Climate Risk Index 2020 (Appendix 3).30 
Although vulnerability was not a CCF selection criterion, this comparison helped show where CCF 
resources were allocated to augment the relevance assessment.  From a mitigation perspective, the 
portfolio appears relevant as the countries that were the top 10 greenhouse gas (GHG) emitters used 
77.3% of CCF resources (excluding regional projects), with the PRC taking up a significant proportion of 
these resources. Most PRC projects were for clean energy, and, as the PRC is the largest GHG emitter 
globally, this was relevant. The CCF clean energy component complements the larger Clean Energy 
Financing Partnership Facility (CEFPF) which prioritizes vulnerable countries and small island developing 
states while the CCF clean energy component supports less vulnerable DMCs. For adaptation, the fund 
was somewhat less relevant as the 10 most vulnerable recipient countries used only 37.2% of CCF 
resources (excluding regional projects). Similarly, 75% of the CCF fund (excluding regional projects) went 
to ADB Group C (countries with access to ordinary capital resources only), with the balance equally 
distributed between Group A (countries with access to concessional finance only) and Group B (countries 

 
29  P. Friedlingstein et al. 2019. Global Carbon Budget 2019, Earth Syst. Sci. Data, 2019. https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-11-1783-2019.  
30  Germanwatch Global Climate Risk Index 2020 www.germanwatch.org/en/cri.  

https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-11-1783-2019
http://www.germanwatch.org/en/cri
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with access to ordinary capital resources and concessional finance). However, this analysis does not 
consider the economies of scale of the CCF support given the size of the country, since the impact may 
be larger in smaller countries. Some 48% of CCF resources were for regional projects, which are difficult 
to attribute to individual DMCs. However, if these regional projects are attributed to the participating 
countries, the allocation to individual Group C countries as a proportion of the entire CCF portfolio would 
halve to about 37.5% (from 75%).  
 
45. Across ADB’s regions East Asia received greatest CCF support and Central and West Asia and the 
Pacific received the least. Of the five ADB regions, East Asia received the largest allocation ($18.3 million, 
24%), followed by Southeast Asia ($10.0 million, 13%) and South Asia ($9.5 million, 12%). In the Pacific 
and Central and West Asia regions, which include semi-arid climates in Central and West Asia and low-
lying islands in the Pacific, CCF project allocations have been relatively small, both at 4%. It should be 
noted that, as far as CRAs are concerned, the Pacific and Central and West Asia together received a 
greater allocation than South Asia and Southeast Asia combined.  

 
46. The overall balance of the portfolio was generally appropriate to meeting the CCF objectives, but 
there were some notable exceptions. PRC projects dominated the portfolio, although many were highly 
relevant and innovative. Two reasons may explain this: (i) the PRC is not eligible to use many of the other 
funds and the CCF may be its only option, and (ii) the PRC has more climate change pipeline projects 
which create a greater demand for finance. However, the use of CCF funds for CRAs in the PRC (40% of 
the total) seems unwarranted given the PRC’s capacity. ADB headquarters and the PRC resident mission 
have worked effectively with the PRC government, in particular the Ministry of Environment and Ecology, 
to maximize the allocation of CCF funds, which have been supporting the PRC’s climate objectives. The 
PRC resident mission is currently working with the ministry on a proposed TA project on a climate change 
financing acceleration platform. While CCF support for the PRC is beneficial for mitigating harmful 
climate change effects and provides opportunities for demonstrating innovative solutions, the 
dominance of the PRC may have crowded out other countries. Most of the projects approved for CCF 
allocations to the end of December 2019 were for its clean energy and adaptation components. Only 
seven projects were approved for the REDD+ and land use component and just one for the climate 
finance readiness component, whose relevance is high but whose results cannot yet be assessed because 
of the lack of a completion report. The top three sectors receiving CCF funds were energy; agriculture, 
natural resources, and rural development; and transport. More funding for the water and other urban 
infrastructure services sector might have been expected, but funds for this sector are available from other 
sources such as the Urban Climate Change Resilience Trust Fund.   
 
47. The CCF’s engagement with the private sector was limited and tended to focus on clean energy. 
There are other climate funds better tailored for such support. The board paper establishing the CCF 
expected that it would support both private and public sector projects, but in fact the CCF portfolio 
contained only one project and three direct charges related to the private sector totaling $595,000.31 The 
Wastewater Treatment and Reuse Project was the first energy-efficiency TA in the PRC's water sector and 
was cofinanced by the CCF and the Water Financing Partnership Facility. The CCF was instrumental in 
helping the client adopt international best practices to enhance the energy efficiency of wastewater 
treatment and reuses facilities.  
 
48. The opportunities for private sector engagement in climate-related activities focused mainly on 
mitigation. The Canadian Climate Fund for the Private Sector and Leading Asia’s Private Sector 
Infrastructure Fund invest in renewable energy generation, energy efficiency and conservation, 
sustainable transport, and waste and wastewater management, which are similar to the scope of the 
CCF clean energy component. On the adaptation side, entry points may be more limited, although 

 
31  Direct charges include (i) The Climate Public–Private Partnership Fund (CP3); (ii) Enhancing Climate Change Support 

for Private Sector; and (iii) Preparing and Tracking Private Sector Clean Energy Investments in DMCs. The PRC: Wastewater 
Treatment and Reuse Project was the only private-sector-related project in the CCF portfolio. 
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tailored CCF support for climate risk assessments with consultants familiar with nonsovereign operations 
may be an untapped opportunity.  

 
2. Does the CCF complement and add value to existing climate funds in ADB operations? 
 

49. At its establishment, the CCF was unique and it was instrumental in ramping up climate action 
at ADB. The CCF was one of the first climate funds at ADB and remains the only one set up using ADB’s 
own net income. The CCF built on the Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility (CEFPF) established a 
year earlier but broadened the CEPF’s scope beyond clean energy to include adaptation and REDD+ and 
land use. One of the unique aspects of the CCF’s design was that projects covering all countries and 
sectors were eligible for finance, unlike many other trust funds.  
 
50. The CCF is now one of several funds available to support climate action at ADB but it is not 
sufficiently differentiated from newer funds. During the evaluation period, ADB had access to the 
following funds for mitigation and adaptation operations: externally funded and managed funds (e.g., 
the Climate Investment Funds, Green Climate Fund, and the Global Environment Facility), special funds 
and trust funds dedicated to address climate change and managed by ADB (e.g., the Climate Change 
Fund, the Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility), ADB managed carbon funds, and ADB-managed 
funds with other primary purposes but which were able to support climate change-related activities 
(Table 3). These funds have different purposes, strategic approaches, selection criteria and sometimes 
country and sector foci (Appendix 4). The CCF’s 2018 guidelines do not differentiate the CCF sufficiently 
from other related funds or explain how it complements them, with the exception of the CEFPF, which is 
clearly complementary with the CCF clean energy component. The CCF does enjoy a competitive 
advantage in that it is not limited by country or sector unlike some ADB trust funds, but, while this brings 
flexibility, it may also dilute its strategic focus.   
 

Table 3: ADB Climate Finance Funds  

Fund 
Year of 

Establishment Strategic Focus and Priorities Contributors 

Total Volume 
of Support 
as of end 

2019 
ADB-Managed Funds Dedicated to Address Climate Change 
Clean Energy Financing 
Partnership Facility 
(CEFPF) 

2007 Improve energy security in DMCs, 
decrease the rate of climate 
change, encourage clean energy 
development. 

Multi-donor $327.7 million 

ADB Climate Change 
Fund (CCF) 

2008 Support: (i) clean energy, 
sustainable transport, and low-
carbon urban development,  
(ii) REDD+ and improved land use 
management, (iii) adaptation. 

ADB $74.0 million 

Canadian Climate Fund 
for the Private Sector in 
Asia (CFPS) under Clean 
Energy Financing 
Partnership Facility 

2013 Support private sector operations 
to combat climate change. 

Government of 
Canada 

$81.5 million 

Urban Climate Change 
Resilience Trust Fund 
(UCCRTF) 

2013 Reduce the risks poor and 
vulnerable people face from 
floods, storms, or droughts by 
investing in planning and 
designing infrastructure to 
mitigate these impacts.  

The Rockefeller 
Foundation and 
the governments 
of Switzerland 
and the United 
Kingdom 

$149.4 million 

Project Readiness 
Improvement Trust 
Fund 

2016 Ensure investment projects are 
responsive to climate change.  

Nordic 
Development 
Fund 

€7 million 
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Fund 
Year of 

Establishment Strategic Focus and Priorities Contributors 

Total Volume 
of Support 
as of end 

2019 
Asia Pacific Climate 
Finance Fund (ACliFF) 

2017 Develop and implement financial 
risk management products as part 
of existing and future climate-
related projects that would benefit 
from such products. 

Government of 
Germany 

$33.3 million 

Canadian Climate Fund 
for the Private Sector in 
Asia II (CFPS II) 

2017 Encourage greater private sector 
participation in climate change 
mitigation and adaptation in low-
income and lower middle-income 
countries and upper middle-
income, small island developing 
states in Asia and the Pacific.  

Government of 
Canada 

$150 million 

Ireland Trust Fund for 
Building Climate 
Change and Disaster 
Resilience in Small 
Island Developing 
States 

2019 Build climate change and disaster 
resilience in small island 
developing states.  

Government of 
Ireland 

$13.4 million 

Externally-Managed Climate Change Funds that ADB has Access to 
Green Climate Fund 2010 Support a shift toward low-

emission and climate-resilient 
development pathways.  

Multi-donor $473 million 

Global Environment 
Facility (GEF) 

1991 Promote the environment and 
sustainable development in the 
Pacific. 

Multi-donor  $246 million 

Climate Investment 
Funds (CIF) 

2008 Support a transition to a low-
carbon, climate-resilient economic 
growth path: (i) reduce GHG 
emissions, (ii) mitigate the 
negative impact of climate 
change, or (iii) allow countries to 
adapt to that impact.  

Multi-donor 
 

$1,442 million 

ADB-Managed Carbon Funds 
Future Carbon Fund 
(FCF) 

2009 Promote energy efficiency and 
renewable energy and GHG 
reduction, support low-carbon 
technologies over conventional 
options.  

Multi-donor $115 million 

Japan Fund for the 
Joint Crediting 
Mechanism 

2014 Promote adoption of advanced 
low-carbon technologies in ADB-
financed and administered 
sovereign and nonsovereign 
projects.  

Government of 
Japan 

$70 million 

ADB-Managed Funds with Other Primary Purposes but Can Support Climate-Change-Related Activities 
Integrated Disaster Risk 
Management Fund 
(IDRM Fund) 

2013 Support regional IDRM priorities in 
Southeast Asia DMCs.  

Government of 
Canada 

$8.5 million 

The Leading Asia’s 
Private Infrastructure 
Fund (LEAP) 

2016 Leverage and complement ADB’s 
existing nonsovereign operations 
to fill financing gaps and increase 
access to finance for infrastructure 
projects in the region. 

Japan 
International 
Cooperation 
Agency 

$1,500 million 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, GHG =greenhouse gas, IDRM = Integrated Disaster Risk 
Management, REDD+ = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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51. The major ADB sectors are all reflected in the CCF portfolio, with the exception of water and 
other urban infrastructure and services. Since it is open to all sectors, the CCF has a wider reach than 
many other climate funds. The largest allocation of CCF funds was to the energy sector ($31.4 million, 
41%); followed by the agriculture, natural resources, and rural development sector ($20.4 million, 27%); 
multisector ($8.8 million, 11%); and transport ($8.6 million, 11%). The low allocation to the water and 
other urban infrastructure and services sector ($3.9 million, 5%) could reflect the availability of climate 
finance through the Urban Climate Change Resilience Trust Fund, which focuses on urban projects and 
the Water Financing Partnership Facility (WFPF) which focuses on water projects. This allocation also 
highlights the need for strategic coordination across the climate funds.   
 

3. How well designed has the fund been to meet its objectives? How relevant are the four 
chosen modalities and intervention components? 
 

52. At a time of scarce resources, the CCF was designed as a multi-donor fund and intended to be 
complementary to the CEFPF as it extended climate activities to include adaptation, forestry, and land 
use. The CCF was also intended to complement the CIF, which was being developed at the time. 
Assistance from the CCF was to be provided in the form of untied grants and combined with other ADB 
resources and forms of bilateral or multilateral assistance, such as other trust funds. However, although 
the CCF was designed as a multi-donor fund, with contributions up to $5 million, in reality no 
contributions were received and ADB’s net income has been the sole source of funding. The untied nature 
of the grants, lack of country or sector focus, and the fact that commitments by an external contributor 
would not be subject to any conditions other than as provided in the board paper, may have dampened 
interest from external financing partners. While the lack of other contributors did not necessarily hinder 
the achievement of the CCF objectives, it no doubt reduced its leveraging capacity, its visibility, and 
perhaps interest from DMCs in becoming more actively engaged in submitting applications to the fund.  
 
53. While the overall objectives of the CCF in terms of actions to support mitigation and adaptation 
were relatively clear, the CCF lacked an overarching results framework for monitoring and management. 
Neither the 2008 board document nor the 2018 guidelines contained an overarching results framework 
and supporting theory of change. Instead, there have been individual design and monitoring frameworks 
(DMFs) for the clean energy (as part of the CEFPF DMF) and adaptation components. No results 
frameworks were available for the REDD+ and land use component. The single climate finance readiness 
project also has its individual project DMF. The lack of an overarching results framework hinders the 
strategic focus of the fund and limits ADB’s ability to track the CCF’s achievements in a systematic way. 
 
54. The four modalities provided a reasonable and flexible range of instruments to support 
adaptation and mitigation actions. TA projects had the largest share of the financing modalities ($44.0 
million, 57%), followed by GCI ($14.3 million, 18%), direct charges ($9.9 million, 13%), and TALLs 
($9.0 million, 12%). There were no specified requirements on the relative proportions of these modalities 
except for GCI in the clean energy component. The CCF implementation guidelines prescribe a target 
grant component of investment (GCI, including technical assistance associated with or linked to loans) 
to TA (including direct charges) ratio of 70:30 for clean energy allocations. This ratio was to balance 
allocations for investments in technology and infrastructure that directly contribute to GHG emissions 
reductions (GCI) against the development of DMCs’ institutional and technical capacity to support their 
transition to low-carbon and climate-resilient economies (TA including direct charges). As of 31 December 
2019, the clean energy development allocations had a GCI:TA ratio of 41:59. Most of the GCIs and TALLs 
allocated under the CCF clean energy component were approved during the initial years of the CCF in 
2008–2009, when significant resources were still available for clean energy. However, recent CCF 
allocation levels for clean energy were inadequate to support applications for GCIs or TALLs (which can 
require as much as the maximum $5.0 million CCF ceiling and more quickly deplete CCF resources), much 
less attain the targeted GCI:TA ratio.  
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55. In terms of the CCF components, the majority of funds (88%) were allocated to clean energy and 
adaptation. Of the allocated resources, $39.3 million was allocated for clean energy development (51%), 
$28.5 million for adaptation (37%), $9.1 million for REDD+ and land use (12%), and $0.2 million for 
climate finance readiness (0.3%)—Figure 4. The work on REDD+ and land use has a natural affinity with 
the clean energy component in that both contribute to mitigation and result in a reduction in GHG 
emissions. Overall, the mix between adaptation and mitigation was appropriate at the establishment of 
the fund, and, as stated above, although the 25% target for adaptation was exceeded, this was 
appropriate as the CCF evolved over time. A further acceleration of support may even be warranted. 
There was only one climate finance readiness project, despite the fact that this component has strong 
potential to contribute to the achievement of the overall objective of the CCF to facilitate greater 
investments in DMCs to address climate change. This climate finance readiness project was successful in 
crowding in external support from the Nordic Development Fund. While there was only one allocation 
for the climate finance readiness project, greater allocations to this area would support OP3 and increase 
the fund’s leveraging capacity to attract external funding.  
 

 
 

56. The relevance of the projects under each component is discussed below. All 38 CCF projects with 
TA completion reports (TCRs) were independently reviewed by this evaluation as relevant or highly 
relevant. A summary of the performance of completed projects is contained in Appendix 5. Given the 
current COVID-19 crisis, it is worth considering the extent to which a fund such as CCF can be relevant 
during such public health crises. Box 1 provides two examples of CCF-funded projects that are relevant 
to both mitigating the impacts of infectious diseases through better air quality and improving the 
resilience of public health systems to climate impacts.  

Figure 4: Climate Change Fund Allocations by Component and Modality, 2008–2019 
 

 
REDD+ = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, TA = technical assistance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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a. Relevance of Completed Projects under the Clean Energy Component 
 
57. IED’s review suggested that the projects under this component were relevant in terms of 
facilitating additional climate-change-related investments in DMCs. Five completed projects in the PRC 
and two regional projects were rated highly relevant. One of these regional projects, Support for the 
Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility, had as its intended outcome “to maintain or increase growth 
in ADB’s clean energy investment through continuing operation and administration of the CEFPF and its 
related activities.” In another case—the multi-donor supported regional cluster TA for Establishing a Pilot 
Center to Facilitate Climate Technology Investments in Asia and the Pacific—the CCF provided only a 
small share of the total financing involved, but these resources funded two important subprojects.  
Numerous other projects under this component either contributed resources to ongoing ADB-financed 
investment operations or to the preparation of new operations. The individual countries concerned 
benefited, again including the PRC. 

Box 1: The Climate Change Fund and Public Health 
 
Two operations supported by Climate Change Fund (CCF), one each under its clean energy and adaptation 
components, are especially relevant to health impacts associated with climate change: the Strategic Policy 
Study on Collaborative Control of Air Pollution and Carbon Emissions in the Transport Sector in the 
People’s Republic of China (PRC) and a regional technical assistance (TA) project for Managing Climate 
Change Impacts on Health in the Water and Agriculture Sectors and Disaster Risk Reduction.  

The intended outcome of the first project, financed by a CCF grant of $350,000 in September 2017, was 
improved policies for controlling air pollution and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the PRC’s transport 
sector.  Its expected outputs were draft guidelines on assessing the co-benefits of policies and measures 
for controlling air pollution and GHG emissions and a draft strategy for enhancing collaborative control 
of air pollution and GHG emissions in the transport sector. Air pollution from transport and other sources 
has strong negative public health impacts, especially in large urban areas. There is recent evidence that 
pollution increases human vulnerability to coronavirus disease (COVID-19). The outputs and outcome of 
this TA will be of considerable relevance and usefulness to all developing member countries (DMCs) and 
not just to the PRC. 

The second project was an innovative health-related regional adaptation TA, approved in December 2009 
with resources from the Swedish government and a $100,000 grant from the CCF. It closed on 31 March 
2010. Its expected impact was better management of climate-related health risks in the water and 
agriculture sectors and disaster risk management. Its outputs were: (i) a literature review of good 
practices, (ii) a desk review of pertinent Asian Development Bank (ADB) projects, (iii) a capacity audit of 
ADB staff on climate change and health, (iv) development of a TA proposal, and (v) a regional 
consultation. According to the corresponding completion report, the TA was well implemented and 
attracted strong collaboration from DMCs, technical agencies, and ADB regional departments. All the 
planned outputs were delivered, although slightly delayed. TA outcomes contributed to the formulation 
of ADB’s Priorities for Action on Climate Change and Building a Climate-Resilient Asia and the Pacific: 
Mainstreaming Adaptation to Climate Change in ADB Operations. Country case studies in the Philippines 
and Tajikistan were completed but they were considered less successful than the parallel assessment in 
Nepal, which stimulated additional research and data, and a new initiative with a focus on climate change, 
health, and community resilience. 

The principal lessons from this TA were: (i) human health remains one of the most critical areas in terms 
of climate change impacts, but the understanding of these impacts in Asia and the Pacific is limited; and  
(ii) supporting research to understand the effects of climate change on human health must continue, 
particularly with a focus on poor and vulnerable populations.  Such research would contribute to more 
effective early warning systems and greater awareness for more successful adaptation. The completion 
report also observed that, for success in addressing the health impacts of climate change, a multi-
disciplinary and integrated approach should be applied. It recommended that ADB should consider 
supporting DMCs in developing climate-resilient road maps that include health impacts and evidence-
based good practices in climate change and health for key sectors. 
 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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58. In addition, two more recent regional cluster TA operations that are still being implemented also 
appear to be highly relevant: the Integrated High Impact Innovation in Sustainable Energy Technology 
Project (whose Subproject 1, Energy System Analysis, Technology Road Maps and Feasibility Studies for 
Pilot Testing, was approved for CCF financing in December 2018), and Supporting the Implementation 
of ADB’s Climate Change Operational Framework 2017–2030 (whose Subproject 1, Supporting Ambitious 
Climate Action through Implementation of DMCs’ Nationally Determined Contributions, was approved 
for CCF financing on 1 March 2019)—Box 2. The latter project was also clearly fully aligned with Strategy 
2030 and OP3, which pledge ADB support to DMCs for this purpose. This project is expected to contribute 
to CCF’s adaptation component as well. 
 

 
 

b. Relevance of Completed Projects under the Adaptation Component 
 

59. Five of the projects under this component were highly relevant and the other eight were relevant 
to the CCF’s stated objective. Three of the projects rated highly relevant were for individual countries:  
(i) Strengthening Capacity for Climate Change Adaptation in Sri Lanka; (ii) Support for the National 
Action Plan on Climate Change in India; and (iii) Climate Resilience and Green Growth in the Upper 
Marikina River Basin Protected Landscape in the Philippines. The other two were regional: (iv) 
Strengthening the Capacity of Pacific DMCs; and (v) Economics of Climate Change in Central and West 
Asia. Box 3 provides more information on two of the individual country projects and the regional project 
for the Pacific, which covered mitigation as well as adaptation. 
 

Box 2: Supporting Ambitious Climate Action through Implementation of Developing Member 
Countries’ Nationally Determined Contributions (Subproject 1) 

 
This Asian Development Bank (ADB) subproject under the technical assistance cluster for Supporting the 
Implementation of ADB’s Climate Change Operational Framework, 2017–2030 includes an allocation of 
$3.0 million from the Climate Change Fund together with $1.55 million from Technical Assistance Special 
Fund.  

The expected outputs of subproject 1 are: (i) support for the implementation of nationally determined 
contributions in selected developing member countries (DMCs); (ii) development of climate investment plans 
for selected sectors or subsectors that outline how nationally determined contribution objectives may be 
achieved by mobilizing finance from appropriate sources and mechanisms, implementing a supportive policy 
and institutional framework, and developing adequate knowledge and capacity; and (iii) identification and 
development of climate change priority project pre-concepts for implementation through ADB sovereign 
and/or nonsovereign assistance. The subproject is expected to be implemented in four to five DMCs selected 
in consultation with ADB’s regional operations departments.  

The subproject and the technical assistance cluster as a whole is administered by the Climate Change and 
Disaster Risk Management Division of the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. This 
subproject corresponds to outcome 1 of the cluster technical assistance. The other expected outcomes of 
the cluster are two additional subprojects to be financed with grants: (i) enhanced financial mechanisms to 
develop the climate actions of DMCs ($800,000); and (ii) mechanisms to measure, monitor, and report on 
commitments made under the Paris Agreement ($700,000).  

 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 2019. Technical Assistance Subproject Report on Supporting Ambitious Climate Action 
through Implementation of Developing Member Countries’ Nationally Determined Contributions (Subproject 1). Manila. 
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c. Relevance of Completed Projects under the REDD+ and Land Use Component 
 

60. Two of the projects under this component were rated relevant in terms of their objectives and 
design, including the Indonesia Sustainable Forest and Biodiversity Management in Borneo and the Core 
Environment Program and Biodiversity Corridor Initiative for the GMS. One was rated highly relevant, the 
regional Promoting Ecosystem Services and Forest Carbon Financing in Asia and the Pacific Project. The 
desired impact of the first project was the sustainable use of forest resources in Borneo, Indonesia. This 
was to be measured by the increase in forest cover, carbon sequestration capacity, and the economic 
growth of villages in protected areas. Its intended output was improved management of natural 
resources and biodiversity in four districts, as reflected by a reduction of forest loss and the incidence of 
wildlife and biodiversity poaching.  
 
61. More recently, the knowledge and support technical assistance project Protecting and Investing 
in Natural Capital in Asia and the Pacific, supported the incorporation of nature-based solutions for 
several approved and planned projects (Box 4). CCF is an important source of funding for supporting 
ADB action on protecting natural capital and adopting nature-based solutions under OP3.  
 

Box 3: Three Highly Relevant Adaptation Projects  
Supported by the Climate Change Fund 

 
Sri Lanka: Strengthening Capacity for Climate Change Adaptation. The desired impact of this technical 
assistance (TA) was increased resilience to climate change impacts in support of sustainable economic 
development and conservation of the natural environment. Its intended outcome was improved 
effectiveness of environmental management and better organization of concerned stakeholders to 
address climate change, resulting in an enabling strategy for climate change adaptation with increased 
public awareness, and strengthened institutional capacities of the agencies concerned. One of its key 
objectives was to develop an investment strategy for climate change adaptation projects. 

India: Support for the National Action Plan on Climate Change. The anticipated impact of this TA was 
enhanced resilience to climate change affecting vulnerable sectors and populations though strategic 
support for India’s National Action Plan on Climate Change. Its expected outcome was the development 
of an integrated water resources management approach to climate adaptation supported by government. 
It also supported preparation of investments for climate change adaptation in the water resources sector.  

Regional: Strengthening the Capacity of Pacific Developing Member Countries (DMCs) to Respond to 
Climate Change. The TA was expected to improve the ability of Pacific DMCs to prepare for, and respond 
to, challenges posed by climate change impacts through the implementation of priority adaptation and 
mitigation measures. It sought to facilitate the development of adaptation and mitigation plans among 
Pacific DMCs, and, where possible, to build on and/or complement existing national adaptation plans of 
action and climate change strategies. Its intended outcome was the incorporation of climate risk 
management, adaptation practices, and mitigation measures into key sectoral investment plans and 
project designs (e.g., in the water, transport, energy, and agriculture sectors). The TA would also help to 
develop project proposals for greater investment in climate change adaptation and mitigation in the 
region. 
 
Sources: Asian Development Bank (ADB). 2009. Technical Assistance to Sir Lanka for Strengthening Capacity for Climate 
Change Adaptation. Manila; ADB. 2009. Technical Assistance to India for Support for the National Action Plan on 
Climate Change. Manila; and ADB. 2009. Technical Assistance to Strengthening the Capacity of Pacific Developing 
Member Countries to Respond to Climate Change. Manila. 
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d. Relevance of the Completed Project under the Climate Finance Readiness 
Component 

 
62. There was only one project funded under the climate finance readiness component, and the 
evaluation assessed it highly relevant. This TA project was Enhancing Readiness of ADB Developing 
Member Countries for Scaled Up Climate Finance and was approved in December 2013 with $750,000 
from the TASF. Additional funding from the CCF was approved in February 2016 for $237,500 and 
another $500,000 from the Nordic Development Fund (NDF) in March 2016. The outcome of the TA was 
greater readiness of DMCs to access climate finance for low-carbon, climate-resilient infrastructure 
projects. The TA was intended to help ADB operations departments to develop priority investment 

Box 4: Climate Change Fund Support for Protecting and Investing in Natural Capital  
in Asia and the Pacific  

In 2017, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved a technical assistance (TA) project for Protecting and 
Investing in Natural Capital in Asia and the Pacific for a total of $3.69 million. Of this total amount, $0.90 million 
was on a grant basis financed by ADB's Technical Assistance Special Fund; $0.96 million was on a grant basis 
financed by the Climate Change Fund (CCF), and $1.83 million was grant cofinancing financed by the Global 
Environment Facility. The TA was to be implemented until December 2020.  

Four outputs were envisaged: (i) the business case for natural capital investments established, (ii) investments 
in natural capital prepared, (iii) capacity to address illegal wildlife crime enhanced, and (iv) knowledge and 
capacity for natural capital investments strengthened. The CCF financing was to support outputs (i), (ii), and 
(iv), on a pro rata basis with the Technical Assistance Special Fund.  

Progress on the elements supported by the CCF is as follows: 

1.  The TA supported developing member countries to prepare investment projects on natural capital 
protection, including: (i) a TA project on Enhanced Water Security Investment Project in Indonesia; (ii) a TA on 
the Integrated Flood Risk Management Sector Project in the Philippines; (iii) a loan for the South Asia 
Subregional Economic Cooperation Roads Improvement Project in Nepal; (iv) the Road Network Project II in 
Bhutan; (v) a TA on Revitalizing the Ecosystem of the Ravi River Basin Project in Pakistan, and (vi) transaction 
advisory services for New Clark City in the Philippines.  

(i) In Indonesia and the Philippines, the CCF is promoting nature-based solutions (e.g., watershed 
management, “room for the river” approaches, and bioengineering) in selected river basins. In the 
Philippines, the TA is assisting the conservation of biodiversity and ecosystem services through urban 
land-use planning. 

(ii) In Nepal and Bhutan, the TA is supporting the integration of biodiversity, ecosystems and forest 
habitats in infrastructure and landscape planning.  

(iii) In Pakistan, the TA is assessing basin-scale ecosystem conditions and water quality in Ravi River, using 
remote sensing. The collection and analysis of data and information to develop a land-use map for 
water quality assessment has been completed. The TA is also supporting the preparation of stakeholder 
engagement activities to inform and contribute to the River Ravi Revitalization Master Plan. 

2.   The TA has completed 10 knowledge products on managing natural capital and ecosystems, four of which 
have been published online. Related conferences at the regional level and capacity building workshops at the 
national level have also been held. In February 2020, ADB approved a minor change in scope to include (i) new 
activities under outputs (i), (ii), and (iv), to be financed by additional financing of $0.80 million from CCF; and 
(ii) bird e-sensitivity mapping and associated guidance notes under output (i), and linked knowledge and 
capacity building activities under output (iv), amounting to $0.50 million from the Republic of Korea's e-Asia 
and Knowledge Partnership Fund. The bird e-sensitivity mapping will identify areas where ecological risks are 
more likely to be encountered, which will be useful for due diligence for renewable energy investments, among 
others. This will also entail an extension of the closing date until 31 December 2021 to enable completion of 
the additional activities.   
 
Sources: Technical assistance report document; project data sheet; internal memo: Increase in TA Amount, Minor Change in 
TA Scope and Implementation Arrangements, and Extension of TA Completion. Memorandum. February 2020; and 
Independent Evaluation Department meeting with TA project officers.  
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projects that can tap into international sources of finance. Implementation was originally set to close in 
January 2016 but this was extended to September 2019 to provide sufficient time to complete the 
activities and deliverables. The TA supported the preparation of a Climate Change Profile of Pakistan in 
2017, which provided a comprehensive overview of climate change science and policy in Pakistan. The 
TA is now closed and the completion report is being finalized. In many respects, the climate finance 
readiness component is the most relevant of the four components since it is directly linked to the overall 
CCF objective of facilitating greater investment in DMCs to address climate change.  
 

4. Overall Assessment of Relevance 
 
63. Overall, the CCF was assessed relevant. At the time of its establishment, the CCF was pioneering, 
transformative, and unique in ADB and more focused than the corporate guidance on climate change. 
ADB used its own net income to launch the CCF, sending a strong signal of its commitment to climate 
change. The CCF has been well aligned both with ADB’s evolving climate-related strategies and with 
support for DMCs in meeting their global climate commitments. Recent projects that have been designed 
to support DMCs on achieving their NDCs and support for natural capital have enhanced the CCF’s 
alignment with OP3. The CCF portfolio has largely met its intended ratio of support for adaptation to 
mitigation. Although the adaptation target of 25% was exceeded, this was warranted given ADB’s 
lagging performance in this area in recent years. Individual projects were relevant and many were highly 
relevant, and several were innovative and transformative, particularly those concerned with clean 
technology and support for DMCs’ delivery on NDCs. CCF’s relevance could have been improved if the 
portfolio had provided more support for vulnerable countries and countries with limited resources and 
capacity for climate action. The modalities available to the fund are flexible and appropriate, but rather 
dominated by stand-alone TA projects. Greater efforts are needed to increase use of the grant component 
investments and the climate finance readiness component, since more operations in these areas will steer 
the fund towards its objective of facilitating greater investment in DMCs to address climate change. The 
CCF was designed as a multi-donor fund, but ADB’s net income remains the only source of funds. While 
this has not hindered the achievement of its objectives, the lack of other contributors will no doubt have 
reduced the fund’s leveraging potential, its visibility, and perhaps interest from DMCs in becoming more 
actively engaged in submitting applications to the fund. Clearer strategic guidance is needed to improve 
the alignment of the CCF with the objectives of OP3 and to differentiate it from the other 15 climate 
funds that have been used to fund ADB investments. 

C. Effectiveness 
 

1. Has the CCF been effective in catalyzing and leveraging climate financing resources 
through demonstration and mainstreaming? 

 
64. CCF funds through TA linked to loans or as grant components have directly contributed to total 
investments worth $2.4 billion. The CCF board paper and associated guidelines did not include an 
overarching results framework, but rather individual DMFs for adaptation and the clean energy 
components. The CCF’s overall goal was to facilitate greater investment in DMCs to address climate 
change. The two modalities most closely linked with achieving this goal were the GCIs and the TALLs, 
since in these cases, the CCF allocation is clearly linked to an investment. In total, there were eight GCIs 
and 10 TALLs over the evaluation period. These comprised 30% of the CCF portfolio and led to a total of 
19 investments worth $2.4 billion. These projects generated on average investments of $104 per $1 of 
CCF allocation (Table 4).  
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Table 4: Resulting Investment from Grant Component of Investments and Technical Assistance 
Associated with or Linked to Loans Financed by the Climate Change Fund 

($ million) 

Component CCF TASF OCR COL Others2 

Total, Linked 
Loan 

without CCF 

Total, 
Linked 
Loan 

with CCF 

Amount 
per $ of 

CCF 
Allocation 

Adaptation 4.70 1.80 178.33 116.88 126.12 423.13 427.83 90.03 
Clean energy 16.20 2.40 653.84 334.00 791.10 1,781.34 1,797.54 109.96 
REDD+ and land use 2.41  140.00  75.00 215.00 217.41 89.21 

 Total 23.31 4.20 972.17 450.88 992.22 2,419.47 2,442.78 103.80 
CCF= Climate Change Fund, COL = concessional ordinary capital resources loans, OCR = ordinary capital resources, REDD+ and 
land use = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and improved land use management, TASF = Technical 
Assistance Special Fund. 
Notes:  
1. For projects with financing from two components, financing from sources apart from CCF is divided equally into the 

corresponding components. 
2. Includes funding from co-financiers, government counterparts, shares from beneficiaries, and financing from project sponsors. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
 
65. The CCF has been catalytic in mainstreaming climate risk and adaptation options assessments in 
ADB investments. It has also contributed to climate investments through its support for climate risk and 
adaptation options assessments (CRAs)—Table 5. This work began in 2014 and was instrumental in the  
mainstreaming of CRAs becoming routine for ADB investments. Altogether, the CCF funded 53 CRAs over 
the evaluation period. Interestingly, the CRA work funded by the CCF reflects a regional mix that is quite 
different from the overall allocation of resources presented in Figure 3 (Chapter 2), with the Central and 
West Asia Department (23.5%) and the Pacific Department (10.5%) together receiving higher proportions 
of support for CRA than the South Asia Department (SARD) and the Southeast Asia Department 
combined. SARD in particular has hardly used the CCF for CRAs (it represents only 3.7% of total CRA 
funding). Discussions with SARD staff indicated that TASF resources had been used for CRAs and that 
other climate funds such as the Urban Climate Change Resilience Trust Fund are also available for such 
activities. Similarly, Southeast Asia Department has been using the Project Readiness Improvement Trust 
Fund for CRAs. Consequently, the quality and depth of the risk screening varies across departments. The 
PRC dominates the use of resources for CRAs, accounting for 40% of the total (Appendix 2, Table A2.7 
for country breakdown). It is hard to justify the use of CCF resources for CRAs in the PRC, given its capacity 
and resources for these activities when compared with other DMCs. More generally, routine stand-alone 
project CRAs are becoming a drain on CCF resources. Given the availability of other funds for CRAs, and 
the level of mainstreaming achieved, there is a strong case for the CCF to move away from providing 
support for routine CRAs and to develop a more strategic focus.  
 

Table 5: Developing Member Countries with Climate Change Fund-Financed  
Climate Risk and Adaptation Options Assessments 

Region 
Total Value of Support for CRAs No. of Projects 

($) % of Total No. % of Total 
Central and West Asia   1,094,382  23.5  9 17.0 
East Asia 1,983,902  42.6  24 45.3 
Pacific 487,000  10.5  7 13.2 
South Asia 172,400  3.7  2 3.8 
Southeast Asia 916,700  19.7  11 20.8 
 Total 4,654,384  100.0  53 100.0 
CRA = climate risk and adaptation options assessment, No. = number. 
a  Although Timor-Leste is now covered by the Southeast Asia Department, the project was approved when it was still 

covered by the Pacific Department.  
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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66. CCF funds that have been used in the preparation of CRAs have contributed to almost $7 billion 
in climate-proofed investments. This contribution demonstrates the extent to which the CCF has 
successfully mainstreamed CRAs into ADB operations (Table 6). 
  

Table 6: Technical Assistance, Direct Charges, and Climate Risk and Adaptation Options  
Assessments with Ensuing Loans Financed by the Climate Change Fund  

Component 

Amount ($ million) Resulting 
Investment 

Amount 
per $ of 

CCF 
Allocation CCF TASF OCR COL ADF Othersa 

Total,  
Ensuing Loan 

Technical Assistance and Direct Chargesb 

Adaptation 1.28 0 929.91 0 20.00 173.83 2,152.35 1,682.96 

Climate Risk and Adaptation Options Assessmentsc 

Adaptation 1.92 1.15 3,242.30 379.08 485.75 3,171.22 6,988.67 6,077.10 
ADF = Asian Development Fund, CCF= Climate Change Fund, COL = concessional ordinary capital resources loans, GCI = grant 
component of investment, OCR = ordinary capital resources, TASF = Technical Assistance Special Fund 
a  Includes funding from cofinanciers, government counterparts, shares from beneficiaries, and financing from project sponsors. 
b  Excludes $174,000 in allocations to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and land use. Direct charges 

as ensuing loans are accounted for under GCIs. 
c  Excludes $558,000 in allocations as ensuing loans are accounted for under TA projects, GCIs, and direct charges. 
Source: Asian Development Bank.  
 
67. In terms of demonstration and piloting, CCF contributed to at least 14 projects over the 
evaluation period totaling $13.8 million, 18% of the portfolio. This assessment is based on a review of 
the TA reports and their associated DMFs and covered clean energy, adaptation, and the REDD+ and 
land use components (Table 7).  
 

Table 7: Climate Change Fund Financing of Demonstration and Pilot Projects 

. 
Amount of Allocation  

($) No. of Projects 
Capacity development 8,505,000  7 

 Development of clean energy markets 3,000,000  1 

 Development of sustainable transport programs 1,900,000  1 

 
Dissemination of climate change policies, tools, 
pilot projects and lessons learned 450,000  1 

 Low carbon economy 400,000  1 

 Nature based solutions 1,755,000  2 
  Solar thermal power demonstration 1,000,000  1 
Project preparation 88,000  1 

  
Proposal for pilot activities that demonstrate 

replicable practice and attract carbon financing 88,000  1 
Technology development and deployment 5,222,308  6 

 
Climate change and food security (climate smart 
agriculture) 1,000,000  1 

 Climate change impacts on food security  750,000  1 

 Emission trading system 622,308  2 
  Investment in climate technology 2,850,000  2 
 Total 13,815,308  14 

 Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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2. What has been the performance of projects and programs associated with CCF activities 
in supporting climate adaptation, climate mitigation, REDD+ and land use, and climate 
finance readiness? 

 
68. Performance was assessed by examining the available results frameworks and conducting an 
independent review of completion reports. There were results frameworks for the clean energy and 
adaptation components. No results frameworks were available for the REDD+ and land use component.  
The single climate finance readiness project has its own project DMF. The achievement of DMF objectives 
in projects under the adaptation and clean energy components is discussed below. This is followed by a 
discussion on the effectiveness of the completed projects in each component.  
 
69. The results framework for clean energy projects is shared with the CEFPF, making attribution 
difficult, but the results are positive overall. The clean energy results framework covers both the clean 
energy component under the CCF and interventions supported by the CEFPF. Their joint impacts are 
expected to be improved access to energy, enhanced energy security, and decreased rate of climate 
change in DMCs. Their intended outcome is increased use of clean energy. The impact mitigation 
performance indicator and target are measured by the average carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions per unit 
of gross domestic product in participating DMCs is maintained or lowered from 2006 level by year 2030. 
Their outcome target is a cumulative CO2 emissions reduction in participating DMCs of 20 million tons of 
CO2 per year by 2020. The 2019 CEFPF annual report indicated that the CO2 emission reduction target 
for 2020 had already been exceeded and significant progress was being made on the remaining 2020 
targets for energy savings, installed renewable energy capacity and renewable energy generation. The 
outputs in the DMF are: (i) clean energy in DMCs increased; (ii) development of new technologies with 
strong demonstration effect facilitated; (iii) new approaches and/or methodologies to promote clean 
energy and carbon capture and storage introduced; (iv) benefits from access to energy delivered; (v) 
health and productivity benefits provided; and (vi) barriers to clean energy and carbon capture and 
storage investments lowered. The CEFPF has specific guidelines on the monitoring and reporting of 
results of the clean energy funds.  
 
70. While the attribution of the CCF and CEFPF results is complex, the evaluation’s review of clean 
energy projects and direct charges showed that the CCF has contributed effectively to the generation of 
most, if not all, of the outputs identified in the DMF, as well as to the desired outcome of increased use 
of clean energy. It has done this both directly and indirectly through the investment projects it has helped 
to prepare. The CCF has contributed to the development and piloting of new approaches and 
technologies, such as gasification combined cycle and thermal solar power plants, sustainable (including 
non-motorized) urban transport, emissions trading schemes to promote clean energy, and GHG emission 
reductions, as indicated in the review of CCF-supported interventions below. 
 
71. The outcome in the results framework for the adaptation component has been largely achieved. 
The original results framework for the adaptation component in 2008 had as the desired impact improved 
resilience to climate change impacts and associated risks in ADB’s DMCs. The outcome was climate 
change vulnerability and risk to ADB’s portfolio reduced. However, no specific targets were provided. The 
expected outputs were: (i) adaptation investments in ADB’s project portfolio across ADB’s core sectors 
and themes increased; (ii) action plans for ADB, its regional departments, and DMCs adapted to reflect 
climate change implications; (iii) innovative knowledge products and services related to climate change 
adaptation produced; and (iv) contribution to other strategic priorities made. Without specific targets it 
is not possible to measure the degree of achievement of these objectives. However, based on the 
mainstreaming results for CRAs, the evaluation’s assessment of the completion reports, available IED 
evaluations, and staff interviews, the evaluation concluded that the expected outputs and outcomes had 
been largely achieved.   

 
72. The outcome targets for the CCF’s contribution to adaptation finance are unlikely to be achieved 
by 2020. The outcome as stated in 2018 was that adaptation investments in ADB’s project portfolio 
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across ADB`s core sectors and themes would increase. Two outcome targets were provided: (i) at least 
$3 million, about 50% of the CCF replenishment in 2017 dedicated for adaptation, would be allocated 
to CRAs by 2020; and (ii) projects supported by the CCF, through direct charges, TA and TALL, and GCI, 
would total at least $850 million, about 50% of projected adaptation finance, by 2020. In the case of the 
first target, since 2014, when CRAs began, some $4.7 million has been used to fund 53 CRAs. In terms 
of the target volume and associated output target of $3 million to CRAs by 2020 from the 2017 
replenishment, $2.2 million was allocated for 2018 and 2019 for 23 CRAs. Regarding the second target, 
the CCF’s adaptation allocations to TALL and GCI directly contributed to investments valued at $428.0 
million by 2019, TA projects and direct charges contributed to $2.1 billion in investments, and CRAs 
$7.0 billion (Table 8). However, the proportion of these projects that were tagged as adaptation finance, 
was more modest, $468.0 million overall and only $244.0 million for the evaluation period. This is 
consistent with ADB’s overall weaker performance on delivering adaptation finance compared with 
mitigation. Therefore, it is unlikely that the 2018 DMF adaptation targets for 2020 will be achieved. No 
specific guidelines on monitoring and reporting of results were provided for the adaptation component, 
unlike for clean energy and the CEFPF. 
 

Table 8: Climate Change Fund Contribution to ADB Adaptation Finance 
($ million) 

Yeara DC GCI TA TALL CRAb Total 

All CRAs 

CRAs with Ensuing 
Loan and Eligible 

Adaptation Financing 
Amount 

Approved No. 
Amount 

Approved No. 
2011 0 0 2.63 1.20 0 3.83 0 0 0 0 

2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2014  0 0 0 0 40.9 40.90 0.43 7 0.27 3 

2015 0 0 0 0 35.807 35.81 0.56 8 0.35 5 

2016 0 0 0.60 0 77.19 77.79 0.90 9 0.60 7 

2017 0 0 2.00 0 63.027 65.03 0.61 8 0.35 4 

2018 1.26 101.05 5.06 0 131.74 239.11 1.83 19 0.35 3 

2019 1.21 0  4.25 0 0 5.46 0.33 2 1.91 0 

 Subtotal 
(2018–2019) 

2.46 101.05 9.31 0.00 131.74 244.56 2.16 21 3.82 3 

 Total 2.46 101.05 14.54 1.20 348.66 467.92 4.65 53 0.00 22 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CCF = Climate Change Fund, CRA = climate risk and adaptation options assessments, DC = direct 
charge, GCI = grant component of investment, TA = technical assistance, TALL = technical assistance linked to loan. 
a   ADB started tracking climate finance in 2011. Data are not available for 2008–2010.  
b   CRAs include only the adaptation financing part of the ensuing loan. The adaptation financing portion of the direct charge or TA 

allocation itself is embedded in the direct charge and TA columns, as appropriate. 
Source: Asian Development Bank.                         

 
73. Overall, 76% of completed projects were rated effective or highly effective. A detailed review of 
the effectiveness of completed projects is provided below. No results frameworks were available for the 
REDD+ and land use component. The single climate finance readiness project had a project DMF. Five 
CCF completion reports were evaluated, with the  results summarized in Box 5. Three of the five projects 
were assessed successful.  

 



Performance Assessment 29 
 

 

 
 

a. Effectiveness of Completed Projects in the Clean Energy Component 
 
74. Eighteen of the completed projects under the clean energy component were assessed effective 
with five rated highly effective. Four were rated less than effective by their completion reports. The highly 
effective projects were all in the PRC, including three of those also considered highly relevant: the TA 
projects for Emission Trading Systems in Tianjin and Shanghai and for the Utilization of Foreign Capital 
to Promote Energy Conservation and Energy-Efficient Power Generation Scheduling. The other two 
projects rated highly effective were the TA projects for Concentrating Solar Thermal Power Development 
and Energy Efficiency Improvements in the Inner Mongolia Region. The three less than effective projects 
were the TA projects for the Azerbaijan Sustainable Urban Transport Investment, the Regional Sustainable 
Hydropower in Asia Publication, and the PRC Developing Pathways to Low-Carbon Pathways in Ningxia 

Box 5: Performance of Climate Change Fund Projects Linked to Loans or  
Grant Components of Investment  

Five Climate Change Fund (CCF) completion reports were independently evaluated: four validations (three 
of clean energy grantsa and one of an adaptation grantb), and a technical assistance (TA) performance 
evaluation report for a regional TA in the Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS).c The validations were based 
on project completion reports that did not have separate assessments for the grants but considered the 
project as a whole (including the related loans).    

Relevance. All five validated CCF projects were assessed relevant. Although some of the projects had design 
issues, all of them were aligned with the country and ADB strategies prevailing at the time.  

Sustainability. Four out of five projects were assessed likely sustainable with the other assessed less than 
likely sustainable. The validation of the Avatiu Port Development project found the project less than likely 
sustainable as the availability of future operation and maintenance funds for the project was uncertain 
because of the financial position of the Cook Islands Port Authority. 

Effectiveness and efficiency. The validated CCF projects scored poorly for both effectiveness and efficiency. 
Only two projects were deemed effective and efficient. Two were assessed both less than effective and less 
than efficient (footnotes b and c). These were the TA for Avatiu Port Development in the Cook Islands and 
a regional TA for the Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative in the 
GMS. Both were assessed less than effective as their project outcomes were only partly achieved. In terms 
of efficiency, the Avatiu Port project was rated less than efficient as the recalculated economic internal rate 
of return indicated that the project was only marginally viable and a few of the envisaged benefits may not 
materialize. The Core Environment Program encountered implementation delays which hindered the 
achievement of its target outcomes. 

On the whole, while all five projects were assessed relevant, only three out of five of the validated CCF 
projects were successful overall: the grant for Energy Access and Efficiency Improvement in Nepal, the grant 
for Tianjin Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Power Plant in the People’s Republic of China, and the 
grant for the Public–Private Infrastructure Development Facility (Supplement) in Bangladesh. The grant for 
Avatiu Port Development and the TA for Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors 
Initiative in the GMS were assessed less than successful.  

________________ 
a  ADB. 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Administration 

of Grants to Nepal for the Energy Access and Efficiency Improvement. Manila; ADB. 2009. Report and Recommendation 
of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Grant to the People's Republic of China for the Tianjin 
Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Power Plant Project. Manila; ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the 
President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Supplementary Grant and Administration of Supplementary Grant to the 
People’s Republic of Bangladesh: Public–Private Infrastructure Development Facility. Manila.  

b   ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans to the Cook 
Islands for the Avatiu Port Development Project. Manila.  

c   ADB. 2007. Technical Assistance for the Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative 
in the Greater Mekong Subregion (Supplementary). Manila. 

 
 
Sources: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department) project validation reports and TA performance 
evaluation report. 
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Hui Autonomous Region. In the Azerbaijan and PRC cases, the expected investment project32 or other 
outcomes33 which these TA projects were expected to help generate failed to materialize, while in the 
case of the Sustainable Hydropower Publication, none of the nine working papers it was expected to 
produce had been finalized and disseminated prior to the closing date, even after a 2 year-extension. The 
TA used only about 78% of the allocated CCF resources.34  
 
75. The highly effective projects, in contrast, fully delivered their outputs and achieved their intended 
outcomes. In the case of the Shanghai Emission Trading Systems TA project, for example, the TCR said 
that “the TA contributed to the detailed design of the Shanghai ETS, which launched emission trading in 
November 2013.” It added that, “since the launch, 2.2 million tons of CO2 emissions were traded, 
equivalent to $8.2 million trading value and Shanghai is the only pilot to achieve 100% compliance in 
both years of operation (2014 and 2015).”  The completion report for the Energy Efficiency Improvements 
in the Inner Mongolia Region TA said that the TA project had contributed to two ADB loans that were 
“currently on-track and progressing satisfactorily.” In addition, the “improved capacity of the executing 
agency in planning energy efficient projects directly contributed to a low-carbon wind and natural gas 
hybrid district heating project…which is now included in the COBP, 2013–2015.” The positive experience 
of the Tianjin ETS and Concentrating Solar Power Development TA projects is summarized in Box 6. 
 

 
32 According to the TCR for the Azerbaijan project, “the PPTA did not materialize into an infrastructure project due to (i) the country’s 

macroeconomic situation, affected by budgetary constraints and foreign debt limitation caused by the drop in oil prices; and (ii) 
institutional changes and diminishing role of MOT (Ministry of Transport).” 

33 According to the TCR for the PRC project “although the TA delivered the outputs within the budget and the extended schedule 
and the provincial and local governments accepted the outputs, the outcome—adoption of low-carbon transport—was not 
realized by the provincial and local governments a year after TA completion.” 

34 The TCR rated the project “less than successful” as the intended final output was not produced, although the working papers 
were expected to be issued in 2016 and 2017. 
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b. Effectiveness of Completed Projects Under the Adaptation Component 
 
76. Three of the projects in this group were rated highly effective as they were able to fully deliver 
their planned outputs and achieve their intended outcomes. For example, the TCR for the Strengthening 
Capacity for Climate Change Adaptation Project in Sri Lanka found that “the project was a pioneering 
initiative on many fronts. It was the first climate change adaptation planning initiative in Sri Lanka and 
the first in the South Asia region to be so comprehensive in scope.” It was also “the first effort to compile 
and digest a vast body of information on climate impacts and vulnerabilities specific to Sri Lanka. The 
series of documents and vulnerability maps produced through the project are now in the public domain 
and a major resource for researchers and policy makers.” The report observed that “the methodology for 
climate change vulnerability mapping was a major step forward as was the wealth of statistical data 
uncovered through the mapping process.” The results of the Support for the National Action Plan on 
Climate Change in India TA were also positive. The completion report noted that “on the strength of this 
work, a loan, Climate Change Adaptation through Sub-basin Development Program, had been included 
in the 2013 program” at the government’s request. The completion report for the Strengthening the 
Capacity of Pacific DMCs TA found that, in addition to having achieved “its intended outcomes and 
outputs indicated in the DMF and implemented a range of capacity building activities and knowledge 
sharing events, it also developed a framework for incorporating climate change concerns into key sector- 
and area-specific designs and economic and financial analysis of development projects, examined the 
economic costs and benefits of climate change on key sectors including food security, reviewed 
appropriate strategies to incorporate climate resilience in urban development projects, programs, and 

Box 6: Positive Results of Technical Assistance for Concentrating Solar Thermal Power and 
Developing the Tianjin Emission Trading System in the People’s Republic of China 

Concentrating Solar Thermal Power Project. According to the technical assistance (TA) report (TA 7402-PRC), this 
project was “fully aligned with the government's priority on saving energy and protecting the environment by 
seeking a more balanced, diversified energy mix with a stronger emphasis on renewable energy.” Under the TA, 
a 1 megawatt Dahan pilot concentrated solar power (CSP) tower project near Beijing was constructed and put 
into operation. The TA also screened many potential CSP demonstration sites and undertook a pre-feasibility 
study for the Jinga CSP Project. A large-scale workshop jointly hosted with the National Energy Administration 
(NEA) brought together high-level decision makers from government utilities, industries, and financial 
institutions to discuss best practices, lessons learned, opportunities, and barriers to CSP demonstration and 
deployment in the People’s Republic of China (PRC). The CSP road map contained useful information on the 
complementary policy support needed to kick-start the demonstration. The CSP demonstration site was launched 
in 2012 and a feasibility assessment of four demonstration projects for a cumulative capacity of 200 megawatts 
was prepared. In addition, the TA provided a platform to bring together stakeholders so they could understand 
the major challenges and chart a way forward for CSP demonstration.   

Developing Tianjin Emissions Trading System Project. The expected impact of TA 7956-PRC was the establishment 
of a cap-and-trade emission trading system (ETS) to provide market-based price signals for emissions reduction 
to help reduce economy-wide carbon intensity in the People’s Republic of China. The expected outcome was 
successful pilot testing of emissions trading in Tianjin to provide useful lessons for the establishment of the 
national ETS in the PRC. TA outputs included: (i) a strategic policy paper on key design parameters of the Tianjin 
ETS, including an assessment of the economic impacts of emissions trading on different sectors using 
econometric modeling and recommendations on the overall emission cap, economic sector coverage, and 
emission allocation methods; (ii) recommendations for the detailed design of the Tianjin ETS, including the 
trading rules and regulatory systems; and (iii) preparation of the technical specifications for the trading platform 
and registry to record the property rights of emission allowances. The TA contributed to the successful launch 
of the Tianjin ETS in December 2013 in accordance with the original schedule. It covered 114 industrial 
installations with emissions of over 20,000 tons of carbon dioxide per year and accounting for over 60% of 
emissions in Tianjin in five sectors (heat and electricity, iron and steel, petrochemicals, chemicals, and oil and 
gas exploration). Emission allowances were based on historical emissions and industry-specific benchmarks. 

Sources: Asian Development Bank technical assistance reports and technical assistance completion reports. 
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plans, and designed a power sector development and renewable energy development project in Pohnpei 
and Yap [in Micronesia].” 
 
77. Two projects were rated less than effective: (i) Strengthening Capacity for Managing Climate 
Change and the Environment in Nepal; and (ii) Climate Change Impact and adaptation Study in the 
Mekong Delta in Viet Nam. The project in Nepal only partially achieved its outputs and outcome according 
to the TCR, which added that “the outcome was expected to be based on three indicators. One indicator 
was not appropriate as it mistakenly assumed that parliamentarian support was needed for establishing 
a new institution, and the other two targets were not obtained because the necessary analytical and 
consultative work was not completed.” The Viet Nam project was able to deliver only some of its planned 
outputs. According to the TCR, for one output, “the technical approach of the projects, with the 
exception of the livelihoods interventions, were of poor to modest quality, lacking detailed discussion of 
resilience building measures to be embedded in the suggested road, water supply, and waste water 
treatment investments,” while for another, “a basic capacity assessment was carried out and two courses 
of moderate quality were delivered, including (i) climate change guidance for provincial officials (in 
particular how to prepare and access finance for climate projects) and (ii) climate change awareness for 
civil society organizations and community members at district level.” More generally, the project focused 
primarily on the central Ministry of Environment and largely neglected other initially intended 
beneficiaries at the subnational level. 
 
78. As in the case of the clean energy component, most of the completed projects were rated were 
effective in terms of delivering their outputs and were able to achieve their objectives. For example, the 
regional TA, Policy Options to Support-Climate Change-Induced Migration, produced a useful final report 
that is available on ADB’s website and, according to the TCR, the number of its PDF file downloads was 
“among the highest ever recorded for an ADB-produced publication on climate change [and]  also 
“stimulated extensive print and broadcast media attention.” Country-specific information from the final 
report, moreover, was synthesized into 14 country briefs (for Bangladesh, the PRC, India, Indonesia, 
Kiribati, Kyrgyz Republic, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Nepal, Pakistan, PNG, Philippines, Tuvalu, and Viet 
Nam) whose content was supplemented by additional analysis, although it was decided not to finalize 
and publish them on account of “some sensitivities around migration.”  
 
79. The regional TA Economics of Climate Change in Central and Western Asia also largely succeeded 
in generating its planned deliverables. According to the TCR, “the consultants successfully: (i) conducted 
national and regional workshops with cross-sector working groups; (ii) undertook quantitative analysis 
of costs of mitigation and adaptation; and (iii) supported the development of project concept notes with 
extensive consultation among government and civil society stakeholders.” In addition, national reports 
for the economics of climate change adaptation were produced for Afghanistan, Kyrgyz Republic, and 
Tajikistan, although they did not include formal national adaptation plans as originally planned because, 
“upon mobilization of the consultants, it was found that development of such plans and strategies were 
already underway in the three target countries.” Sixty-nine officials were trained on climate risk 
management (of whom 45% were women), some 86 project concepts were compiled and prioritized, 
and a water resources project concept for Kyrgyz Republic was reportedly being developed into a project 
to be processed for ADB Board approval.  Finally, the regional TA, Development and Dissemination of 
Climate-Resilient Rice Varieties for Water-Short Areas of South and Southeast Asia TA, implemented by 
the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI) involved dryland areas in five countries (Box 7). 
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c. Effectiveness of Completed Projects in the REDD+ and Land Use Component 
 
80. Of the three completed projects that were rated under this component, one was effective 
(Promoting Ecosystem Services and Forest Carbon Financing in Asia and the Pacific) and the other two 
(the Regional Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative in the GMS 
and the Indonesia Sustainable Forest and Biodiversity Management in Borneo) were less than effective. 
The project in Indonesia received this rating because it did not fully achieve its outputs and outcomes, 
according to the TCR.  In addition, none of the evaluation measures contained in the initial statement of 
impact and outcomes (i.e., increase in forest cover, carbon sequestration capacity, gross domestic 
product of the villages in protected areas, reduction of forest loss, and incidence of wildlife and 
biodiversity poaching) appear to have been monitored or measured by the project. This was a significant 
shortcoming, as targets for these indicators were contained in the DMF. The TCR refers in several places 
to the lack of baseline data. 
 
81. Despite the lack of information on actions specifically financed by the CCF in phase 1 of the GMS 
Regional Core Environment Program in either the TCR or IED’s TA performance evaluation report, as noted 
in Box 5, these actions did represent the introduction of climate change concerns into the program. The 
TCR for Phase 1 argued that “enhancing climate resilience under the program was an important first step 

Box 7: Results of the Technical Assistance for Regional Development and Dissemination of 
Climate-Resilient Rice Varieties  

 
According to the technical assistance (TA) completion report, the delivery of outputs varied across the 
participating countries. However, the quality of outputs generated so far was high, with 17 technical papers 
and a policy brief prepared. Seed multiplication in Bangladesh and Nepal exceeded the target volume (1,000 
tons) and the target beneficiaries (5,000 farmers), although Cambodia, India, and Lao People's Democratic 
Republic could not meet the target. The breeding programs for third generation nematode-resistant and 
water-efficient varieties had made good progress but had not reached the stage of replicated trials and 
dissemination to the participating developing member countries. Under the TA, evaluation of various 
generations of complex crosses, selection of promising plants, evaluation of one complex mapping 
population under observational yield trial, and identification of a grain yield advantage observed over the 
conventional biparental cross were achieved. Site-specific fertilizer, weed, water, and soil management and 
mechanization techniques were analyzed in all participating countries. As a result,  training tools in local 
languages were produced and training of extension workers and farmers was carried out. A manual on 
sustainable aerobic rice farming practices was also prepared. In Bangladesh, 10,624 farmers and 375 
extension workers benefited from training and field demonstration and 50,000 copies of technical advisory 
bulletins were disseminated. In Nepal, 1,500 copies of fact sheets and technical information on improved rice 
cultivation and alternative wetting and drying were distributed and 203 farmers were trained in water saving 
techniques.  

The project’s outputs were multiplied and utilized by the national agricultural research and extension systems 
of the participating countries. The TA completion report observed that, while the expected outcome was only 
partially achieved during the TA implementation period, it is “expected to be realized over the next few years 
when its outputs are further developed and released by the respective national systems and widely 
disseminated.” Despite its limited scale, CCF support was considered to have been key to facilitating the 
participation of many research institutions in the five countries. It was also critical in upscaling the 
dissemination of climate-smart agriculture practices, as understanding on key climate investment measures 
in the sector was generally limited. While it proved difficult to include climate investments in lending projects 
in the sector, the TA initiated pilot testing of a climate-resilient rice variety in Bangladesh as part of climate-
smart farming practices under the Irrigation Management Improvement Project. The pilot resulted in 
“promising outcomes” for saving water, increasing production, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
during the dry season. A follow-on regional TA project continued to work with country counterparts to further 
develop practical sets of climate-smart agriculture practices for adoption.  

Source: Asian Development Bank. 2017. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Development and Dissemination of 
Climate-Resilient Rice Varieties for Water-Short Areas of South Asia and Southeast Asia. Manila. 
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for the GMS countries which are facing increasingly serious climate change pressures” and that “the 
program’s climate-related initiatives are expected to yield tangible results by 2022, during the projected 
time frame of Phase 3.” The TA performance evaluation report however, concluded that phases 1 and 2 
of this initiative considered together were less than effective.35  
 
82. The regional TA, Promoting Ecosystem Services and Forest Carbon Financing, assisted the GMS 
countries of Cambodia, Myanmar, and Viet Nam. It ran parallel to phase 2 of the Regional Core 
Environment Program, having been approved in December 2013 and closed in August 2017. According 
to the TCR, it delivered its planned outputs and outcomes, as “at least three target DMCs developed road 
maps or action plans for integrating ecosystem service valuation into strategic planning and decision 
making.” The PCR noted that the Cambodian government had issued Sub-decree 07 on the Establishment 
of Biodiversity Conservation Corridors, while Viet Nam had made a commitment to incorporate ecosystem 
services into the action plan for the country’s development triangle and the government had proposed 
updating its Law on Environmental Protection, including the integration of ecosystem services. In 
Myanmar, the project supported preparation of the Irrigated Agriculture Inclusive Development Project 
and in Viet Nam preparation of the Support to Border Areas Development Project. 
 

d. Effectiveness of the Completed Project in the Climate Finance Readiness 
Component 

 
83. Only one project was funded under this component and, although the completion report is still 
being finalized, the initial results are promising. The TA, Enhancing Readiness of ADB Developing Member 
Countries for Scaled-Up Climate Finance, supported the development of (i) a paper on the ADB climate 
change program, “Matching Actions with Need,” which served as a background document for ADB's 
Climate Change Operational Framework, 2017–2030. The TA also initiated the development of a 
guidance note on climate finance tracking for the finance sector group but this has not been finalized. 
The TA helped establish the Asia Pacific Climate Finance Fund (ACliFF) and developed financial risk 
management proposals for the same, which are intended to support DMC investments in climate 
technologies as well as to expand the penetration of climate risk insurance. The TA is supporting the 
preparation of Green Climate Fund (GCF) applications for eight ADB projects. Three ADB project proposals 
have already been approved by the GCF including: (i) Climate-Friendly Agribusiness Value Chains in 
Cambodia ($30 million grant and $10 million concessional loan), (ii) Ulaanbaatar Green Affordable 
Housing and Resilient Urban Renewal in Mongolia ($50 million grant and $95 million concessional loan), 
and (iii) Green BRT Karachi in Pakistan ($11.8 million grant and $37.2 million concessional loan). The TA 
supported the organization of consultation meetings between the GCF, the government of Fiji and ADB, 
which led to GCF Board approval of a $31 million adaptation grant for a proposed ADB water supply and 
sanitation project in Fiji in November 2015. In 2017 ADB published a climate change profile of Pakistan 
prepared under this TA.  
 

3. To what extent has the CCF contributed to delivering results, including knowledge 
products and services, in these four component areas? 

 
84. A comprehensive assessment of results was not feasible for this evaluation but, based on project 
effectiveness, the evidence is positive. It was not possible to assess the degree to which results have been 
achieved on the ground in part because COVID-19 made it impossible to carry out field missions. Also, 
of the 118 CCF projects, only 77 have been completed and only 38 of those have completion reports. As 
previously noted, the CCF is delivering, in the main, effective projects with tangible results. For clean 
energy, CCF has contributed to GHG emissions reductions jointly with CEFPF through projects that have 
been innovative and demonstrative. For adaptation, one of the major results of the CCF has been to 

 
35 Footnote 19, pp. 33–34. This evaluation concluded, more specifically, that “the program has strengthened the institutional 

capacity of GMS ministries of environment at both the national and subnational levels, promoting a significant boost to 
environmental sustainability efforts across the GMS….However, the phase 2 outcome of an environment-friendly, climate-
resilient GMS ECP [Economic Cooperation Program] has yet to be fully realized.” 
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mainstream climate action across ADB business processes and investments. Results for the REDD+ and 
land use component have been more limited due to the small portfolio size, but the potential for results 
has been increased through the recent TA on Protecting and Investing in Natural Capital in Asia and the 
Pacific. This TA is directly linked with five investments.  
 
85. The CCF has been active in developing and disseminating knowledge products, particularly 
covering adaptation. Based on the outputs indicated in completion reports, an inventory of completed 
knowledge products produced under projects financed by CCF was conducted (Appendix 6). The 
inventory classified 14 types of knowledge products: (i) guides, (ii) technical studies, (iii) training 
modules, (iv) working papers, (v) project summaries, (vi) project completion reports, (vii) toolkits,  
(viii) videos and presentations, (ix) workshop proceedings, (x) public awareness materials, (xi) websites, 
(xii) flagship reports, (xiii) digital databases, and (xiv) technical blog posts. Overall, 114 knowledge 
products were published, of which 96 (84%) are available online. The largest category was technical 
studies with 43 publications, 38% of the total (Appendix 6, Figure A6.1). Of the components, the most 
number of knowledge products was for adaptation with 81 publications, 71% of the total. The remainder 
were almost equally split between clean energy (16 knowledge products, 14% of the total) and and 
REDD+ and land use components, with by (17 knowledge products, 15%). The climate finance readiness 
component was not included in this analysis but it included the climate change profile of Pakistan.  
 
86. CCF has been mainstreaming gender in its projects. The CCF was not originally set up to prioritize 
gender but, as the benefits of any intervention to address climate change focus largely on the vulnerable, 
including women, gender considerations have been mainstreamed in CCF projects. A review of the extent 
of gender mainstreaming in the CCF showed an increase in gender-mainstreamed CCF projects as a 
percentage of total approved CCF projects (Box 8).  
 

4. Overall Assessment of Effectiveness 
 
87. Overall, the CCF was assessed effective. CCF funds through TA linked to loans or as grant 
components (30% of the CCF portfolio) directly contributed to total investments worth $2.4 billion. These 
projects generated on average investments of $104 per $1 of CCF allocation. At least 14 projects over 
the evaluation period ($13.8 million, 18% of the portfolio) focused on demonstrating and piloting new 
technologies and innovative approaches. The CCF has been catalytic in mainstreaming climate risk 
assessments in ADB investments, funding 53 CRAs over the evaluation period, which have contributed to 
almost $7 billion of climate-proofed investments. However, in recent years other climate funds and TASF 
have been used to support CRAs. This is a reflection of CCF’s success in mainstreaming CRAs and also a 
signal that the CCF’s catalytic effect is no longer as critical as it was. The fund needs to move from 
providing routine support to offering more strategic guidance on CRAs.  
 
88. The results framework for the clean energy component is shared with the CEFPF, making 
attribution difficult, but the results were positive overall, particularly concerning the achievement of 
targets for reductions in GHG emissions. Based on the DMF for adaptation in 2008, which governed the 
portfolio for most of the evaluation period, the outcome objective of reducing vulnerability and risk to 
ADB’s portfolio has been achieved, but without specific targets the degree of achievement cannot be 
measured. The DMF’s outcome targets for the CCF’s contribution to adaptation finance are unlikely to 
be achieved by 2020. Unlike for clean energy, there is a lack of clear guidance on monitoring results for 
the adaptation component. Results for the REDD+ and land use component have been more limited 
because of the small portfolio size. The single project under the climate finance readiness component 
has not yet delivered a completion report, but its initial results, including support to facilitate securing 
GCF funding, establishment of the ACliFF fund, and preparation of a Climate Change Profile of Pakistan, 
are promising. For the completed portfolio, the CCF generally delivered effective projects with 76% of 
projects with completion reports being rated effective or highly effective. Sample achievements of CCF 
projects are provided in Appendix 7.  
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Box 8: Gender Mainstreaming in Climate Change Fund Projects 
 
A review of the Climate Change Fund (CCF) projects approved during 2008–2019 revealed that 56 were gender 
classified, including technical assistance (TA) projects, technical assistance associated with or linked to a loan 
(TALL), and grant components of investments (GCIs). Of these, 13 (23%) had effective gender mainstreaming, 19 
(34%) had some gender elements, while 24 (43%) had no gender elements. No CCF projects were classified under 
gender equity (0%). 

GCIs were the most gender mainstreamed (50%) of the delivery modes, followed by TALLs (45%). Although TA 
projects had the largest number of projects classified (40), only 43% were gender mainstreamed. This may be 
because there were more TA projects than TALLs or GCIs.  

Climate Change Fund Gender Classification by Modality 

Modality GEN EGM SGE NGE 

Total with 
Gender 

Tags 
Total 

Approved 

GEN, 
EGM, and 

SGE 
GCI 0 2 2 3 7 8 50% 
TA 0 8 15 17 40 53 43% 
TALL 0 3 2 4 9 11 45% 
 Total 0 13 19 24 56 72 44% 

 EGM = effective gender mainstreaming, GEN = gender equity, GCI = grant component of 
investment, NGE = no gender elements, SGE = some gender elements, TA = technical 
assistance, TALL = technical assistance associated with or linked to loan. 

 
In terms of CCF components, with the exception of the lone climate finance readiness project which has some 
gender elements, interventions in reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD+) and 
land use were the most gender mainstreamed (63%) followed by adaptation (55%). Clean energy interventions 
were only 29% gender mainstreamed. 

Climate Change Fund Gender Classification by Component 

Component GEN EGM SGE NGE 

Total with 
Gender 

Tags 
Total 

Approved 

GEN, 
EGM and 

SGE 
Adaptation 0 7 9 7 23 29 55% 
Clean Energy 0 4 6 15 25 34 29% 
Climate Finance 
Readiness 0 0 1 0 1 1 100% 
REDD+ and Land Use 0 2 3 2 7 8 63% 
Overall 0 13 19 24 56 72 44% 

EGM = effective gender mainstreaming, GEN = gender equity, NGE = no gender elements, SGE 
= some gender elements, REDD+ = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest 
degradation. 

 
The design and monitoring framework for the CCF clean energy component set a target of 30% of access to 
energy projects to have gender mainstreaming by 2020. This target was determined by dividing the projects with 
a gender equity theme and effective gender mainstreaming by the total number of projects with an access to 
energy component, expressed as a percentage. The review covered all access to energy projects in the portfolio, 
not only those financed by the CCF, but also those financed by other clean energy funds. The 2019 Clean Energy 
Financing Partnership Facility annual report indicated that 45% of access to energy projects had gender 
mainstreaming, thus exceeding the 2020 target. The clean energy design and monitoring framework set a target 
of 80% of access to energy projects to cover gender concerns by 2020. This target was arrived at  by dividing the 
projects with gender benefits (i.e., covering gender categories: (i) gender equity theme, (ii) effective gender 
mainstreaming, and (iii) some gender elements, at the minimum) by the total number of projects with access to 
energy components, expressed as a percentage. It covered all access to energy projects in the portfolio.  
 
For the adaptation component, the design and monitoring framework targets were 40% participation of 
women in improving knowledge of ADB staff and developing member country officials about climate change 
adaptation.   
 
Sources: Asian Development Bank project documents and e-Operations database. 
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D. Efficiency (including Assessment of Governance Structure and Practices) 

1. To what extent are the guidelines governing the selection, implementation, and 
reporting of the CCF effective and efficient? 

 
89. The institutional guidance documents provided sufficient direction for the implementation of the 
fund. In terms of overall direction, the implementation of the CCF is guided by the March 2008 Climate 
Change Fund Board paper that served as the basis for the approval of the fund and by the June 2008 
internal memo that created the Climate Change Steering Committee (CCSC) and the working groups. 
Information on the implementing arrangements were reiterated and updated in annual progress 
reports36 submitted to the Board but these were not uploaded to the ADB website and were not in the 
public domain. The fund was promoted through constant engagement with operations departments, 
with support from the working groups. The fund's implementing guidelines were prepared in 2008 and 
revised in 2018. On the whole, the guidance documents were sufficient and clear.  
 
90. The governance structure was adequate to deliver the objectives of the fund. The operational 
structure of the CCF was aligned with the CEFPF, which was established a year earlier. The CCF has 
therefore benefited from the existing interdepartmental coordination. The absence of external financing 
partners meant that ADB was the sole financier of the fund. The CCSC was therefore the main body 
guiding the CCF. The lack of external financiers limited the governance role of the Office of Cofinancing 
Operations, which was reorganized in 2019. A Partner Funds Division was established in SDCC in April 
2019 to provide project teams with a one-stop focal point providing access to trust funds through its 
trust fund helpdesk, and managing a single repository of cofinancing data. There are efficiency gains to 
this single donor fund arrangement, as the process of negotiating and resolving issues with external 
financiers is eliminated and decisions are executed more swiftly. There is no need for annual consultation 
meetings, an external implementation review, or audits by financing partners. The lack of external 
financiers has not meant a lack in capacity as the internal operational structure of the fund has been 
equal to the task.  
 
91. DMC governments and ADB resident missions are not sufficiently engaged in the CCF project 
preparation process. All projects funded by the CCF appear to have originated from ADB staff, most of 
whom are based at headquarters. While the CCF guidelines do not preclude DMCs from submitting 
applications, this avenue does not appear to have been actively pursued based on discussions with ADB 
staff. This may in part be due to the small size of the fund, which would quickly be allocated if there was 
an open call for proposals. Nonetheless, DMCs do not seem to be aware of the fund, which may have an 
impact on country ownership of the projects it supports.  
 
92. On the whole, the CCF's guidelines were able to provide the overall direction for the 
implementation of the fund, and the governance structure was adequate to deliver the fund's objectives. 

 
2. Are the processes and practices adopted in implementing the fund effective and 

efficient? 
 
93. The application and selection process is straightforward but there is room for improvement. The 
CCF application forms include basic information that requires little additional effort beyond that required 
in preparing a TA or project concept paper. The extra effort required is outweighed by the opportunity 
to secure financing for a project which may have been unable to attract financing from other sources. 
The frequency of the call for proposals suggests a high demand for financing under the fund. The rapid 
allocation of funds also indicates a strong and competitive pipeline. On the other hand, the transparency 

 
36  In accordance with the CCF Board paper (footnote 5), ADB prepared annual progress reports to the Board of Directors on the 

CCF’s performance and progress of activities under the CCF. Annual progress reports were submitted for the years 2009 to 2019 
except for 2012, as this coincided with the request for replenishment for 2013 (an updated progress report was part of the 
replenishment request).  
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of the process could be improved as no explanation was given as to why some applications were rejected. 
The length of time to review applications by the members of the CCSC could also be extended as projects 
are usually circulated within a short timeframe, as is common practice in ADB.   
 
94. More resources are needed at the portfolio management level. The current level of resources 
does not appear to be sufficient to enable ADB to manage the CCF portfolio effectively and efficiently. In 
particular, more resources are needed to improve the timely delivery of completion reports and other 
project deliverables and to track and attribute achievements. ADB guidelines prescribe that project 
officers for completed TA projects and grants should prepare completion reports upon project 
completion. In the same way, the CCF implementation guidelines state that, for direct charge applications 
approved by the CCF manager or coordinator, a completion report should be submitted following 
financial closure of the CCF-funded activities. Nevertheless, of the 77 projects completed across all 
modalities, only 38 projects and nine direct charges had completion reports. The evaluation also noted 
that the reorganization of the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department and the 
constant turnover of staff over the years had affected record keeping as some of the project documents 
requested by the evaluation team took some time to track down. An information management system is 
needed to track project outputs and development outcomes.   
 
95. The evaluation regarded the CCF's processes and practices efficient. The application and selection 
processes were straightforward. However, more resources are needed to enable systematic monitoring 
and to reduce delays in the delivery of completion reports. 
 

3. Efficiency of Completed Projects 
 
96. The efficiency of the CCF-financed projects approved during the evaluation period was assessed 
by (i) delays and (ii) disbursement rates. Delays were measured by the time between milestone dates 
within the project life cycle, e.g., delays between approval and signing or effectivity, delays in closing 
(actual versus original), and delays in completion. ADB-wide data on TA approvals during the evaluation  
period were used as benchmarks. Disbursement rates were measured by the actual cumulative amount 
disbursed against the total approved allocation.  

97. Significant delays were observed between the project approval date and the signing date across 
all CCF components and modalities. The time taken was 26 days longer than the average for all TA 
projects. The average time between approval and signing for all CCF projects was 98 days, while the ADB-
wide average for all TA projects approved within the same period was 72 days.37 REDD+ and land use 
projects took the longest time to become effective, about three times longer than the average ADB TA. 
Of the three modalities, CCF-financed TALLs and GCIs took longer to get approval from developing 
member countries than average stand-alone TA projects, by 37 days.  
 
98. CCF-financed projects tended to be extended by an average of 781 days (about 26 months). This 
was 305 (about 10 months) longer than the ADB-wide average for TA projects of 476 days (footnote 37). 
REDD+ and land use projects were extended for an average of 1,282 days (almost 43 months) or almost 
three times the average for ADB TA projects. GCIs were extended by a remarkable average of 2,570 days 
(about 86 months), over five times longer than the ADB-wide average .  
 
99. As completion dates were usually delayed, so were financial closing dates (by an average of 
almost 23 months). REDD+ and land use projects closed 37 months after the originally planned closing 
date, more than 1 year longer than the average for all CCF projects. Stand-alone TA projects closed an 
average of 723 days after the planned date, even longer than the project completion delay. The project 
with the longest financial closing date delay was Core Environment Program and Biodiversity 
Conservation Corridors Initiative in the GMS. According to the TCR, the TA had an original closing date 

 
37   Data from ADB Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department. All approved TA projects, 2008–30 June 2018. 
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of 31 December 2008 but this had to be extended several times with the financial closure not being 
reached until 31 January 2016. The reasons for the extension included (i) alignment of the TA completion 
date with the completion date of the cofinancing agreement with Sweden, (ii) incorporation of an 
increase in TA funds, (iii) utilization of unspent TA funds, (iv) the need to provide a seamless transition 
between phase 1 and phase 2 of the program, and (v) the time required by the TA supporting unit to 
close all contracts.  
 
100. Completion reports of CCF-financed projects were generally circulated earlier than those for ADB-
wide TA projects. The average elapsed time from actual project completion to TCR circulation was 
473 days, well under the 820-day average for ADB TA projects. The elapsed time was significantly below 
the ADB average for all components and modalities.  

 
101. CCF direct charges took the longest to complete. Since the approval and project processing of 
CCF direct charges are more aligned with those of ADB’s small-scale technical assistance (SSTA) projects, 
SSTA projects were made the benchmark. For direct charges, the milestone dates were: (i) date of 
submission of application, (ii) approval date, (iii) completion date, and (iv) financial closing date.38 
However, data for only (ii) and (iv) are available. On average, direct charges had a lifetime of 1,740 days 
(58 months). This was more than twice the average lifetime of SSTA projects of 817 days (27 months). 
Direct charges had a longer average lifetime than SSTA projects across all components, with REDD+ and 
land use direct charges stretching for 2,508 days (84 months). 
 
102. Overall, the disbursement rate of completed CCF-financed projects (67%) was slightly lower than 
the ADB-wide average (70%). At the component level, the adaptation (58%) and REDD+ and land use 
(49%) components had disbursement rates well below the ADB average. With regard to modalities, while 
GCIs (82%) and TALLs (80%) had above average disbursement rates, direct charges (53%) and TA projects 
(63%) had below average disbursement rates. However, direct charges represented only 13% of the CCF 
portfolio.39  
 
103. For financially closed projects, the disbursement rate was at par with the ADB-wide average 
(85%). The clean energy component disbursement rate was above average (89%), while the adaptation 
and climate finance readiness was slightly below (82% for both). REDD+ and land use had a particularly 
low rate (70%). 
 

a. Efficiency of Completed Projects under the Clean Energy Component 
 
104. As a result of their substantial implementation delays and, in some cases, significant 
underutilization of their CCF allocations, only 12 out of the 22 projects reviewed under the clean energy 
component (55%) were assessed efficient. These 12 included Developing the Tianjin Emissions Trading 
System, which was  completed within the original period without any extensions and with 96.4% of the 
CCF allocation utilized, and the regional TA Support for Clean Energy Financing Partnership 
Administration, which according to the TCR, required only a 6-month extension of the closing date “to 
allow preparation of Clean Energy investments annual reports and continue full fund application process” 
and used 97.9% of its CCF allocation. 
 
105. However, some of the clean energy projects required extensions of more than a year, while others 
underspent their CCF allocations by significant amounts. This was the case for both regional and 
individual country projects. As a regional example, the closing date for the Promoting Sustainable 
Transport in Asia TA needed to be extended by almost 2 years and, even so, it utilized only 70% of its 

 
38 Closing of direct charges and submission of completion reports were instituted in 2018 through the revisions in the 

Implementation Guidelines. This introduction facilitated the financial closure of most direct charges. 
39  If only CCF projects that are disbursing funds are considered, the overall disbursement rate is 76%, higher than most of the ADB 

average disbursement rates within the different components and modalities. 
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original CCF allocation. The TA for the Sustainable Hydropower in Asia Publication has already been cited 
as an example of a country TA whose closing date needed to be extended (para. 73).  
 

b. Efficiency of Completed Projects under the Adaptation Component 
 
106. As with the clean energy component, 9 out of the 13 CCF-supported adaptation projects (69%) 
were less than efficient and needed their closing dates to be extended for a year or more and some had 
significantly underutilized allocations. The four projects that were considered efficient (31%), also 
suffered some delays. Closing dates were extended in part due to changes in scope and/or the addition 
of CCF resources,40 while in another project, Strengthening the Capacity of Pacific DMCs to Respond to 
Climate Change, non-CCF grants were added during implementation. Other projects were delayed 
because of other factors.  
 
107. In the Nepal Strengthening Capacity for Managing Climate Change Project, for example, ADB 
found it difficult to hold the individual national specialists “accountable for timely TA progress, the 
advance payment account took over one year to close, [and] the firm contracts also took an inordinate 
amount of time to close because they were unfamiliar with ADB’s disbursement rules,” according to the 
TCR.  In the Bangladesh Strengthening the Resilience of the Water Sector in Khulna to Climate Change 
TALL, the closing date was extended three times in part because of prolonged contract negotiations with 
the international consulting firm and in part to “fine-tune the final outputs and to develop and fund a 
publication based on TA findings for wide internal and external dissemination.” The TCR also stated that 
the response from international consultants was often delayed because “their inputs were rather small 
and they had other engagements concurrently,” while contract administration by the international firm 
was “rather poor due mainly to its unfamiliarity with ADB procedures and requirements.” 
 
108. Even comparatively efficient projects experienced delays. For the PRC Policy Study on Government 
Public Expenditure in Agricultural Production TA, for instance, an extension was required to improve the 
quality of the consultants’ reports due to inadequate translation from Chinese to English and the need 
to engage additional consultants to fill the gap between the consultants’ expertise and the TA’s 
requirements. In this case, however, the closing date was extended for only 5 months. In the Sri Lanka 
Strengthening the Capacity for Climate Change Adaptation TA, the extension was also for less than a 
year, but was needed because “of the time the Government took to sign the TA Letter of Agreement and 
also the need to change the consultancy inputs in the inception phase.”  
 
109. The closing date for the regional Policy Options to Support Climate-Induced Migration TA, on the 
other hand, needed to be extended four times for a total of nearly 4 years. According to the TCR, this 
was in part because of “delays in the engagement of international experts due to the difficulty of finding 
suitable experts” and in part “in order to allow for adequate analysis and formulation of 
recommendations and to take on board recommendations from related initiatives.” For the Economics 
of Climate Change in Central and West Asia TA, the consultant’s final report was delayed, according to 
the TCR, because of the “lower than expected capacity of stakeholders to identify adaptation investment 
needs, which required the adaptation consultant to conduct additional training.” Consequently, the 
closing date was modified four times “to accommodate sequential slower than expected recruitment of 
mitigation and adaptation consultants, delayed focal point nomination by counterparts, and slower than 
expected progress by the adaptation consultant, and editing of the adaptation report to develop an ADB 
knowledge product.” 

110. The Viet Nam Climate Change Impact and Adaptation Study in the Mekong Delta TA was 
extended for an even longer period. The TCR provided the following explanation: “in response to the 
request of the co-financing partner, Part A and Part B consulting packages were awarded separately. 

 
40  This occurred, for example, for example, in the Nepal Strengthening Capacity for Managing Climate Change and the Environment 

TA, the Indonesia Institutional Strengthening for Integrated Water Resources Management in the 6 Ci’s River Basin Territory TALL, 
and the Cook Islands Avatiu Port Development Project GCI. 
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Recruiting two…consultancies resulted in a delay of implementation and a loss of knowledge and 
working relationships. Part B consultants had to reestablish project implementation partnerships at the 
provincial level, leaving the experts with little time to develop the project pre-feasibility studies, the most 
significant output needed to secure follow-on financing from ADB and development partners.”  
 
111. The Managing the Water Resources of Boyang Lake TA in the PRC also needed to be extended 
for more than 18 months due to delays in the investment project preparation process and the need to 
increase the international and national consultants’ inputs. Finally, the closing date of the Climate 
Resilience and Green Growth in the Upper Marikina River Basin Protected Landscape TA in the Philippines 
was extended from September 2014 to May 2016 because of the late delivery of outputs by the 
consulting firm, especially with respect to pilot activities. Delays were also experienced due to changes 
in local leadership following elections in 2013 as well as to the limited number of qualified local 
government unit partners and “associated institutional complexities.”    
 
112. In short, virtually all the CCF-supported adaptation projects for which completion reports are 
available had their closing dates extended.  While there were a variety of reasons for this, it is evident 
that ADB tended to be overly optimistic when establishing TA project closing dates. When projects were 
extended either partly or largely due to changes in scope or the addition of financial resources during 
implementation, thereby effectively modifying the original project design, it was not clear whether the 
projects were formally restructured and/or whether their DMFs were revised to reflect these changes. 
 

c. Efficiency of Completed Projects under the REDD+ and Land use Component 
 

113. All three of the completed projects reviewed in the REDD+ and land use component (100%) were 
rated less than efficient including the Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Corridor Initiative in 
the GMS Phase 1, for which CCF financing was added during implementation, and the regional Promoting 
Ecosystem Services and Forest Carbon Financing Project, to which TASF and SCF financing was added 
during implementation. Originally designed to be implemented in 24 months, the latter project was 
extended three times and closed more than a year and a half later than originally scheduled. 
 
114. As with the clean energy and adaptation components, delays occurred for reasons other than 
the addition of CCF or other resources and associated changes in scope. Implementation of the 
Sustainable Forest and Biodiversity Management in Borneo Project in Indonesia, for example, was delayed 
because of the lack of a defined scope for capacity building in the TA. As a result, the project management 
consultant’s development of the capacity management plan and its approval by ADB did not occur until 
2016, the year the project was originally expected to close. In addition, most of the training events and 
workshops were delayed for more than 10 months due to several changes in the team leader and delays 
in mobilizing experts. In the regional Promoting Ecosystem Services and Forest Carbon Financing in Asia 
and the Pacific Project, consultant recruitment was delayed because of the lack of suitable candidates to 
undertake the valuation of ecosystem services and the time taken for the selection of pilot activities and 
receipt of no objections from participating DMCs, the completion of final reports, and implementation 
of two national workshops and a regional forum.  
 

4. Overall Assessment of Efficiency 
 
115. Overall, the CCF was assessed efficient. At the fund level, the CCF institutional governance was 
sufficient, although it could have benefited from more dedicated resources for monitoring and for 
facilitating the completion of PCRs and TCRs. The overall allocation of resources and disbursement rates 
were similar to the ADB average although some issues were noted with the disbursement of direct 
charges, although these represent only 13% of the CCF portfolio. At the project level, completed projects 
were generally less than efficient, with only 42% of completed projects assessed efficient. This was 
generally due to project delays which hindered the achievement of project outputs and outcomes. 
Although these delays need careful attention, they cannot be fully attributed to the CCF as most of the 
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projects were cofinanced and the overall delays cover the projects as a whole. Taken together, efficiency 
at the fund level outweighed some efficiency shortcomings in individual projects.    

E. Sustainability 

1. Are the CCF’s current institutional arrangements and resources sufficient for the fund to 
achieve its objectives in future and to contribute to Strategy 2030 Operational Priority 3?   

 
116. The CCF was wholly dependent upon ADB net income over the last 12 years. Although it was 
designed as a multi-donor fund, the CCF has not attracted any external resources. This is the single 
biggest vulnerability of the fund. Donor lack of interest in the CCF may have been due to its initial small 
size and perhaps its association with CEFPF, which already had contributions from several donors. CCF 
annual progress reports are not published online, unlike the CEFPF reports, which reduces the fund’s 
visibility and may make it difficult for potential external funders to assess its added value and results. An 
additional challenge for the CCF is the competition, internal and external, for climate finance at ADB. 
There are now 15 funds offering climate-related finance, with their own strategic foci, conditions, and 
limitations. Without a clear added value and strategic focus, the CCF may find it harder to compete within 
this crowded market. The current system of periodic and irregular funding for the CCF may limit its future 
planning, leveraging capacity, overall impact, and alignment with OP3. ADB should consider delaying the 
proposed replenishment to 2022 to improve the alignment with the OP3 timeline. The CCF is well placed 
to support OP3, but it needs sufficient funding, including external financing. The ambitious targets of 
OP3, including for 75% of lending to be climate-related by 2030, brings into sharp focus the need for 
coordinated and collective action across the available funds.  
 
117. Institutionally, ADB has sufficient expertise to manage the CCF, although more resources are 
needed to manage and monitor the portfolio. The Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management 
Division of SDCC and the climate focal persons have supervised the CCF well. The climate focal 
arrangements have worked well and enabled strong links with regional departments, both in terms of 
developing new projects and in providing peer reviews for proposed projects. For example, the 
Adaptation and Land Use Working Group is comprised of technical (climate/environment specialists) from 
the operations departments. On the other hand, the Office of the Cluster Head of SDCC manages the 
clean energy component of CCF, with energy specialists from operations departments serving as 
members of the Clean Energy Working Group. However, dedicated staff are needed for the day to day 
monitoring of the CCF portfolio to track results and the delivery of completion reports.  
 

2. To what extent are the outcomes and achievements of the CCF sustainable? 
 
118. Sustainability is difficult to ascertain at the project level as this is often not covered in the TCRs. 
For the five project loans and the grant that received CCF funds and were evaluated by IED, four out of 
five were assessed likely sustainable. The evaluation’s review of the 38 available TCRs concluded that 84% 
were likely sustainable, as is explained below.  

a. Sustainability of Completed Projects under the Clean Energy Component 

119. Although many of the TCRs did not specifically assess sustainability, the evaluation was able to 
draw conclusions based on other elements of these reports. Nevertheless, the sustainability of eight of 
the projects reviewed was not rated. Among the projects that could be rated, two—the Azerbaijan Baku 
Sustainable Urban Transport TA and the PRC Developing Pathways to Low-Carbon Transport in NHAR 
TA—were assessed unlikely sustainable because their desired outcomes were not achieved. The 
sustainability of the PRC clean energy projects was mixed (Box 9).  
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120. In terms of the regional TA projects, IED found that the sustainability of the TA for Expanding 
the Implementation of Energy Efficiency in DMCs was uncertain as the TCR stated that “implementation 
of the proposed roadmaps and action plans largely depends on each of the DMC’s policy environment, 
infrastructure, and institutional capacity.” Similarly, for the Establishing a Pilot Center to Facilitate Climate 
Change Technology in Asia and the Pacific TA cluster, the TCR stated that “a new TA cluster building 
upon the achievements and major lessons of this TA cluster has just been implemented to continue the 
support and the accelerated development of innovative climate technologies.”41  The Climate Change 
and Disaster Risk Management Division of SDCC confirmed that allocation of resources to the ongoing 
cluster TA (Integrated High Impact Innovation in Sustainable Energy Technology), and Subproject 1 
(Energy System Analysis, Technology Road Maps and Feasibility Studies for Pilot Testing) has already been 
approved. 
 

b. Sustainability of Completed Projects under the Adaptation Component 
 

121. The likelihood that project outputs and outcomes will be sustainable varies and in several cases 
sustainability was clearly uncertain even when the completion reports suggested that it was likely. The 
TCR for the Strengthening Capacity for Managing Climate Change and the Environment project in Nepal, 
for example, affirmed that most of its activities were likely to be sustained because the Ministry of 
Environment, Science, and Technology was committed to implementing its new organizational changes 
and the training programs. However, these changes had fallen short in terms of both reach and quality 
under the TA, because they “are being scaled up under a follow-on TA.” Similarly, the completion report 
for the Institutional Strengthening for Integrated Water Resources Management in the six Ci’s River Basin 
Territory TALL in Indonesia argued that the project was “likely sustainable because TA outputs and pilot 
projects were formally handed over to the Government to enable proper maintenance.” However, it did 
not assess the government’s commitment or its institutional and financial capacity to ensure that this 

 
41 Not including the closed CCF-supported operations for which no or insufficient information is presently available (see footnote 

14), the other five projects where sustainability was uncertain were: (i) PRC: Clean Development Mechanism Fund Capacity 
Building TA, due to the subsequent collapse of carbon prices and associated demand for Clean Development Mechanism support, 
even though initial sustainability was likely; (ii) Sri Lanka: Clean Energy and Access Improvement GCI; (iii) PRC: Developing a Low-
Carbon Economy in Yunnan Province TA; (iv) PRC: Wastewater Treatment and Reuse TA; and (v) Regional: Sustainable 
Hydropower in Asia Publication, for which additional resources would be needed to finalize and disseminated the intended 
outputs. 

Box 9: Sustainability of Selected Clean Energy  
Projects in the People’s Republic of China Supported by the Climate Change Fund 

The technical assistance completion report for the Utilization of Foreign Capital to Promote Energy Conservation 
and Energy-Efficient Power Generating Project did not comment on its sustainability. However, since the 
technical assistance (TA) apparently contributed to new investments for climate change mitigation, it was 
assessed likely sustainable. The completion report for the Concentrating Solar Thermal Power Development also 
failed to discuss sustainability, but, as the pilot demonstration project was successfully implemented, it too was 
considered likely sustainable. Since the Energy Efficiency in Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region TA contributed 
to two Asian Development Bank loans, it may also be considered likely sustainable, assuming that the associated 
investment projects go forward. 

For the Tianjin Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Power Plant Project grant component of investment, 
given that the Climate Change Fund resources were concentrated on ensuring the proper operation and 
maintenance of the power plant itself, its sustainability appears to be likely. The outcomes of both the Tianjin 
and Shanghai emissions trading schemes TA projects are also likely to be sustainable. As with the other projects 
reviewed, the sustainability of the results of the Wastewater Treatment and Reuse Project TA associated or linked 
to loan is not specifically discussed in the TA completion report and is thus uncertain. However, the outcome of 
the Strategic Analysis and Recommendations for Achieving the 2020 Low-Carbon Goal is likely sustainable 
because the TA outputs were reportedly incorporated in the People’s Republic of China’s 13th Five-Year Plan, as 
intended. 

Sources: Asian Development Bank completion reports. 
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would in fact occur or even clarify the level of government it was referring to. The report did state that 
the river basin plan documents “are the basis for the river basin organizations to develop their future 
plans and programs as required by law,” but here too there is no assurance that this will occur in a timely 
fashion or that the needed institutional and financial resources will be available. 
 
122. The sustainability of the Viet Nam Climate Change Impact and Adaptation Study in the Mekong 
Delta TA appears unlikely given concerns about the quality of some of its outputs.  The sustainability of 
the results of the Support for the National Action Plan on Climate Change TALL in India is also uncertain 
as the TCR provides conflicting statements in this regard. It states that “despite good interest and support 
for the TA, there are extremely limited resources available to take on the significant tasks of change and 
institutional development at the central and state levels.” It adds that “the long-term uptake of the 
outputs to meet the targeted schedules given in the TA are achievable but would require significantly 
higher levels of government support than presently exists at both levels” and that “significant levels of 
external technical, managerial, and financial support will be required to meet the gap in resources of the 
state and central government water resources departments/ministry.” Another TA with uncertain 
sustainability is the Economics of Climate Change in Central and West Asia. On the one hand, the TCR 
affirms that the project was “likely sustainable as the project concepts are expected to generate future 
climate investments and the economics reports have been referenced in subsequent third-party 
assessments.” On the other, it states that “the sustainability and impact of the training may be at risk 
due to staff turnover and insufficient mainstreaming of climate change in government policy.”  
 
123. In contrast, even though the completion report for the regional Policy Options to Support 
Climate-Induced Migration TA did not discuss its potential sustainability, this appears likely given the 
strong interest in the final report and the importance of this issue for many DMCs. A similar conclusion 
can be reached with regard to the Managing the Water Resources for Boyang Lake TA in the PRC, for 
which the completion report also failed to rate sustainability despite indicating that “the training has not 
only strengthened the Jiangxi Provincial Development and Reform Commission’s skills in WRM, but it has 
also helped promote multi-sector participation in managing Boyang Lake’s water resources.” It also noted 
that the Provincial Development and Reform Commission “committed to consider them in formulation 
of the government’s 13th Five-Year Plan.” 
 
124. Finally, the sustainability of both the Climate Resilience and Green Growth in the Upper Marikina 
River Basin Protected Landscape TA in the Philippines and the regional Development and Dissemination 
of Climate-Resilient Rice Varieties TA is likely. In the case of the Philippines TA,  the TCR states that the 
project’s outcome was expected to be sustained by “addressing young staff in the local government units 
and provincial environmental management board in training programs on climate change and that the 
project was successful in sustaining the commitment of both Protected Area Management Board and 
local government unit staff in implementing the initiatives identified in the eco-town roadmap beyond 
the project period,” in the words of the TCR. In the regional climate-resilient rice varieties TA, the TCR 
states that “the project’s outputs are being multiplied and utilized in the national [agricultural research 
and extension] systems of the participating DMCs.” In principle, these arguments appear reasonable. 
However, in the case of the Philippines project, local government staff are often subject to change, which 
may affect the sustainability of the results (as with the Economics of Climate Change in Central and West 
Asia TA discussed above).  
 

c. Sustainability of Completed Projects under the REDD+ and Land Use Component 
 

125. Leaving aside the Philippines project, sustainability was considered likely for the other three 
projects under this component. However, this was mainly because of the availability of other concessional 
resources to provide continuity, as with phase 1 of the Core Environment Program and Biodiversity 
Corridor Initiative in the GMS. The TCR for phase 1 argued that its sustainability was likely because of 
strong country support for the Environment Operations Center in Bangkok as a knowledge hub and the 
active participation of the GMS Working Group on Environment, composed of representatives of national 
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environment ministries, in the “ongoing preparation of the post-2017 roadmap.” The TA performance 
evaluation rated the sustainability of the outcomes of Phases 1 and 2 combined likely for similar reasons. 
 
126. In the Sustainable Forest and Biodiversity Management in Borneo TA project in Indonesia, the 
TCR argued that the project was likely sustainable because the two payment for ecological services (PES) 
schemes under the project were now receiving funding from other sources.  One of the villages involved 
was receiving financing from the Forest Investment Program and had obtained a letter of intent from a 
carbon offset buyer in 2019 for a 25-year commitment to support its forest management plan, while 
another was pursuing resources from the Forest Investment Program’s designated grant mechanism. In 
the case of the regional Promoting Ecosystem and Forest Carbon Financing TA project, even though the 
TCR judged sustainability to be less than likely because the participating DMCs still required “further 
capacity strengthening to sustain the growing commitment to address natural capital loss and climate 
change in line with the SDGs and the Paris [Climate] Agreement,” it also indicated that additional 
financing from ADB, GEF, and Forest Investment Program had been secured to implement projects that 
had been prepared in part with TA resources. 
 

3. Overall Assessment of Sustainability 
 
127. Overall, the CCF was assessed less than likely sustainable. Institutionally, there is sufficient 
expertise to manage the fund, although the day to day monitoring of the portfolio to track results and 
the delivery of completion reports would benefit from the existence of dedicated staff. Although the CCF 
was designed as a multi-donor fund, it is still wholly dependent in ADB’s net income for resources. ADB’s 
use of its net income to establish and sustain the fund has sent a positive signal of ADB’s intent on 
climate. However, the fund’s main vulnerability is uncertainty over the frequency and magnitude of its 
periodic replenishments and the lack of external funding sources. This limits the ability of the managers 
of the CCF to plan strategically or to leverage funds, and the fund’s overall impact and alignment with 
OP3. This is unfortunate as the indications are that the projects funded by the CCF tend to be likely 
sustainable. Sustainability would improve if external financing could be sourced and net income 
replenishment made more predictable. The CCF faces competition, internal and external, for climate 
finance within ADB as 15 climate funds are now available. ADB needs to consider the full range of climate 
funds at ADB and to strategically position the CCF within the wider context of delivering OP3 objectives.  
 
 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

Conclusions 
 

 
 
 
A. Overall Assessment 

128. The evaluation found that the CCF had been instrumental in supporting ADB’s climate actions 
and was generally meeting its objectives. The evaluation assessed the fund successful, despite some 
efficiency issues at the project level and concerns about the fund’s overall sustainability (Table 9). 
 

Table 9: Overall Rating 

Evaluation 
Criteria Rating 

Rating 
Valuea Key Findings 

Relevance Relevant 2.00 The Climate Change Fund (CCF) has been pioneering, transformative, 
and uniquely self-funded amongst Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
climate funds. It was well-aligned with ADB’s strategies over the 
evaluation period. 

Climate finance is now a crowded market with 15 climate funds, 
among which the CCF must compete strategically.  

All projects that were reviewed were assessed as relevant or highly 
relevant. 

The components and modalities available were flexible and appropriate 
but the CCF lacked an overarching results framework for monitoring 
and management. 

Clean energy dominated the allocated resources (51%) but funds for 
adaptation (37%) have increased in recent years. 

The CCF worked across all sectors and developing member countries 
(DMCS) but its relevance could have been improved if the portfolio had 
provided more support for vulnerable countries and DMCs with low 
capacity.  

The grant component of investment (GCI) modality was not sufficiently 
used.  

Recent support for DMCs’ nationally determined contributions and 
natural capital have enhanced the fund’s alignment with Strategy 2030 
Operational Priority 3.  

Effectiveness Effective 2.00 CCF funds through technical assistance associated with or linked to 
loans and GCIs, comprising 30% of the CCF portfolio, directly 
contributed to investments worth $2.4 billion. They generated an 
average climate-related investment of $104 per $1 of CCF allocation. 

At least 14 projects over the evaluation period, totaling $13.8 million 
or 18% of the portfolio focused on demonstration and piloting new 
technologies and innovative approaches. 

The CCF has been catalytic in mainstreaming climate risk assessments 
in ADB investments, funding 53 climate risk and adaptation options 
assessments over the evaluation period, which have contributed to 
almost $7 billion of climate proofed investments. 
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Evaluation 
Criteria Rating 

Rating 
Valuea Key Findings 

Routine stand-alone support for project climate risk and adaptation 
options assessments (CRAs) is becoming a drain on the fund’s 
resources and may no longer be necessary given the use of other funds 
for this mainstreamed activity. 

At the component level, the results were reasonably well tracked for 
clean energy, less so for adaptation, and not at all for reducing 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and improved 
land use management. 

Clean energy performance was positive overall, particularly concerning 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Based on the design and monitoring framework of 2008 for 
adaptation, it can be concluded that the outcome was largely achieved. 
Targets for 2020 on CRAs are close to being achieved but those for 
adaptation finance may not be. 

Gender mainstreaming targets were set and met for the clean energy 
component, but there were no targets in the adaptation design and 
monitoring framework. 
At the project level, the CCF generally delivered effective projects. 

Efficiency Efficient 2.00 At the fund level, the CCF’s institutional governance was sufficient. 

Overall, the allocation of resources and disbursement was similar to the 
ADB average but with some issues with disbursement of direct charges.   

The CCF’s application and selection processes were straightforward and 
clearly explained in the implementation guidelines.  

Annual progress reports were prepared each year and submitted to the 
Board.  

DMC governments and ADB resident missions could have been more 
engaged in the CCF project preparation process.   

At the project level, the completed CCF portfolio suffered from project 
delays and projects tended to be extended about 10 months longer 
than the ADB-wide average for technical assistance projects. 

Sustainability Less than 
likely 
sustainable 

1.00 The CCF lacks diversified funding sources and is wholly dependent on 
ADB’s net income for resources, which are of uncertain frequency and 
magnitude.   

Institutionally, resources for monitoring and tracking development 
results were not sufficient. 

The CCF must now compete strategically with other climate funds used 
in ADB investments.  

Current periodic and irregular funding may limit future strategic 
planning and alignment with Strategy 2030 operational priority 3. 

At the project level, CCF projects tended to be likely sustainable. 

Overall 
Assessmentb 

Successful  1.75 The CCF generally delivered well on its mandate to support climate 
action at ADB and facilitated greater investments in DMCs to address 
climate change, notwithstanding some project inefficiencies and long-
term funding limitations which limited its strategic importance among 
the many climate funds that now exist.  

a The rating values denote IED’s rating for each criterion. 
b Highly successful > 2.7; successful 2.7 > S > 1.6; less than successful 1.6 > LTS > 0.8; unsuccessful < 0.8. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
129. The evaluation assessed the CCF successful on the grounds that it had mostly delivered on its 
mandate to support ADB’s climate actions and had facilitated greater investments in DMCs to address 
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climate change, but the fund now needs clearer strategic direction. Since 2008, the CCF has been 
instrumental in mainstreaming climate change in ADB investments and has contributed significantly to 
scaling up ADB’s climate actions. The CCF has supported ADB’s 2020 objectives of $6 billion to be invested 
in climate finance annually, particularly through projects linked to loans, grant components of loans, and 
support for CRAs. Clean energy has been particularly well promoted, more so than adaptation. While CCF 
support was key in mainstreaming CRAs in ADB investments, other funds are now routinely undertaking 
this work, and routine project-level support by the CCF may no longer be so critical. The CCF is well placed 
to contribute significantly to the objectives of OP3, but its strategic objectives should be updated to 
reflect OP3 and to distinguish it from other climate funds being used at ADB. The CCF’s institutional 
arrangements need attention, in order to improve monitoring capacity at the portfolio level. The Climate 
Change and Disaster Risk Management Division of SDCC provided excellent high-level technical support 
to regional departments to get projects off the ground and manage the fund, but this was not matched 
by portfolio management, either through staff or consultant resources. A holistic programmatic 
approach is not fully in place because there is no overarching results framework or associated monitoring 
system to track development objectives.  ADB’s use of net income to establish and maintain the fund 
was a positive signal of its serious intent on climate, but the unpredictability of replenishments and the 
lack of diversification of funding sources pose a sustainability risk. 
 
130. IED’s review of the projects financed to the end of 2019 under the clean energy, adaptation, and 
forests and land use components of the CCF indicated that they had been relevant in terms of the fund’s 
objective of seeking to facilitate additional climate-change-related investments in DMCs in the sectors in 
which ADB is providing support. For the most part, they were also effective in delivering their outputs 
and achieving their outcomes, although there have been a few exceptions under each of the components. 
Many of the projects reviewed had their closing dates extended several times and some, including several 
of the direct charges, significantly underutilized their original CCF allocations.  
 
131. The REDD+ and land use component appears to have performed somewhat less well than the 
other two components, but the number of projects approved was much less than for clean energy and 
adaptation. Only one project was approved for climate finance readiness and its results are promising 
but not yet fully available. The high concentration of individual country projects in the PRC was striking 
and most of the completed projects there were successful. On the one hand, this reflected the innovative 
nature of many of the projects supported by the CCF and the PRC’s proactive approach to the CCF. On 
the other, it meant that fewer resources went to other DMCs. In particular, few CCF resources were 
allocated to the Pacific or Central and West Asia, although their share of CRA support was high. 

 
B. Key Issues 

132. The CCF is wholly dependent on ADB’s net income for resources. Although the CCF was designed 
as a multi-donor fund, ADB has not been able to attract external resources to complement its 
contributions, which affects the sustainability and growth of the fund, its leveraging potential, and 
overall impact. Initially, this may have been due to the small size of the CCF and perhaps its association 
with the Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility (CEFPF), which already had multi-donor 
contributions. Recently the CCF’s lack of any clear differentiation from the many other climate funds at 
ADB may also have hindered external support. CCF annual progress reports are not published online, 
unlike for those for CEFPF, which reduces the fund’s visibility and may make it difficult for potential 
external funders to assess its added value and results. The unpredictability of the net income 
replenishments and the lack of any external funding sources remain a concern for the CCF. 
 
133. Routine stand-alone support for project climate risk and adaptation options assessments (CRAs) 
is a drain on CCF resources. The CCF was instrumental in mainstreaming CRAs in the preparation of 
projects and in doing so increasing the volume of climate-proofed investments by ADB. Over time, 
regional departments have made this a routine task for which they use transaction TA facilities and other 
funding sources, such as the Urban Climate Change Resilience Trust Fund and the Project Readiness 
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Improvement Trust Fund. This is a successful outcome for the CCF, but it is also a signal that it should 
now pivot away from routine stand-alone project CRAs and use its resources more strategically to 
facilitate greater investments in DMCs to tackle climate change, e.g., by providing programmatic support 
through country partnership strategies (CPSs) and country operations business plans (COBPs) to catalyze 
project pipeline development.    

134. The CCF portfolio has not fully exploited the available financing modalities, or supported the full 
range of sectors and countries. There were eight GCIs and 10 TALLs over the evaluation period. These 
represented 30% of the CCF portfolio and led to investments worth $2.4 billion. The single climate finance 
readiness project has already supported securing a number of GCF-financed projects and played an 
important role in establishing the Asia Pacific Climate Finance Fund (ACliFF). Greater use should be made 
of climate finance readiness projects as they have demonstrated they can contribute to the overall 
objective of the CCF to facilitate greater investments in DMCs to address climate change. The portfolio 
has been concentrated on the main ADB infrastructure sectors, but consideration should also be given 
to financing underrepresented sectors, such as education, finance, and health, which also have an 
important role to play in addressing climate change. This would align the fund more closely with Strategy 
2030. The CCF should pursue more balanced regional coverage, taking into account issues of demand, 
needs, capacity and size of available resources.  
 
135. The CCF’s engagement with the private sector has been minimal. There was only one project and 
three direct charges related to the private sector in the CCF portfolio. The Board paper establishing the 
fund anticipated that the CCF would support ADB to address climate change through both private and 
public sector projects. When the CCF supported private sector initiatives, such as the Wastewater 
Treatment and Reuse Project in the PRC, the experience was positive for PSOD and the private sector 
operator. Given that OP3 expects ADB to expand private sector operations in climate and the 
environment, CCF and related funds need to pay more attention to supporting these initiatives. While 
other climate funds tailored for the private sector are available, the CCF’s added value could be to provide 
support for CRAs in private sector investments. 

 
136. The CCF is no longer sufficiently differentiated from the other 15 funds supporting climate action 
at ADB. When the CCF was established, it was anticipated that it would receive contributions from 
bilateral partners, foundations, and private partners, but this did not happen. This has limited the scale 
of the fund, its leveraging potential, and the security of its replenishment. Over time, a wide range of 
climate funds have become available at ADB with varying purposes and geographic foci. ADB needs to 
consider its full range of climate funds and to position the CCF strategically within the wider context of 
supporting delivery of OP3 objectives.  

 
137. DMC governments and ADB resident missions are not sufficiently engaged in the CCF project 
preparation process. While the CCF guidelines do not preclude DMCs from initiating proposals, all the 
applications so far originated from ADB staff, most of whom were based at headquarters. This limits the 
DMCs’ awareness of the fund and country ownership of the projects supported by the fund.  

 
138. There is no overarching results framework covering all intervention components and financing 
modalities. A DMF is available for the clean energy component, shared with CEFPF, and this is monitored 
regularly. The adaptation component also has a DMF, but it is not as closely monitored. The REDD+ and 
land use component has no DMF. However, the available DMFs do not include specific indicators and 
targets for the different fund modalities.  

C. Lessons 

139. The strategic oversight of funds is enhanced when their governance structure includes some form 
of third-party engagement. The original Board paper outlined the governance structure of CCF and 
included at its apex ADB and external financing partners, whose function would be to provide strategic 
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direction to the CCF and to meet ADB for annual consultations and to review progress, administration, 
and the annual work program. Since there are no external financing partners, ADB sits alone at the apex 
of the governance structure. The clean energy component of the CCF shows how greater external partner 
involvement might influence the CCF as a whole, as its management and coordination has been 
effectively subsumed into the multi-donor CEFPF, for which it shares a common DMF, including specific 
guidelines for monitoring results. CEFPF progress reports are published online, unlike those of the CCF. 
The CEFPF receives funds from four external sources and, while this external engagement probably 
imposes an administrative burden, it may also have contributed to more robust management of the clean 
energy component of the CCF, which had the highest success rate and greatest number of available 
completion reports of all the components. 
 
140. Institutional capacity development on climate change in ADB’s DMCs requires long-term 
engagement. Just over half of CCF resources went toward capacity development. The lack of basic climate 
data, technical expertise, and qualified local staff in many DMCs means that some processes, especially 
baseline studies, vulnerability assessments, and cost–benefit analysis of mitigation and adaptation 
measures, have to be adjusted to reflect realities on the ground. Countries need access to climate change 
data, especially future climate projections and satellite imagery, so they can formulate effective 
mitigation and adaptation measures. However, without well-established planning and decision-making 
processes, climate change information and adaptation will be of limited value. Local consultation and 
validation workshops are useful forums for climate change knowledge sharing and information 
dissemination. They provide venues for developing and/or fostering productive collaboration toward their 
application, replication, and scaling up. Climate change capacity development programs to be financed 
by CCF can be expanded and sustained to build effective institutions, but more effective use of 
participatory and multi-disciplinary approaches is critical for the success of capacity building efforts. 
 
141. Technical assistance with a narrow focus, immediate policy relevance, and carried out with 
national champions with financial and/or planning authority was key to the successful integration of 
climate technologies in country investment plans. Careful and realistic planning is required for the 
production and dissemination of outputs, since this involves multiple institutions within a given 
timeframe. Regarding the selection of implementing agency, it is important to assign the government 
agency with direct responsibility as the implementing agency for achieving the TA objectives as this 
enhances the value addition of the TA and its contribution to the desired impact and outcome. Selection 
of an appropriate implementing agency is especially critical in cutting-edge technology projects.  
 
142. More lessons identified through the review of the completion reports are collated in Appendix 8. 
 
D. Recommendations 

143. The evaluation offers the following recommendations for ADB:  

144. Recommendation 1: Develop predictable and regular funding for the CCF and target projects 
that directly facilitate greater climate investments in DMCs, such as TALLs and GCIs, particularly for 
adaptation, and across more sectors and countries, to better align with OP3 and Strategy 2030. 
Predictable and regular replenishment from ADB’s net income is needed, combined with greater efforts 
to secure long-term financing partnerships, including with the private sector, to improve the fund’s 
leveraging potential and match the objectives and time horizon of OP3. ADB should ramp up CCF targets 
for projects that directly facilitate greater climate investments in DMCs, particularly for adaptation, such 
as GCI and TALL projects, and projects similar to the one climate finance readiness project so far, taking 
into account the size of the funding envelope.  GCI projects should aim to secure external funding so 
they do not excessively drain CCF resources. The eight GCI and 10 TALL projects (30% of the CCF portfolio) 
contributed to investments worth $2.4 billion and had the highest disbursement. These modalities are 
most closely aligned with the fund’s overall objective—to facilitate greater investments in DMCs to 
address climate change. Pursuing these modalities would help the CCF to move beyond just climate 
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proofing to adaptation through projects. Similarly, the single climate finance readiness project has 
already achieved positive outcomes in securing GCF funding and establishing the ACliFF. Ramping up 
these approaches, and providing them with specific targets, will help the CCF to achieve its main goal 
and make it more attractive to external financial partners. While mitigation efforts should not be 
neglected, greater priority should be given to adaptation to help redress ADB’s lagging coverage in this 
area, particularly for vulnerable countries. Direct charges should be used sparingly and judiciously as they 
tend to be less efficient than other modalities. Opportunities should be sought to broaden the portfolio 
beyond core infrastructure sectors and to include support for finance, education and health, thereby 
enhancing the CCF’s strategic relevance to all of Strategy 2030’s operational priorities. Similarly, support 
for DMCs should be more carefully managed to achieve more balanced regional coverage, taking into 
account issues of demand, needs, capacity and available resources. 

145. Recommendation 2: Continue to use CCF resources to provide strategic support for climate risk 
and adaptation options assessments and provide project-level support only on a selective basis. CCF 
support for CRAs was instrumental in creating momentum in the early years of climate mainstreaming at 
ADB, but CRAs are now sufficiently mainstreamed in many regional departments and it is no longer 
necessary or desirable for the CCF to routinely support them in projects. Support for project-level CRAs 
should be continued on a selective basis to support strategic goals, such as support for private sector 
CRAs, highly complex assessments, or for vulnerable DMCs. As CRAs have become routine activities in 
project preparation funded by transaction TA or other funds, there is still room for the CCF to provide 
strategic support to ensure that CRA methodologies are standardized and of sufficient quality and depth 
across ADB departments. The CCF should also play a role in developing new tools and datasets for CRAs.  

146. Recommendation 3: Develop an overarching results framework for the CCF with updated 
guidelines to define its strategic role and ringfence dedicated staff resources to improve monitoring and 
evaluation of the portfolio. A clearer definition of the CCF’s role and expected results, taking into account 
its size relative to related climate funds, would support more strategic planning on the use of CCF 
resources. The fund’s guidelines should be updated to include a theory of change. DMFs for individual 
components can contribute to the overarching DMF. Indicators in the DMF should facilitate tracking and 
attribution of the CCF components, modalities, and activities, including gender targets, and be fully 
aligned with OP3. Regional projects should be designed so that results can be disaggregated by DMC 
and easily tracked. A data monitoring and information system should be developed, or an existing system 
adopted, to improve CCF portfolio monitoring and evaluation. Dedicated staff or consultant resources 
should be provided to manage and monitor the portfolio and its results.    
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APPENDIX 1: SUBSIDIARY QUESTIONS BY EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
 

Criteria Evaluation Questions 
Relevance of the fund 
 

(i) How well aligned was the CCF with ADB and DMC climate-change-related 
strategies over the evaluation period and how relevant is it to Strategy 2030 
operational priority 3? 

(ii) Does the CCF complement and add value to existing climate funds in ADB 
operations? 

(iii) How well designed has the fund been to meet its objectives? How relevant are 
the four chosen modalities and intervention components? 

Effectiveness of the 
fund  
 

(i) Has the CCF been effective in catalyzing and leveraging climate financing 
resources through demonstration and mainstreaming? 

(ii) What has been the performance of projects and programs associated with CCF 
activities in supporting climate adaptation, climate mitigation, reducing 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and improved land use 
management, and climate finance readiness? 

(iii) To what extent has the CCF contributed to delivering results, including 
knowledge products and services, in these four component areas? 

Efficiency of the fund 
 

(i) To what extent are the guidelines governing the selection, implementation, and 
reporting of the CCF effective and efficient? 

(ii) Are the processes and practices adopted in implementing the fund effective and 
efficient?  

Sustainability of the 
fund 

(i) Are the CCF’s current institutional arrangements and resources sufficient for the 
fund to achieve its objectives in future and to contribute to Strategy 2030 
operational priority 3?   

(ii) To what extent are the outcomes and achievements of the CCF sustainable? 

 ADB = Asian Development Bank, CCF = Climate Change Fund, DMC = developing member country. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 2: CLIMATE CHANGE FUND PORTFOLIO DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS  
 

Table A2.1 Climate Change Fund Annual Approvals by Component, 2008–2019 

Year of 
Allocation 

Adaptation Clean Energy 
Climate Finance 

Readiness 
REDD+ and Land 

Use Total 
Amount  

($ million) No. 
Amount  

($ million) No. 
Amount  

($ million) No. 
Amount  

($ million) No. 
Amount  

($ million) No. 
2008 1.4 4.0 18.5 12.0 0 0 0.1 1.0 20.0 17.0 

2009 8.2 16.0 5.4 5.0 0 0 4.7 5.0 18.3 26.0 

2010 0 0 0.2 1.0 0 0 0 0 0.2 1.0 

2011 3.7 5.0 5.4 5.0 0 0 0.1 1.0 9.2 11.0 

2012 0.5 1.0 0.1 1.0 0 0 0 0 0.5 2.0 

2013 0 0 1.0 5.0 0.2 1.0 0.8 1.0 2.0 7.0 

2014 2.1 3.0 1.5 3.0 0 0 0 0 3.6 6.0 

2015 0 0 0.8 1.0 0 0 0 0 0.8 1.0 

2016 1.3 5.0 1.3 3.0 0 0 0 0 2.6 8.0 

2017 2.7 8.0 0.5 2.0 0 0 1.1 2.0 4.3 12.0 

2018 5.2 18.0 4.8 4.0 0 0 0 0 9.9 22.0 

2019 3.5 10.0 0.1 2.0 0 0 2.3 2.0 5.8 14.0 

 Total  28.5 67.0 39.3 44.0 0.2 1.0 9.1 12.0 77.1 127.0 

% 36.9 52.8 51.0 34.6 0.3 0.8 11.8 9.4 100.0 100.0 

No. = number, REDD+ = reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation plus forest management. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department). 
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Table A2.2. Distribution of Climate Change Fund Allocations by Component and Dimension 

Dimension 

Adaptation Clean Energy Climate Finance Readiness REDD+ and Land Use Total 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount 

 ($ million) Allocations 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
A. Modality                                         
Direct charge   8.4  29.4 41 58.6 1.1 2.8 11 25.0 0 0 0 0 0.4 4.3 4 33.3 9.9 12.8 56 44.1 
Grant component 

of investment 
  1.1  3.9 2 2.9 10.8 27.5 4 9.1 0 0 0 0 2.4 26.5 2 16.7 14.3 18.5 8 6.3 

Technical 
assistance 

15.4  54.1 22 31.4 22.0 56.0 23 52.3 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 6.3 69.2 6 50.0 44.0 57.0 52 40.9 

Technical 
Assistance Linked 
to Loan 

  3.6  12.6 5 7.1 5.4 13.7 6 13.6 0 0   0 0 0   0 9.0 11.7 11 8.7 

 Total 28.5  100.0 70 100.0 39.3 100.0 44 100.0 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 9.1 100.0 12 100.0 77.1 100.0 127 100.0 
B. Sector                                 0.0       
ANRRD 11.4  40.1 24 34.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9.0 98.3 11 91.7 20.4 26.4 35 27.6 
Energy   2.9  10.1 5 7.1 28.6 72.7 32 72.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31.4 40.8 37 29.1 
Finance   0.7  2.5 4 5.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7 0.9 4 3.1 
Health   0.1  0.4 1 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 1 0.8 
Industry and trade   0.1  0.4 2 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 2 1.6 
Multisector   6.5  22.7 13 18.6 2.2 5.5 2 4.5 0 0 0 0 0.2 1.7 1 8.3 8.8 11.4 16 12.6 
Public sector 

management 
  2.2  7.6 8 11.4 0.8 1.9 1 2.3 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0 3.1 4.1 10 7.9 

Transport   1.8  6.4 6 8.6 6.8 17.2 7 15.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.6 11.1 13 10.2 
WUS   2.8  10.0 7 10.0 1.1 2.8 2 4.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.9 5.1 9 7.1 
 Total 28.5  100.0 70 100.0 39.3 100.0 44 100.0 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 9.1 100.0 12 100.0 77.1 100.0 127 100.0 
C. Activity or Focus Area                                        
Capacity 

development 
10.6  37.1 13 18.6 22.1 56.2 17 38.6 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 7.7 84.7 7 58.3 40.6 52.6 38 29.9 

Development of 
knowledge 
products and/or 
conduct of 
knowledge 
events 

  4.6  16.3 18 25.7 1.5 3.7 6 13.6 0 0 0 0 0.2 1.7 1 8.3 6.3 8.1 25 19.7 

Operational 
support 

  1.0  3.4 4 5.7 0.7 1.9 6 13.6 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.7 1 8.3 1.8 2.3 11 8.7 

Policy, program, 
strategic 
framework 
development  

  1.8  6.3 4 5.7 2.7 6.9 7 15.9 0 0 0 0 1.0 11.0 1 8.3 5.5 7.2 12 9.4 
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Dimension 

Adaptation Clean Energy Climate Finance Readiness REDD+ and Land Use Total 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount 

 ($ million) Allocations 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Project preparation   1.7  5.9 7 10.0 3.5 9.0 2 4.5 0 0 0 0 0.2 1.9 2 16.7 5.4 7.0 11 8.7 
Project/program 

implementation 
  1.1  3.9 2 2.9 5.3 13.5 2 4.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.4 8.3 4 3.1 

Supporting 
conduct of CRAs 

  6.0  21.0 20 28.6 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.0 7.8 20 15.7 

Technology 
development and 
deployment 

  1.8  6.1 2 2.9 3.5 8.8 4 9.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.2 6.8 6 4.7 

 Total 28.5  100.0 70 100.0 39.3 100.0 44 100.0 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 9.1 100.0 12 100.0 77.1 100.0 127 100.0 
D. Region                                         
Central and West 

Asia 
  1.6  5.5 4 5.7 1.7 4.4 2 4.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.3 4.3 6 4.7 

East Asia   4.2  14.6 22 31.4 13.0 33.1 17 38.6 0 0 0 0 1.1 11.9 2 16.7 18.3 23.7 41 32.3 
Pacific    3.0  10.4 4 5.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.0 3.8 4 3.1 
South Asia   3.7  12.9 7 10.0 5.8 14.8 3 6.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9.5 12.3 10 7.9 
Southeast Asia   3.7  13.0 10 14.3 2.5 6.4 3 6.8 0 0 0 0 3.8 41.9 5 41.7 10.0 13.0 18 14.2 
Interregional 12.4  43.6 23 32.9 16.3 41.4 19 43.2 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 4.2 46.2 5 41.7 33.1 42.9 48 37.8 
Total 28.5  100.0 70 100.0 39.3 100.0 44 100.0 0.2 100.0 1 100.0 9.1 100.0 12 100.0 77.1 100.0 127 100.0 
E. Country Group                                        
A   2.2  17.8 7 16.7 0.4 1.6 2 8.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.6 6.6 9 12.5 
B   1.7  13.7 6 14.3 3.1 13.3 3 12.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.8 12.1 9 12.5 
C   8.6  68.5 29 69.0 19.6 85.1 19 79.2 0 0 0 0 3.9 100.0 6 100.0 32.0 81.3 54 75.0 
 Total 12.5  100.0 42 100.0 23.0 100.0 24 100.0 0 0 0 0 3.9 100.0 6 100.0 39.4 100.0 72 100.0 
F. Developing Member Country                                      
Afghanistan 0.1  0.8 1.0 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.3 1 1.4 
Azerbaijan 0 0 0 0 0.7 3.2 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7 1.9 1 1.4 
Bangladesh 0.6  4.8 1.0 2.4 1.3 5.7 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 4.8 2 2.8 
China, People's 

Republic of  
4.0  31.7 20.0 47.6 12.2 53.0 15 62.5 0 0 0 0 1.1 27.8 2.0 33.3 17.2 43.8 37 51.4 

Cook Islands 0.8  6.4 1.0 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 2.0 1 1.4 
India 0.9  6.8 2.0 4.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.9 2.2 2 2.8 
Indonesia 1.8  14.4 2.0 4.8 0.9 3.7 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 1.3 33.7 2.0 33.3 4.0 10.1 5 6.9 
Lao PDR 0.4  3.2 2.0 4.8 0.1 0.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 1.2 3 4.2 
Mongolia 0.2  1.7 2.0 4.8 0.8 3.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 2.4 3 4.2 
Myanmar 0.2  1.6 1.0 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.5 1 1.4 
Nepal 1.5  12.2 3.0 7.1 0.3 1.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.8 4.6 4 5.6 
Palau 0 0.4 1.0 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 1 1.4 
Philippines 0.5  3.6 1.0 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 38.4 2.0 33.3 1.9 4.9 3 4.2 
Sri Lanka 0.7  5.6 1.0 2.4 4.2 18.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.9 12.4 2 2.8 
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Dimension 

Adaptation Clean Energy Climate Finance Readiness REDD+ and Land Use Total 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
 Amount 

 ($ million) Allocations 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Uzbekistan 0 0 0 0 1.0 4.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 2.5 1 1.4 
Viet Nam 0.9  6.8 4.0 9.5 1.6 7.0 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.5 6.2 5 6.9 
  Total 12.5  100.0 42.0 100.0 23.0 100.0 24 100.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  3.9 100.0 6.0 100.0 39.4 100.0 72 100.0 
ANRRD = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; CRA = climate risk and adaptation options assessment; Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic; No. = number; REDD+ = reduced 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation plus forest management; WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
Notes:  
1. Group A: countries with access to concessional finance only.  
2. Group B: countries with access to ordinary capital resources and concessional finance. 
3. Group C: countries with access to ordinary capital resources only. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
Table A2.3. Distribution of Climate Change Fund Allocations by Modality and Dimension 

Dimension 

Direct Charge 
Grant Component of 

Investment Technical Assistance 
Technical Assistance Linked 

to Loan Total 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount 
 ($ million) Allocations 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
A. Sector                                         
ANRRD 1.0  9.8 9 16.1 2.7 18.9 3 37.5 15.2 34.7 20 38.5 1.5 16.1 3 27.3 20.4 26.4 35 27.6 
Energy 0.9  9.3 11 19.6 10.8 75.5 4 50.0 15.4 35.1 18 34.6 4.3 47.8 4 36.4 31.4 40.8 37 29.1 
Finance 0.7  7.1 4 7.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7 0.9 4 3.1 
Health 0.1  1.0 1 1.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 1 0.8 
Industry and 

trade 
0.1  1.1 2 3.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 2 1.6 

Multisector 5.3  53.6 13 23.2 0 0 0 0 3.5 8.0 3 5.8 0 0 0 0 8.8 11.4 16 12.6 
PSM 0.8  7.7 6 10.7 0 0 0 0 2.4 5.4 4 7.7 0 0 0 0 3.1 4.1 10 7.9 
Transport 0.3  3.4 5 8.9 0.8 5.6 1 12.5 7.4 16.9 7 13.5 0 0 0 0 8.6 11.1 13 10.2 
WUS 0.7  7.0 5 8.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.3 36.1 4 36.4 3.9 5.1 9 7.1 
 Total 9.9  100.0 56 100.0 14.3 100.0 8 100.0 44.0 100.0 52 100.0 9.0 100.0 11 100.0 77.1 100.0 127 100.0 
B. Activity or Focus Area                                        
Capacity 

development 
0  0 0 0 7.9 55.3 4 50.0 25.2 57.2 26 50.0 7.6 83.9 8 72.7 40.6 52.6 38 29.9 

Development of 
knowledge 
products and/or 
conduct of 
knowledge 
events 

2.6  26.3 20 35.7 0 0 0 0 3.1 7.0 4 7.7 0.6 6.7 1 9.1 6.3 8.1 25 19.7 
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Dimension 

Direct Charge 
Grant Component of 

Investment Technical Assistance 
Technical Assistance Linked 

to Loan Total 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount 
 ($ million) Allocations 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Operational 

support 
1.0  10.6 9 16.1 0 0 0 0 0.7 1.6 2 3.8 0 0 0 0 1.8 2.3 11 8.7 

Policy, program, 
strategic 
framework 
development  

0.5  4.8 4 7.1 0 0 0 0 4.3 9.8 7 13.5 0.8 8.3 1 9.1 5.5 7.2 12 9.4 

Project 
preparation 

0.4  4.3 6 10.7 0 0 0 0 4.9 11.0 4 7.7 0.1 1.1 1 9.1 5.4 7.0 11 8.7 

Project, program 
implementation 

0 0 0 0 6.4 44.7 4 50.0 0 0   0 0 0 0 0 6.4 8.3 4 3.1 

Supporting 
conduct of 
CRAs 

5.3  54.1 17 30.4 0 0 0 0 0.7 1.5 3 5.8 0 0 0 0 6.0 7.8 20 15.7 

Technology 
development 
and deployment 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.2 11.9 6 11.5 0 0 0 0 5.2 6.8 6 4.7 

 Total 9.9  100.0 56 100.0 14.3 100.0 8 100.0 44.0 100.0 52 100.0 9.0 100.0 11 100.0 77.1 100.0 127 100.0 
C. Region                                         
Central and West 

Asia    0.3  3.2 3 5.4 0 0 0 0 2.0 4.5 2 3.8 1.0 11.1 1 9.1 3.3 4.3 6 4.7 
East Asia    2.1  21.5 20 35.7 6.0 41.9 2 25.0 8.2 18.6 16 30.8 2.0 21.7 3 27.3 18.3 23.7 41 32.3 
Pacific     0  0.5 1 1.8 0.8 5.6 1 12.5 2.1 4.8 2 3.8 0 0 0 0 3.0 3.8 4 3.1 
South Asia    0.1  1.0 7 12.5 5.8 40.5 3 37.5 2.1 4.8 3 5.8 1.5 16.1 3 27.3 9.5 12.3 10 7.9 
Southeast Asia    0.5  4.9 1 1.8 1.7 11.9 2 25.0 3.3 7.4 5 9.6 4.6 51.1 4 36.4 10.0 13.0 18 14.2 
Interregional    6.8  68.9 24 42.9 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 26.3 59.9 24 46.2 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 33.1 42.9 48 37.8 
  Total    9.9  100.0 56 100.0 14.3 100.0 8 100.0 44.0 100.0 52 100.0 9.0 100.0 11 100.0 77.1 100.0 127 100.0 
D. Country Group                                        
A    0.4  13.3 4 13.8 0.3 2.1 1 12.5 1.9 14.5 4 16.7 0 0 0 0 2.6 6.6 9 12.5 
B    0.3  9.2 3 10.3 1.3 9.1 1 12.5 0.8 5.6 1 4.2 2.5 27.2 4 36.4 4.8 12.1 9 12.5 
C    2.2  77.5 22 75.9 12.7 88.8 6 75.0 10.6 79.8 19 79.2 6.6 72.8 7 63.6 32.0 81.3 54 75.0 
  Total    2.8  100.0 29 100.0 14.3 100.0 8 100.0 13.3 100 24 100.0 9.0 100.0 11 100.0 39.4 100.0 72 100.0 
E. Developing Member Country                                      
Afghanistan 0.1  3.5 1.0 3.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.3 1 1.4 
Azerbaijan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.73 5.5 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0.7 1.9 1 1.4 
Bangladesh 0 0 0 0 1.3 9.1 1 12.5 0 0 0 0 0.6 6.7 1 9.1 1.9 4.8 2 2.8 
China, People’s 

Republic of  1.9  66.5 17 58.6 6.0 41.9 2 25.0 7.43 55.9 15 62.5 2.0 21.7 3 27.3 17.2 43.8 37 51.4 
Cook Islands 0  0 0 0 0.8 5.6 1 12.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 2.0 1 1.4 
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Dimension 

Direct Charge 
Grant Component of 

Investment Technical Assistance 
Technical Assistance Linked 

to Loan Total 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount  
($ million) Allocations 

 Amount 
 ($ million) Allocations 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
India 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.9 9.4 2 18.2 0.9 2.2 2 2.8 
Indonesia 0.2  5.9 2 6.9 0 0 0 0 1.25 9.4 1 4.2 2.6 28.3 2 18.2 4.0 10.1 5 6.9 
Lao PDR 0.2  6.2 2 6.9 0 0 0 0 0.3 2.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0.5 1.2 3 4.2 
Mongolia 0.2  7.5 2 6.9 0 0 0 0 0.75 5.6 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 1.0 2.4 3 4.2 
Myanmar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 1.5 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.5 1 1.4 
Nepal 0.1  3.6 1 3.4 0.3 2.1 1 12.5 1.43 10.8 2 8.3 0 0 0 0 1.8 4.6 4 5.6 
Palau 0.0  1.7 1 3.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 1 1.4 
Philippines 0.1  3.1 1 3.4 1.4 9.9 1 12.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 5.0 1 9.1 1.9 4.9 3 4.2 
Sri Lanka 0 0 0 0 4.2 29.4 1 12.5 0.7 5.3 1 4.2 0 0 0 0 4.9 12.4 2 2.8 
Uzbekistan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 11.1 1 9.1 1.0 2.5 1 1.4 
Viet Nam 0.1  1.9 2 6.9 0.3 2.1 1 12.5 0.5 3.8 1 4.2 1.6 17.8 1 9.1 2.5 6.2 5 6.9 
 Total 2.8  100.0 29 100.0 14.3 100.0 8 100.0 13.3  100.0 24 100.0 9.0 100.0 11 100.0 39.4 100.0 72 100.0 

ANRRD = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; CRA = climate risk and adaptation options assessment; Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic; No. = number, REDD+ = reducing 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation plus forest management; PSM = public sector management; WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
Notes:  
1. Group A: countries with access to concessional finance only.  
2. Group B: countries with access to ordinary capital resources and concessional finance. 
3. Group C: countries with access to ordinary capital resources only. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
Table A2.4: Distribution of Climate Change Fund Allocations to Interregional Projects by Component and Modality 

Modality 

Adaptation Clean Energy Climate Finance Readiness REDD+ and Land Use Total 
 Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
Amount  

($ million) Allocations 
Amount 

 ($ million) Allocations 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Direct 
charge 

5.8  0 15.0 65.2 0.9  0 8.0 42.1 0 0 0 0  0.2  0 1.0 20.0   6.8  20.5 24.0 50.0 

TA 6.7  0 8.0 34.8 15.4  0 11.0 57.9    0.2  0 1.0 100.0  4.1  0 4.0 80.0 26.3  79.5 24.0 50.0 

Total 12.4  0 23.0 100.0 16.3  0 19.0 100.0    0.2  0 1.0 100.0  4.2  0 5.0 100.0 33.1  100.0 48.0 100.0 

No. = number, REDD+ = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, TA = technical assistance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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Table A2.5. Climate Change Fund Interregional Projects with Identifiable Developing Member Country Beneficiaries 

No. Approval No. Project Name Region 
DMCs 

Covered 
Adaptation 

($) 

Clean 
Energy 

($) 

REDD+ and 
Land Use 

($) 
Total 
($) 

1  9057 Building Sustainable Food and 
Nutrition Security in Asia and the 
Pacific (Phase 1) - Additional Financing 

Central and West 
Asia, Southeast Asia, 
South Asia 

AFG, IND, 
INO, PAK, 
MON, MYA, 
PHI, TAJ  

1,000,000       1,000,000  

2 8441 Development and Dissemination of 
Climate-Resilient Rice Varieties for 
Water-Short Areas of South Asia and 
Southeast Asia 

South Asia, 
Southeast Asia 

BAN, CAM, 
IND, LAO, 
NEP 

   750,000      750,000  

3 6501 Expanding the Implementation of the 
Energy Efficiency Initiative in 
Developing Member Countries 

South Asia, 
Southeast Asia, East 
Asia, Central and 
West Asia 

BAN, CAM, 
LAO, MON, 
UZB 

  3,000,000    3,000,000  

4 9915 Greater Mekong Subregion Climate 
Change and Environmental 
Sustainability Program 

Southeast Asia, East 
Asia 

CAM, PRC, 
LAO, MYA, 
THA, VIE 

1,500,000    1,500,000   3,000,000  

5 9916 Greater Mekong Subregion 
Sustainable Agriculture and Food 
Security Program 

Southeast Asia, East 
Asia 

CAM, PRC, 
LAO, MYA,  
THA, VIE 

   750,000     750,000  

6 7423 Implementation of Asian City 
Transport–Promoting Sustainable 
Urban Transport in Asia Project 

Southeast Asia, 
South Asia 

NEP, LAO, 
PHI 

  2,800,000    2,800,000  

7 CCFLTA00031 Protecting and Investing in Natural 
Capital in Asia and the Pacific   

South Asia, Central 
and West Asia, 
Southeast Asia, East 
Asia 

PRC, IND, 
PAK, PHI  

    800,000  800,000  

8 9461 Protecting and Investing in Natural 
Capital in Asia and the Pacific 
(formerly KSTA: Investing in Natural 
Capital in Asia and the Pacific) 

Southeast Asia, 
South Asia, Central 
and West Asia, East 
Asia 

BHU, PRC, 
INO, NEP, 
PAK, PHI  

    955,000    955,000  

Total 4,000,000 5,800,000 3,255,000 13,055,000 
AFG = Afghanistan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, CAM = Cambodia, DMC =developing member country, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KSTA = knowledge and support 
technical assistance, LAO = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, No. = number, PAK = Pakistan, PHI = Philippines, PRC = People’s 
Republic of China, TAJ = Tajikistan, THA = Thailand, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Source: Asian Development Bank.
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Table A2.6: Developing Member Countries Covered by Climate Change Fund  
Interregional Projects by Region 

Region Developing Member Countries Covered No. of DMCs 
Central and West Asia Afghanistan, Pakistan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan 4 
East Asia People’s Republic of China, Mongolia 2 
Pacific None 0 
South Asia Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Nepal 4 
Southeast Asia Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao People's Democratic Republic, 

Myanmar, Philippines, Thailand, Viet Nam 
7 

Total   17 
DMC =developing member country, No. = number.  
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
Table A2.7: Developing Member Countries with 

Climate Risk and Adaptation Assessments Financed by the Climate Change Fund 

Region and DMC 
Amount  No. of Projects 

($) % of Total No. % of Total 
Central and West Asia   1,094,382  23.5  9 17.0 
Afghanistan 99,000  2.1  1 1.9 
Kazakhstan 107,811  2.3  1 1.9 
Pakistan 684,571  14.7  5 9.4 
Uzbekistan 203,000  4.4  2 3.8 
East Asia 1,983,902  42.6  24 45.3 
China, People’s Republic of  1,859,902  40.0  21 39.6 
Mongolia 124,000  2.7  3 5.7 
Pacific 487,000  10.5  7 13.2 
Papua New Guineaa 75,000  1.6  1 1.9 
Marshall Islandsa 75,000  1.6  1 1.9 
Solomon Islandsa 75,000  1.6  1 1.9 
Timor-Lesteb 63,500  1.4  1 1.9 
Tongaa 75,000  1.6  1 1.9 
Tuvalu 48,500  1.0  1 1.9 
Vanuatua 75,000  1.6  1 1.9 
South Asia 172,400  3.7  2 3.8 
Bhutan 20,000  0.4  1 1.9 
India 152,400  3.3  1 1.9 
Southeast Asia 916,700  19.7  11 20.8 
Lao People's Democratic Republic 300,000  6.4  5 9.4 
Myanmar 280,000  6.0  2 3.8 
Viet Nam 336,700  7.2  4 7.5 
 Total 4,654,384  100.0  53 100.0 
CRA = climate risk and adaptation options assessment, DMC = developing member country, No. = number. 
a   Based on approved Climate Change Fund application for Strengthening Climate and Disaster Resilience of Investments 

in the Pacific (Supplementary). Approved for $0.75 million. The application identified two outputs, one of which was 
the conduct of CRAs for one project each for Papua New Guinea, Marshall Islands, Solomon Islands, Tonga, and 
Vanuatu. The total amount was therefore divided into these two outputs (equivalent to $0.375 million), and then 
equally among the five DMCs. 

b  Although Timor-Leste is now covered by the Southeast Asia Department, the project was approved when it was still 
covered by the Pacific Department.  

Source: Asian Development Bank. 



 

 

APPENDIX 3: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CLIMATE CHANGE FUND PORTFOLIO AND COUNTRY 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND COUNTRY CLIMATE RISK RANK 

 
 

Table A3.1: Climate Change Financing and Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
(by average greenhouse gas emissions, including countries with climate risk and adaptation options) 

Country 

Allocations CRAs Total 
Average GHG Emissions, 

2008–2018 (MtC/yr) 
Amount 

($) 
No. of 

Allocations 
Amount 

($) 
No. of 
CRAs 

Total Amount 
($) 

Total No. of 
Allocations 

Bhutan 0 0 20,000 1 20,000  1 0 
Marshall Islands 0 0 75,000 1 75,000  1 0 
Solomon Islands 0  0 75,000  1 75,000  1 0 
Timor-Leste 0  0  63,500 1 63,500  1 0 
Tonga 0  0  75,000 1 75,000  1 0 
Tuvalu 0  0  48,500 1 48,500  1 0 
Vanuatu 0 0 75,000 1 75,000  1 0 
Cook Islands 800,000  1 0 0 800,000  1 0 
Palau 47,000  1 0 0 47,000  1 0 
Afghanistan 99,000  1 0 0 99,000  1 2 
Lao People's Democratic Republic 473,000  3 300,000 5 773,000  8 2 
Nepal 1,830,000  4 0 0 1,830,000  4 2 
Papua New Guinea 0 0 75,000  1 75,000  1 2 
Myanmar 200,000  1 80,000  1 280,000  2 5 
Sri Lanka 4,900,000  2 0 0 4,900,000  2 5 
Mongolia 961,000  3 124,000 3 1,085,000  6 7 
Azerbaijan 730,000  1 0 0 730,000  1 10 
Bangladesh 1,900,000  2 0 0 1,900,000  2 18 
Philippines 1,948,000  3 0 0 1,948,000  3 27 
Uzbekistan 1,000,000  1 203,000 2 1,203,000  3 28 
Viet Nam 2,454,250  5 312,450 3 2,766,700  8 42 
Pakistan 0 0 684,571 5 684,571  5 49 
Kazakhstan 0  0 107,811 1 107,811  1 68 
Indonesia 3,966,000 5 0 0 3,966,000  5 133 
India 850,000 2 152,400 1 1,002,400  3 564 
People’s Republic of China 17,239,456 36 638,754 12 17,878,210  48 2,521 
 Total 21,308,250  31 2,318,832 28 23,627,082  112   

CRA = climate risk and adaptation options assessment, DMC = developing member country, MtC/yr = metric ton of carbon per year, No. = number. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (June 2019) and Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center . 
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Figure A3.1: Amount of Climate Change Fund Allocations by Country and 

Average Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 2008–2019 
(including countries with climate risk and adaptation options assessments)

Allocation Amount Average GHG Emissions from 2008-2018 (MtC/yr)

AFG = Afghanistan, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, COO = Cook Islands, GHG = greenhouse gas, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ =
Kazakhstan, LAO = Lao People's Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, MtC/yr = metric ton of carbon per year, = metric ton of carbon per year, MYA = Myanmar, NEP
= Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PAL = Palau, PHI = Philippines, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, RMI = Republic of the Marshall Islands, SOL =
Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TIM = Timor- Leste, TON = Tonga, TUV = Tuvalu, UZB = Uzbekistan, VAN = Vanuatu, VIE = Viet Nam.
Note: Developing member countries and amount of allocation include support for climate risk and adaptation options assessments subsumed under cost centers
CCFADC00014 and CCFADC00021, as well as those under technical assistance for Strengthening Climate and Disaster Resilience of Investments in the Pacific (TA 8961).
Sources: Asian Development Bank, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (June 2019), and Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center.
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Figure A3.2: Number of Climate Change Fund Allocations by Country and   

Average Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 2008–2019 
(including countries with climate risk and adaptation option assessments)

Allocation Amount Average GHG Emissions from 2008-2018 (MtC/yr)

AFG = Afghanistan, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, COO = Cook Islands, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, LAO = Lao People's
Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, MtC/yr = metric ton of carbon per year, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PAL = Palau, PHI = Philippines, PNG =
Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, RMI = Republic of the Marshall Islands, SOL = Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TIM = Timor- Leste, TON = Tonga,
TUV = Tuvalu, UZB = Uzbekistan, VAN = Vanuatu, VIE = Viet Nam.
Note: Developing member countries and amount of allocation include support for climate risk and adaptation options assessments subsumed under cost centers
CCFADC00014 and CCFADC00021, as well as those under technical assistance for Strengthening Climate and Disaster Resilience of Investments in the Pacific (TA 8961).
Sources: Asian Development Bank, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (June 2019), and Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center.
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Table A3.2: Climate Change Fund Financing and Climate Risk Index, 2008–2019 
(by Climate Risk Index rank, including countries with climate risk and adaptation option assessments) 

DMC 

Allocation CRA Total  Climate Risk Index 

Amount 
No. of 

Projects Amount 
No. of 
CRAs Total Amount 

Total No. of 
Allocations 

Climate 
Risk Index 

Climate 
Risk Rank  

Myanmar 200,000 1 80,000  1        280,000  2 10.33 2 

Philippines 1,948,000 3 0 0     1,948,000  3 17.67 4 

Pakistan  0 684,571 5        684,571  5 28.83 5 

Viet Nam 2,454,250 5 312,450 3     2,766,700  8 29.83 6 

Bangladesh 1,900,000 2 0 0     1,900,000  2 30.00 7 

Nepal 1,830,000 4 0 0     1,830,000  4 31.50 9 

India 850,000 2 152,400  1     1,002,400  3 38.67 17 

Sri Lanka 4,900,000 2 0 0     4,900,000  2 40.17 22 

Afghanistan 99,000 1 0  0          99,000  1 41.83 24 

Vanuatu 0 0 75,000  1          75,000  1 53.83 38 

People’s Republic of China 17,239,456 36 638,754 12   17,878,210  48 55.50 43 

Mongolia 961,000  3 124,000 3     1,085,000  6 61.67 53 

Solomon Islands 0 0 75,000 1          75,000  1 70.00 70 

Tonga 0 0 75,000  1          75,000  1 75.67 75 
Lao People's Democratic 

Republic 
473,000 3 300,000 5        773,000  8 76.33 76 

Indonesia 3,966,000 5 0 0     3,966,000  5 76.83 77 

Papua New Guinea 0 0 75,000 1          75,000  1 91.33 98 

Bhutan 0 0 20,000 1          20,000  1 97.00 103 

Tuvalu 0 0 48,500 1          48,500  1 113.67 128 

Azerbaijan 730,000 1 0 0        730,000  1 133.67 146 

Kazakhstan 0 0 107,811 1        107,811  1 142.83 154 

Uzbekistan 1,000,000 1 203,000 2     1,203,000  3 162.00 171 

Marshall Islands 0 0 75,000 1          75,000  1 165.00 172 

Timor-Leste 0 0 63,500 1          63,500  1 170.33 177 

  Total 38,550,706 69   3,109,986  41   41,660,692  110     
CRA= climate risk and adaptation options assessment, No. = number.  
Sources: Asian Development Bank and Germanwatch Global Climate Risk Index 2020 www.germanwatch.org/en/cri. 

http://www.germanwatch.org/en/cri
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Figure A3.3: Comparison of Climate Change Fund Allocation Amount by Country 

with Climate Risk Index Ranking, 2008–2019

Allocation Amount Climate Risk Rank

AFG = Afghanistan, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, IND = Indi0a, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, LAO = Lao People's Democratic Republic, 
MON = Mongolia, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PHI = Philippines, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, RMI = Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, SOL = Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TIM = Timor- Leste, TON = Tonga, TUV = Tuvalu, UZB = Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, VIE = Viet Nam.

Notes:
1. Amount of allocation includes support for climate risk and adaptation options assessments subsumed under cost centers CCFADC00014 and CCFADC00021, as well as 
those under technical assistance for Strengthening Climate and Disaster Resilience of Investments in the Pacific (TA 8961).
2.Cook Islands and Palau had allocations but were excluded since they were not included in the Climate Risk Index.
Sources: Asian Development Bank and Germanwatch Global Climate Risk Index 2020 www.germanwatch.org/en/cri.

http://www.germanwatch.org/en/cri
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Figure A3.4: Comparison of Number of Climate Change Fund Number of Allocations  by Country and Climate 
Risk Index Ranking, 2008–2019 

(including countries with allocations for climate risk and adaptation options assessments)

Total No. of Allocations Climate Risk Rank

AFG = Afghanistan, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, LAO = Lao People's Democratic Republic,
MON = Mongolia, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, No. = number, PAK = Pakistan, PHI = Philippines, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China,
RMI = Republic of the Marshall Islands, SOL = Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TIM = Timor- Leste, TON = Tonga, TUV = Tuvalu, UZB = Uzbekistan, VAN = Vanuatu,
VIE = Viet Nam.
Notes:
1. Developing member countries and amount of allocation include support for climate risk and adaptation options assessments subsumed under cost centers

CCFADC00014 and CCFADC00021, as well as those under technical assistance for Strengthening Climate and Disaster Resilience of Investments in the Pacific (TA 8961).
2.  Cook Islands and Palau had allocations but were excluded since they were not included in the Climate Risk Index.
Sources: Asian Development Bank and Germanwatch Global Climate Risk Index 2020 www.germanwatch.org/en/cri

http://www.germanwatch.org/en/cri


 

 

APPENDIX 4: CLIMATE FINANCE FUNDS ACCESSED BY ADB  
 
 

Fund 
Year of 

Establishment Strategic Focus and Priorities Contributors 
Total Support 

as of end 2019 
Uncommitted 
as of end 2019 

Global Environment 
Facility (GEF) 

1991 The ADB-GEF partnership is anchored on a 
recognition of the vital links between the 
environment and sustainable development, 
and a common belief that wise stewardship of 
natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems 
is essential to the long-term development of 
countries and the Asia and the Pacific region. 

GEF projects and programs address complex 
global environmental issues, corresponding to 
the GEF focal areas: biodiversity, climate 
change (mitigation and adaptation), 
international waters, chemicals management, 
land degradation, sustainable forest 
management and REDD+, 
ozone layer depletion. 

39 donor countries: Argentina, 
Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, 
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, 
People’s Republic of China, 
Côte d’Ivoire, Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Egypt, Finland, 
France, Germany, Greece, 
India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, Republic of Korea, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, 
Portugal, Slovak Republic, 
Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, 
United Kingdom, and the 
United States 

$246 million Allocation is by 
request and 
depends on the 
Fund Trustees’ 
approval 

Clean Energy 
Financing 
Partnership Facility 
(CEFPF) 

2007 Improve energy security in developing member 
countries (DMCs) and decrease the rate of 
climate change by financing the deployment 
of new, more efficient, and less polluting 
supply and end-use technologies, through 
either grant or non-grant resources. Finance 
policy, regulatory, and institutional reforms 
that encourage clean energy development. 

Governments of Australia, 
Canada, Norway, Spain, 
Sweden, the United Kingdom, 
and Japan, and the Global 
Carbon Capture and Storage 
Institute 

$327.7 million $73.8 million 

ADB Climate 
Change Fund (CCF) 

2008 Promote clean energy, sustainable transport, 
and low-carbon urban development. 

Reduce emissions from deforestation and 
degradation and improved land use 
management. 

Support adaptation to climate change.  

ADB $74.0 million $12.8 million 

Climate Investment 
Funds (CIF) 

2008 Support developing countries to transition to a 
low-carbon, climate-resilient economic growth 
path. The CIF enable developing countries to 
invest in initiatives that (i) reduce greenhouse 

African Development Bank, 
private sector, Governments of 
Australia, Canada, Denmark, 
France, Germany, Japan, 

$1,442 million Not applicable 

https://www.adb.org/themes/environment/environmental-initiatives-partnerships/adb-gef
https://www.adb.org/themes/environment/environmental-initiatives-partnerships/adb-gef
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/clean-energy-financing-partnership-facility
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/clean-energy-financing-partnership-facility
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/clean-energy-financing-partnership-facility
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/clean-energy-financing-partnership-facility
https://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/
https://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/
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Fund 
Year of 

Establishment Strategic Focus and Priorities Contributors 
Total Support 

as of end 2019 
Uncommitted 
as of end 2019 

gas (GHG) emissions, (ii) mitigate the negative 
impact of climate change, or (iii) allow the 
countries to adapt to that impact.  

The CIF comprises: (i) the Clean Technology 
Fund (CTF), and (ii) the Strategic Climate Fund 
(SCF). CTF finances pilot-testing initiatives that 
demonstrate, deploy, or transfer low-carbon 
technologies to recipient developing countries. 

The SCF finances country development 
initiatives that meet the funding criteria for:  
(i) the Pilot Program for Climate Resilience 
(PPCR), (ii) the Scaling Up Renewable Energy 
Program in Low-Income Countries (SREP), and 
(iii) the Forest Investment Program (FIP). 

Republic of Korea, 
Netherlands, Norway, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, United 
Kingdom, and the United 
States 
 

Future Carbon Fund 
(FCF) 

2009 Support and encourage energy efficiency and 
renewable energy projects, and other projects 
with long-term greenhouse gas (GHG) 
abatement benefits beyond 2012 undertaken 
in DMCs. 

Assist participants that have mandatory or 
voluntary GHG reduction targets and policies 
beyond 2012 by providing ongoing access to 
certified emission reductions and verifiable 
emissions reductions. 

Enhance the affordability and attractiveness of 
low-carbon technologies over conventional 
options by reducing the initial capital barriers 
of GHG mitigation projects. 

Governments of Belgium, 
Finland, Republic of Korea, 
Sweden, and private sector 
partners 

$115 million $38.5 million 

Green Climate Fund 2010 Promote a shift towards low-emission and 
climate-resilient development pathways by 
providing support to developing countries to 
limit or reduce their greenhouse gas emissions 
and to adapt to the impacts of climate change, 
taking into account the needs of those 
developing countries particularly vulnerable to 
the adverse effects of climate change.  

Three regional governments 
(Brussels Capital Region, 
Flanders, and Wallonia), 
one city (Paris) and  
45 national governments,  
including nine developing 
countries (Chile, Colombia, 
Indonesia, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Panama, Peru, Republic of 
Korea, and Viet Nam) 

$473 million Not applicable 

https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/future-carbon-fund-fcf
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/future-carbon-fund-fcf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/home


70 Appendix 4 
 

 

Fund 
Year of 

Establishment Strategic Focus and Priorities Contributors 
Total Support 

as of end 2019 
Uncommitted 
as of end 2019 

Canadian Climate 
Fund for the Private 
Sector in Asia (CFPS) 
under Clean Energy 
Financing 
Partnership Facility 

2013 Support private sector operations to combat 
climate change. CFPS is ADB’s first 
concessional debt cofinancing facility 
specifically oriented to do this.  

Government of Canada $81.5 million  

Integrated Disaster 
Risk Management 
Fund (IDRM Fund) 

2013 Assist the development of regional IDRM 
solutions in line with the disaster risk 
management priorities of ADB's Southeast Asia 
DMCs.  
 
Support projects that: (i) are regional in nature 
and focus on issues that require cross-border 
disaster risk management (DRM) efforts;  
(ii) are aligned with regional DRM priorities of 
Southeast Asia DMCs; (iii) introduce innovative 
solutions; (iv) promote community-based, 
gender-focused, and socially inclusive 
interventions on DRM; and (v) support 
stronger engagement with civil society and the 
private sector. 

Government of Canada $8.5 million $381,306 

Urban Climate 
Change Resilience 
Trust Fund (UCCRTF) 

2013 Support rapidly-growing cities in Asia to 
reduce the risks poor and vulnerable people 
face from floods, storms, or droughts, by 
helping better planning and design of 
infrastructure to invest against these impacts.  
 
Support cities by improving urban planning, 
designing climate-resilient infrastructure, and 
investing in projects and people. The 
program’s goals include about 25 
infrastructure projects and other resilience 
measures to protect about 2 million poor and 
vulnerable people in the target cities by 2021. 
Leverage about $1 billion in investments from 
public, private, and municipal sources. The 
fund aims to scale up investments in urban 
climate change resilience, especially for the 
urban poor across 25 secondary cities in Asia. 
It prioritizes eight ADB DMCs: Bangladesh, 

The Rockefeller Foundation 
and the governments of 
Switzerland and the United 
Kingdom 

$149.4 million $20.1 million 

https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/integrated-disaster-risk-management-fund
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/integrated-disaster-risk-management-fund
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/integrated-disaster-risk-management-fund
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/urban-climate-change-resilience-trust-fund
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/urban-climate-change-resilience-trust-fund
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/urban-climate-change-resilience-trust-fund
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Fund 
Year of 

Establishment Strategic Focus and Priorities Contributors 
Total Support 

as of end 2019 
Uncommitted 
as of end 2019 

India, Indonesia, Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan, 
the Philippines, and Viet Nam. 

Japan Fund for the 
Joint Crediting 
Mechanism 

2014 Provide financial incentives for the adoption of 
advanced low-carbon technologies in ADB-
financed and administered sovereign and 
nonsovereign projects. The fund provides 
grants and TA to ADB projects utilizing the 
Joint Crediting Mechanism. 

Government of Japan $70 million $37.4 million 

The Leading Asia’s 
Private 
Infrastructure Fund 
(LEAP) 

2016 Leverage and complement ADB’s existing 
nonsovereign platform to fill financing gaps 
and increase access to finance for 
infrastructure projects in the region. 

Provide cofinancing to nonsovereign 
infrastructure projects at different stages of 
development: early stage, growth stage, and 
greenfield and brownfield projects. Support 
projects with strong anticipated development 
impacts and alignment with the strategies of 
ADB and JICA.  

Undertake project finance and corporate 
finance transactions, and support a range of 
private sector participation modalities, 
including public–private partnerships, joint 
ventures, private finance initiative projects, 
and privatizations, as well as conventional 
project finance. 

Japan International 
Cooperation Agency 

$1,500 million  

Project Readiness 
Improvement Trust 
Fund 

2016 Support project readiness activities of climate 
change responsive investment projects with 
emphasis on: (i) improving design- and 
procurement-readiness; (ii) helping DMCs build 
a pipeline of well-prepared, technically sound 
and climate change responsive projects;  
(iii) reducing start-up and implementation 
delays; and (iv) strengthening the climate 
responsiveness of project designs. The fund 
aims to eliminate up to 15 months of 
preparation from loan approval until start-up.  
 

Nordic Development Fund €7 million  

https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/japan-fund-for-joint-crediting-mechanism
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/japan-fund-for-joint-crediting-mechanism
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/japan-fund-for-joint-crediting-mechanism
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/leap
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/leap
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/leap
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/leap
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Fund 
Year of 

Establishment Strategic Focus and Priorities Contributors 
Total Support 

as of end 2019 
Uncommitted 
as of end 2019 

The fund helps get projects ready for fast 
rollout through feasibility studies, surveys, 
engineering designs, preparation of bidding 
documents, and procurement plans. These 
advance measures not only improve project 
start-up time, but reduce the risk of cost 
overruns due to start-up and implementation 
delays, and ensure on-time and full project 
benefits for target communities. 

Asia Pacific Climate 
Finance Fund 
(ACliFF) 

2017 Develop and implement financial risk 
management products as part of existing and 
future climate-related projects.  

Government of Germany $33.3 million $33.3 million 

Canadian Climate 
Fund for the Private 
Sector in Asia II 
(CFPS II) 

2017 Support greater private sector participation in 
climate change mitigation and adaptation in 
low and lower middle-income countries and 
upper middle-income small island developing 
states in Asia and the Pacific. The fund also 
seeks to promote gender equality and the 
empowerment of women and girls in projects 
supported by the fund. 

Government of Canada $150 million  

Ireland Trust Fund 
for Building Climate 
Change and Disaster 
Resilience in Small 
Island Developing 
States 

2019 Build climate change and disaster resilience in 
small island developing states.  

Government of Ireland $13.4 million  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, JICA = Japan International Cooperation Agency. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank and individual fund sites.  

https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia-2
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia-2
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia-2
https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/canadian-climate-fund-for-the-private-sector-in-asia-2


 

 

APPENDIX 5: PERFORMANCE OF COMPLETED CLIMATE CHANGE FUND 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS  
 
 

A. Self-Evaluation 
 
1. This section covers all the interventions that had technical assistance (TA) completion reports and 
project completion reports (PCRs) at the time of the evaluation. Of the total of 118 Climate Change Fund 
(CCF) interventions approved from 2008 to 2019, 77 (65%) were completed. Of these, 47 (61%) had 
completion reports: 38 had TA completion reports or PCRs and nine direct charges had their own 
completion reports. This appendix discusses the performance by CCF component, modality, geography, 
and evaluation criteria using the 38 self-evaluations. The nine direct charge completion reports are 
discussed separately.  
 
2. By component. Self-evaluated clean energy CCF interventions accounted for more than half of 
the total self-evaluations (22 out of 38). They were the most highly rated of the operations under the 
different CCF components: four were rated highly successful and 15 successful (an 86% success rate). 
CCF interventions with adaptation components accounted for 13 interventions, of which two were highly 
successful and nine successful (85%). Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and 
land use management (REDD+ and land use) interventions had a 67% success rate, perhaps because only 
a limited number of interventions had been completed (two out of three were rated successful). The lone 
intervention under climate finance readiness had not yet been completed.  
 

 
 
3. By modality. TA interventions accounted for 26 out of 38 (68%) of the total self-evaluated 
interventions. Of these, five were highly successful and 15 were successful (a 77% success rate). All of 
the five grant components of investments (GCIs), and the seven technical assistance linked to loan 
interventions (TALLs) were assessed successful (100%) with one TALL assessed highly successful. The 
ratings for the GCIs were based on the PCRs for the related projects as a whole; there were no separate 
ratings for the grants.   
 

 

Figure A5.1: Success Rates of Self-Evaluated Climate Change Fund Interventions  
by Component, 2008–2019 

 
REDD+ = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. 
Source: Asian Development Bank project completion reports, technical assistance completion reports. 
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Figure A5.2: Success Rates of Self-Evaluated Climate Change Fund Interventions  
by Modality, 2008–2019 

 
GCI = grant component of investment, TA = technical assistance, TALL = technical assistance linked to loan. 
Source: Asian Development Bank project completion reports, technical assistance completion reports. 
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4. While 29 direct charges had been completed at the time of the evaluation, only nine had 
completion reports (31%). All of these were under the clean energy component. The direct charge 
completion reports did not follow the same process or format as the completion reports for TA projects 
and grants and provided no overall success ratings or any ratings for the evaluation criteria. Future direct 
charge completion reports should, at the very least, include an overall assessment to enable the direct 
charge to be evaluated and to generate lessons for the future.  
 
5. By geography. The regional breakdown showed that 13 out of 38 (34%) of the self-evaluated 
interventions were in East Asia. Of these, eight were assessed successful and four highly successful. The 
other one was less than successful. There were 11 regional interventions, representing 29% of the self-
evaluations, of which 10 were successful (91%). The Pacific region had the highest success rate (100%), 
although this was based on only two Pacific-wide interventions. Southeast Asia had four out six rated 
successful (67%) and Central and West Asia had one out of two (50%).  
 

 

Figure A5.3: Success Rates of Self-Evaluated Climate Change Fund Interventions  
by Region and Country, 2008–2019 

 

 

 
AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, COO = Cook Islands, CW = Central and West Asia, EA = East Asia, IND = India, INO = 
Indonesia, NEP = Nepal, PHI = Philippines, PRC = People's Republic of China, REG = regional, SA = South Asia, SEA = 
Southeast Asia, SRI = Sri Lanka, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank project completion reports, technical assistance completion reports. 
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6. At the country level, the distribution of self-evaluated interventions was skewed in favor of the 
PRC, with a total of 13. Other countries had no more than two self-evaluated interventions each. The 
PRC's CCF interventions had a 92% success rate, with only one assessed less than successful. Five countries 
had 100% success rates (Bangladesh, Cook Islands, India, Philippines, and Sri Lanka). Indonesia, Nepal, 
and Viet Nam had only 50% success rates, while the lone Azerbaijan CCF intervention was assessed less 
than successful. Outside the PRC, success rates were based on only one or two self-evaluations.  
 
7. By evaluation criteria. Not all of the self-evaluated interventions had complete ratings for 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability and, as a result, there are variations in the total 
number of ratings across the different core evaluation criteria. Relevance was the most highly rated 
criterion, with all 27 self-evaluated interventions with such ratings being assessed relevant or higher. 
More than half (16 out of 27, 59%) were assessed highly relevant while none was assessed less than 
relevant or irrelevant. Sustainability was the next highest, with 15 out of 17 (88%) of the self-evaluated 
interventions assessed likely sustainable. The other two were assessed less than likely sustainable. Of the 
self-evaluated interventions, 16 out of 22 were assessed effective and one highly effective. Regarding 
efficiency, only 14 out of 20 interventions were assessed efficient (67%). This rating was affected by 
delays in project implementation as well as by the reduced economic viability of some of the projects at 
completion.  
 

 
 
8. Overall, the self-evaluations rated 32 of the 38 (84%) of the CCF interventions successful, with 
six of these (16%) highly successful. Six were assessed less than successful and none unsuccessful.  
 
B. Independent Review 
 
9. This section mainly covers assessments by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) and 
includes PCR validation reports, project performance evaluation reports, and TA performance evaluation 
reports. The evaluation team also assessed the other interventions based on desk reviews from which it 
derived its own independent assessment of the 38 CCF interventions with completion reports.  

10. By component. CCF interventions with clean energy components remained the most successful 
of the interventions under the different CCF components with an 86% success rate. Adaptation followed 
(77%) and REDD+ and land use (33%). The decline in the success rates of both adaptation and REDD+ 
and land use compared with the self-evaluation ratings was mainly due to a change in the rating for one 
project, which had a significant impact, given the small number of projects.  

Figure A5.4: Success Rates of Self-Evaluated Climate Change Fund Interventions  
by Evaluation Criteria, 2008–2019 

Source: Asian Development Bank project completion reports, technical assistance completion reports. 
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11. By modality. All seven TALLs were successful based on the independent review, the same as the 
self-evaluation. However, the success rates for GCIs declined from 100% to 80% and that for TA projects 
from 77% to 73%. The lower success rate for TA projects was due both to their larger number and to the 
fact that seven out of 26 (27%) were assessed less than successful. Taken together, the success rate of 
TALLs and GCIs (92%) was still higher than that of TA projects.  
 

 
12. By region and country. By region, the independent review produced similar success ratings to 
those of the self-evaluations, although the Pacific region declined from 100% to 50% and Southeast Asia 
from 67% to 50%. At the country level, only the success rating for Cook Islands declined from successful 
to less than successful. 

Figure A5.5: Success Rates of Independently Reviewed Climate Change Fund  
Interventions by Component, 2008–2019 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank project validation reports, technical assistance performance evaluation reports, independent 
assessments. 
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Figure A5.6: Success Rates of Independently Reviewed Climate Change Fund Interventions by 
Modality, 2008–2019 

 
GCI = grant component of investment, TA = technical assistance, TALL = technical assistance linked to loan. 
Sources: project validation reports, technical assistance performance evaluation reports, independent assessments. 
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13. By evaluation criteria. Relevance remained the highest rated criterion, with all interventions 
assessed relevant or higher (Figure A5.8). However, the percentage of highly relevant projects declined 
from 59% to 34%, while relevant projects increased from 41% to 66%. Sustainability remained high at 
85% while effectiveness declined slightly from 77% to 76%. More interventions were assessed less than 
efficient by the independent review (mainly due to implementation delays) which pulled the efficiency 
rating down from 70% to 42%. Overall ratings also slightly declined from 84% to 79%. One of the two 
projects rated relevant in terms of their objectives and design was a CCF-financed TA that reduced 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and land use activities in the Greater Mekong 
Subregion (Box A5). 
 
 
 

Figure A5.7: Success Rates of Independently Reviewed Climate Change Fund Intervention by Region 
and Country, 2008–2019 

 

 
AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, COO = Cook Islands, CW = Central and West Asia, EA = East Asia, IND = India, INO = 
Indonesia, NEP = Nepal, PHI = Philippines, PRC = People's Republic of China, REG = regional, SA = South Asia, SEA = 
Southeast Asia, SRI = Sri Lanka, VIE = Viet Nam.  
Sources: project validation reports, technical assistance performance evaluation reports, independent assessments 
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Box A5: Climate Change Fund Support for the Greater Mekong Subregion Program 

One of the earliest Climate Change Fund (CCF) allocations was to integrate climate change considerations 
into the ongoing large regional technical assistance (TA) for phase 1 (2006–2012) of the multi-donor Core 
Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative in the Greater Mekong Subregion 
(GMS). Two of the most recent CCF grants have helped finance phase 3 of this initiative. The initial CCF 
grant of $1.0 million was approved in 2010 in response to a specific demand from the GMS member 
countries. Even though a major change in scope was processed for phase 1, it did not refer to the CCF, nor 
was this contribution reflected in the program’s design and monitoring framework, which was never 
revised. Thus, even though the Independent Evaluation Department evaluated the first two phases of the 
TA, the phase 1 activities supported by the CCF were not specifically assessed. Nevertheless, the CCF 
allocation succeeded in introducing climate change vulnerability and adaptation concerns into the program, 
which were then scaled up with the use of non-CCF concessional resources in phase 2 (2011–2019).  Climate 
change vulnerability and adaptation are a major focus of phase 3, which is projected to extend until March 
2025. 

The two CCF allocations approved in December 2019 totalled $3 million (plus $2 million from the Technical 
Assistance Special Fund) for the TA to support the GMS Climate Change and Environmental Sustainability 
Program and $750,000 (plus $3 million from Technical Assistance Special Fund) for TA to support the GMS 
Sustainable Agriculture and Food Security Program. According to the TA reports, the impact of the GMS 
Climate Change and Environmental Sustainability Program will be improved climate compatibility and 
environmental sustainability of economic growth in the GMS and its intended outcome is enhanced green 
growth, and environmental quality in the GMS. The impact of the GMS Sustainable Agriculture and Food 
Security Program will be realization of the GMS vision of becoming a leading supplier of safe and climate-
friendly agri-food products and its intended outcome is increased GMS investments in and capacity for 
climate-friendly, safe, and sustainable agri-food value chains.  

Sources: Asian Development Bank, performance evaluation report, and TA reports. 

Figure A5.8: Success Rates of Independently Reviewed Climate Change Fund Interventions by 
Evaluation Criteria, 2008–2019 

 
Source: project validation reports, technical assistance performance evaluation reports, independent assessments. 
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APPENDIX 6: REVIEW OF CLIMATE CHANGE FUND KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTS 
 
 
1.  Based on the outputs indicated in completion reports and applications, the evaluation compiled 
an inventory of completed knowledge products developed under projects financed by the Climate 
Change Fund (CCF). The inventory was classified into 14 types of knowledge products: (i) guides,  
(ii) technical studies, (iii) training modules, (iv) working papers, (v) project summaries, (vi) project 
completion reports, (vii) toolkits, (viii) videos and presentations, (ix) workshop proceedings, (x) public 
awareness materials, (xi) websites, (xii) flagship reports, (xiii) digital databases, and (xiv) technical blog 
posts. A total of 114 knowledge products were published, of which 96 (84%) are available online.1 
Technical studies were the most numerous type with 43 publications, 38% of the total (Figure A6.1). 
 

 
 

 
1  The regional TA project, Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative in GMS, with CCF financing 

of $1 million, approved on 23 July 2009, reported that 40 knowledge products had been published. However, the completion 
report did not enumerate these. Instead, it referred to www.gms-oec.org, where most of the project’s outputs are uploaded. It 
is impossible to identify which among the numerous knowledge products on the website can be attributable to the CCF portion 
of the project. Hence, only the four knowledge products which were submitted by the CCF Secretariat were included in this 
report. If the 40 knowledge products claimed by the TA completion report were to be accounted for, the total number of 
knowledge products would be 150. 
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Figure A6.1: Number of Knowledge Products Published Under Projects Financed 
by the Climate Change Fund, by Type, 2008–2019
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Source: Asian Development Bank.
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2.  Of the CCF components, adaptation published the most knowledge products (81, 71% of total 
publications)—Figure A6.2. The remainder were almost equally split between clean energy with  (16, 
14%) and REDD+ and land use (17, 15%). 
 

 
 

3.  Climate Change Fund: adaptation knowledge products. The 81 knowledge products were broken 
down into 10 types (Table A6.1). Technical studies was the dominant type (25 publications, 31% of the 
total), followed by project completion reports and TA consultants’ reports (13, 16%). Of the 81 
knowledge products, 69 (85%) are accessible online. 
 

Table A6.1: Knowledge Products Published Under Climate Change Fund  
Adaptation Component by Type, 2008–2019 

Knowledge Product Type 
Number of 
Publications 

Publications 
Available Online 

Guides 4 4 

Project completion reports and TA consultants’ reports 13 13 

Project summaries 1 1 

Public awareness materials 9 9 

Technical studies 25 22 

Toolkits 11 7 

Training modules 3 3 

Videos and presentations 6 1 

Working papers 7 7 

Workshop proceedings 2 2 

 Total  81 69 
TA = technical assistance.  
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
 

4.  The year with the most number of knowledge products was 2012, when 29 were published 
(Figure A6.3). This is attributable to the TA project Strengthening Capacity for Managing Climate Change 
and the Environment (approved on 12 December 2008, for $700,000 CCF financing), which published 
27 knowledge products in that year.  

Adaptation 
71%

Clean Energy
14%

REDD+ and Land 
Use
15%

Figure A6.2: Knowledge Products Published Under Projects Financed 
by the Climate Change Fund, by Component, 2008–2019

REDD+ = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation
Source: Asian Development Bank.
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5.  Climate Change Fund: clean energy knowledge products. Only 16 knowledge products were 
published under the CCF clean energy component spread across six different types, of which 12 (75%) 
are available online (Table A6.2). The most common type of knowledge products was technical studies, 
(8 publications, 50% of the total) followed by project completion reports and TA consultants’ reports (4 
publications, 25%).  
 

Table A6.2: Knowledge Products Published Under Climate Change Fund Clean Energy  
Component by Type, 2008–2019 

Knowledge Product Type 
Number of 
Publications 

Publications 
Available Online 

Digital Databases 1 1 
Flagship reports 1 1 
Public awareness materials 1 0 
Project completion reports and TA consultants’ reports 4 4 
Technical studies 8 5 
Websites 1 1 
 Total 16 12 

TA = technical assistance 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

6.  Figure A6.4 shows that there were several years when there were no publications under the 
clean energy component. The most productive year was 2012, when three project completion reports 
were published.  
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7.  Climate Change Fund: REDD+ and land use knowledge products. Seventeen knowledge products 
were published under the REDD+ and land use component, of which 15 (88%) are available online 
(Table A6.3). There were four types of publication, of which technical studies were the most common 
(10 publications, 59%). Four technical blog posts (24% of the total) were published under the Protecting 
and Investing in Natural Capital in Asia and the Pacific TA (approved on 16 November 2017, for $955,000; 
with a subsequent supplementary allocation of $800,000 approved on 9 December 2019).  
 

Table A6.3: Knowledge Products Published Under Climate Change Fund REDD+ and  
Land Use Component, 2008–2019 

Knowledge Product Type Number Published 
Publications 

Available Online 
Guides 1 1 
Public awareness materials 2 2 
Technical blog posts 4 4 
Technical studies 10 8 
 Total 17 15 

TA = technical assistance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
8.  Figure A6.5 shows that most of the knowledge products under the CCF-REDD+ and land use 
component were published in the last 2 years. These were all attributable to Protecting and Investing in 
Natural Capital in Asia and the Pacific TA, which is still ongoing and produced two knowledge products 
in 2018 and eight in 2019. 
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Figure A6.5: Knowledge Products Published Under Climate Change Fund REDD+ 

and Land Use Component, by Year and by Type, 2008–2019

Guides Public awareness materials Technical blog posts Technical studies

REDD+ = reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation plus sustainable forest management.
Source: Asian Development Bank.



 

 

APPENDIX 7: SAMPLE ACHIEVEMENTS OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS REVIEWED  
 
 

Department CCF Financed Project Contributions for Future Projects 
Central and West 
Asia Department 

Economics of Climate 
Change in Central 
and West Asia  
(TA 8119-REG) 

This technical assistance (TA) undertook quantitative analysis of climate change mitigation and adaptation 
costs in six countries (Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan for mitigation; Afghanistan, the Kyrgyz Republic, 
and Tajikistan for adaptation) and developed project concepts for prospective future investment. This 
contributed to capacity building of key stakeholders in the target countries to identify opportunities for 
climate change investment and to better understand the cost of climate change.   

The financing from the Climate Change Fund (CCF) facilitated the preparation of national reports on the 
economics of climate change mitigation for Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan in 2015, using national 
energy-environment-economic models developed for the TA. Nationally appropriate mitigation actions were 
also developed for Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan, for further submission to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Action Registry by the respective 
countries. The TA also supported the preparation of a Kyrgyz Republic project concept note, which was the 
springboard for developing the project further and revived the support to the Kyrgyz Republic agriculture, 
natural resources, and urban sectors which had been dormant for 10 years.  

The economics report and the investment proposals were edited and published as an Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) report Economics of Climate Change Mitigation in Central and West Asia in 2017. 

East Asia 
Department 

People’s Republic of 
China: 
Wastewater 
Treatment and Reuse 
Project  
(TA 8457-PRC) 
 

In 2014, the Board approved an additional B loan of $168 million for the Wastewater Treatment and Reuse 
Project. In parallel with the financing, ADB provided TA to the Beijing Enterprises Water Group Limited to 
improve energy efficiency of wastewater treatment plants and to encourage reclaimed water usage and 
conserve freshwater resource by improving capacity through energy audit, energy management enhancement, 
training, workshop, and policy recommendations. 

The Wastewater Treatment and Reuse Project was the first energy efficiency TA in the People’s Republic of 
China's water sector, cofinanced by the CCF and water sector group’s Water Financing Partnership Facility. The 
CCF was highly instrumental in complementing Private Sector Operations Department financing operations by 
supporting capacity building of clients and dissemination of knowledge. CCF funding for the international 
best practices to enhance energy efficiency of wastewater treatment and reuse facilities, and in turn to reduce 
carbon dioxide emissions.  

The TA funded by the CCF directly resulted in energy improvement by 15.0%–37.5% of five pilot wastewater 
treatment and reuse facilities. The results and findings were shared with the client through training and 
workshops. The client aimed to implement a group-wide action plan to upscale the energy saving initiatives 
across its operations. 

The TA also raised broad awareness of energy conservation in wastewater treatment at both enterprise and 
sector level. 
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Department CCF Financed Project Contributions for Future Projects 
 People’s Republic of 

China: Strategic 
Analysis and 
Recommendations 
for Achieving the 
2020 Low-Carbon 
Goal 
(TA 8563-PRC) 

 

This policy and advisory technical assistance was formulated to help carry out the critical analyses and develop 
appropriate recommendations for the 13th Five-Year Plan and to directly contribute to the government’s 
policy making and carbon emission control programs during the plan period and beyond, particularly in the 
adoption of appropriate carbon intensity reduction targets under the plan.   

The TA provided (i) an assessment through studies of the opportunities for and the challenges to achieving the 
2020 low-carbon goal; (ii) support for the preparation of a report on carbon intensity target setting for the 
13th Five-Year Plan and a breakdown of targets across economic sectors and provinces; (iii) an economic 
comparison of emission control policy tools and recommendations on the most appropriate mix of policies; 
and (iv) implementing guidelines and a framework for the 13th Five-Year plan's carbon intensity reduction 
target. The TA also supported critical knowledge work that could be used in similar studies across other major 
emerging economies in the region. 

The TA was supported by the CCF and was instrumental in influencing the preparation of state plans, and 
drew attention from a lot of governments and development partners.  

Pacific 
Department 

Regional: 
Strengthening 
Capacity of Pacific 
DMC to Respond to 
Climate Change 
Phase 1 
(TA 7394-REG) 

This regional capacity development TA assisted the Pacific DMCs to build resilience to climate change, climate 
variability, and extreme weather events through adaptation and, where possible, mitigation, taking into 
account country-specific issues and needs, and complementing existing climate change activities in the region. 

The TA was formulated to help Pacific DMCs mainstream climate change through improved knowledge and 
awareness, and to integrate adaptation and mitigation (climate risk management, adaptation practices, and 
mitigation measures) into key sector investment and development plans and project designs. 

The participatory field surveys, baseline and vulnerability assessments, environment assessments, and other 
on-the-ground activities provided the Pacific DMC national partners with first-hand experience and exposure 
to realities at the community level, and generated local knowledge that was important for the design and 
development of site- and/or sector-specific climate change adaptation or mitigation measures and policies. 

Four special studies were conducted under the TA:  

Economics of Climate Change in the Pacific Region. This study identified the effects of climate change and 
quantified the costs of the adverse outcomes to Pacific island countries. A book of the same title was 
published in 2013 as a result of collaboration between the Pacific Department (PARD) and the Economic 
Research and Regional Cooperation Department  

Economics of Climate Proofing Investment Projects. The early work done under this TA contributed to the 
approach that was taken by PARD and Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department to establish 
the current climate risk assessment process of climate proofing investment projects. This has informed the 
climate-change-linked document of RRPs.  

Impacts of climate change on food security. This TA also supported the publication of Food Security and 
Climate Change in the Pacific: Rethinking Options. This has become particularly relevant with the ongoing 
coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic. A food security TA and social protection TA are also now being 
prepared. 
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Department CCF Financed Project Contributions for Future Projects 
Climate resilience and urban development. This TA was part of the early thinking on the work that PARD has 
done on urban planning in Palau, Honiara, and Vanuatu, particularly in identifying more resilient pathways. 

South Asia 
Department 

Bangladesh:  
Strengthening the 
Resilience of the 
Water Sector in 
Khulna to Climate 
Change 

This TA has shown that future climate scenarios and well-developed mathematical models can be used to 
quantify the extent of impacts on infrastructure, leading to the identification and evaluation of specific 
adaptation interventions (i.e., how the infrastructure design should be adjusted to respond to future climate 
impacts), with preliminary estimates of costs and benefits. 

In particular, the TA (i) made climate change projections for Khulna for 2030 and 2050; (ii) developed 
socioeconomic development scenarios for Khulna for 2030 and 2050; (iii) developed and calibrated three 
mathematical models; (iv) ran the models for 2030 and 2050, using the climate and socioeconomic changes 
projected, and; (v) assessed impacts through geographic information system mapping; and (vi) identified and 
analyzed adaptation options.  

The summary findings and additional analyses carried out in the TA led to the publication of Adapting to 
Climate Change – Strengthening the Climate Resilience of Water Sector Infrastructure in Khulna, Bangladesh, 
by ADB in 2011. 

Southeast Asia 
Department 

Indonesia:  
Institutional 
Strengthening for 
Integrated Water 
Resources 
Management in the 6 
CI's River Basin 

This TA was attached to the multitranche financing facility for the Integrated Citarum Water Resources 
Management Investment Program in Indonesia.   

The TA delivered: (i) synchronized planning mechanisms to the central, provincial, and district governments for 
a road map on investment in the 6 CI's River Basin; (ii) capacity building for the three river basin organizations 
to develop their water resources management strategic plan and master plan for the 6 Cis River Basin or Pola 
and Rencana using the Java Spatial Model (Pola is the water resource management strategic plan that is the 
framework for planning, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation for water resources conservation, 
utilization, and control; Rencana is the comprehensive and integrated water resources management plan 
required for the implementation of water resources management. Pola and Rencana is the basis for the river 
basin organization to develop its future plan and program as required by the water law); (iii) a hydrodynamic 
model and flood risks management strategy for the upper 6 CI's River Basin; (iv) a water resources 
management decision support system for the 6 CI's River Basin; and (v) a climate change mitigation and 
adaption strategy for the 6 Cis River Basin complemented by pilot projects.  

A book on River Basin Management Planning in Indonesia was also published under the TA.  

Regional Regional: 
Establishing a Pilot 
Center to Facilitate 
Climate Technology 
Investments in Asia 
and the Pacific)  
Subproject D—
Demonstration of an 
assisted broker 

Subproject D aimed to address the lack of a well-informed market for technology transfer transactions and to 
demonstrate an assisted broker model for the transfer of low-carbon technologies. The subproject 
demonstrated an assisted broker model through a marketplace operator, IPEx Cleantech Asia, which was 
formed by a consortium of consultant firms engaged through the subproject. 

After the conclusion of the marketplace operation, the subproject carried on supporting ADB operations 
departments in identifying and processing new investment operations that incorporated innovative 
technologies and/or business models. This included: (i) an analysis of floating solar country potentials and 
deployment locations in Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal and the Lao People’s Democratic Republic; (ii) technical, 
economic, regulatory and safeguards analysis of hybrid solar-hydropower generation on a reservoir in 
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Department CCF Financed Project Contributions for Future Projects 
model for transfer of 
carbon technologies 
to Asia and the 
Pacific. 

Bangladesh to enhance generation, grid stability and sustainability, (iii) a scoping study for a solar plus 
storage project at an industrial park in the Philippines; (iv) a scoping report on power grid upgrade 
technologies for Bangladesh; and (v) inputs into drafting of knowledge products. 

The CCF’s contribution to Subproject D helped connect providers and users of low-carbon technology (LCT) 
market players, including technology companies, incubators, government agencies, multilateral organizations, 
and other LCT platforms (e.g., the WWF Climate Solver, Hunan Innovative Low Carbon Center, Tianjin 
Economic and Technological Development Area, the Hunan International Low Carbon Technology Exchange 
Center, China–UK Low Carbon College of Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Beijing Energy Club, and Umore 
Consulting) to create a cleantech community and further promote emerging LCTs. These activities included the 
design and piloting of a low-carbon technology marketplace, establishment of a technology exchange center, 
organization of technology-focused workshop, and collaboration with ADB operations departments. 

In particular, with the Beijing Energy Club, the TA piloted an innovative technology promotion model, the 
Clean Energy Technology Assessment and Dissemination Platform, which invited leading industry experts to 
assess innovative yet mature clean energy technologies. 

The subproject also facilitated LCT matchmaking events, knowledge sharing events, and preparation of 
technology catalogues. The knowledge sharing events included a Regional Seminar on Facilitating the Transfer 
and Diffusion of Clean Technology: Opportunities from a Pilot Project on Wastewater Treatment, the Asia-
Pacific Forum on Low Carbon Technology, and a series of workshops on renewable energy integration and 
grid stabilization in India. 

Note: The evaluation team met key ADB staff who are or were involved in applying, processing, and implementing CCF-financed interventions. The meetings were intended to 
supplement the desk review of project documents to provide additional insights into the evaluation.  
Sources: Technical assistance completion reports, interviews with ADB climate change staff. 



 

 

APPENDIX 8: LESSONS FROM COMPLETED CLIMATE CHANGE FUND 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS  
 
 
1. This evaluation of the Climate Change Fund (CCF) over the evaluation period, 2008–2019, 
gathered the following lessons from completion reports of technical assistance projects.  
 
2. Climate change action—general. Many countries lack basic climate data, technical expertise, and 
qualified local staff. This means that some processes, especially baseline studies, vulnerability 
assessments, and cost–benefit analysis of mitigation and adaptation measures, have to be adjusted to 
reflect realities on the ground. Countries need access to better climate change data, especially future 
climate projections and satellite imagery, to formulate more effective mitigation and adaptation 
measures. However, without well-established planning and decision-making processes, climate change 
information and adaptation will be of limited value. Local consultation and validation workshops provide 
useful forums for climate change knowledge sharing and information dissemination. They can be used 
for developing and/or fostering productive collaboration that can be applied, replicated, and scaled up. 
Climate change capacity development programs can be expanded and sustained to build effective 
institutions, but more effective use of participatory and multi-disciplinary approaches is critical for the 
success of these capacity building efforts. 
 
3. Climate change mitigation—energy efficiency and climate technology. Energy efficiency remains 
untapped although it is cheap and has great potential for cutting energy demand, and for addressing 
climate change impacts. Current investments in energy efficiency are still predominantly on the supply 
side and there is considerable scope for end-use energy efficiency to be developed. New technical 
assistance (TA) projects and investment activities for energy efficiency development are essential. There 
is also a need for greater support for accelerator programs, new types of market-based partnerships with 
larger companies and/or adopters, policy support for new startups, and blended or mixed financing (e.g., 
concessional plus commercial financing). These are all critical to reduce the risk of early-stage climate 
technology businesses and help increase the number of projects that can be invested in. 
 
4. Climate change adaptation—general. Climate change analysis is useful for governments in 
preparing strategic plans and should be timed to ensure integration in official planning cycles. CCF 
support facilitated the development of sector vulnerability profiles and sector-specific vulnerability 
mapping using geographic information systems. In some cases, vulnerability mapping work has provided 
the government with a sense of the scale and distribution of potential climate change impacts in key 
sectors and helped the national climate change adaptation strategy to be structured in a pragmatic and 
realistic way that supports a country’s development agenda.  
 
5. Climate change adaptation—water resource and other development projects. The addition of 
CCF resources to existing TA projects, or TA projects associated with or linked to a loan or as part of an 
investment project component, can permit climate change adaptation considerations and investments 
to be introduced into integrated water resource management and other development projects, even if 
this requires a change in the project’s scope, additional consultants and/or capacity building actions, and 
one or more extensions of the project closing date. A transition toward more holistic and sustainable 
water resource planning and management is challenging and time-consuming, requiring a balancing of 
competing interests and collaborative decision-making. Consequently, governments need to shift from a 
sectoral and top-down management structure to more integrated, collaborative, transparent, and 
participatory management between different departments, across a hierarchy of geographic scales, and 
with nongovernmental stakeholders. 

6. REDD+ and land use projects. Efforts to protect conservation landscapes for their biodiversity 
and ecosystem value require strong evidence-based solutions and stronger intersectoral collaboration 



Lessons from Completed Climate Change Fund Technical Assistance Projects 89 
 

 

both within countries and across sector divisions within ADB. Regarding the Greater Mekong Subregion, 
given that the six countries that are part of the subregion are at different development stages, it may 
take a long time for all of them to: (i) develop and apply mitigation and adaptation technologies 
effectively; (ii) identify effective mitigation measures through strategic environmental assessments and 
other means; (iii) build and apply useful environmental management tools customized to each sector, 
especially transport, energy, and agriculture; and (iv) institutionalize resilient systems within government. 
 
7. Technical assistance design. A narrow focus, immediate policy relevance, and national champions 
with financial and/or planning authority were key to successfully integrating climate technologies into 
country investment plans. It is critical that TA projects work with the right executing agencies and align 
their policy advice and capacity building activities with lending operations. Careful and realistic planning 
is required for the production and dissemination of outputs, which usually involves multiple institutions 
within a given timeframe. With regard to the implementing agency, it is important to assign the relevant 
government agency with direct responsibility as the implementing agency, especially in cutting-edge 
technology projects. 
 
8. Technical assistance implementation. Implementation of regional TA improves if participating 
countries and projects are identified before approval. For capacity building, counterparts need to be 
engaged more intensively through a learning-by-doing approach. When a TA project needs highly 
specialized expertise, it is preferable to invite a sufficient number of qualified firms directly rather than 
simply to advertise on the ADB website. In a highly technical area, a more flexible approach is needed in 
consultant selection, as the consulting industry for climate-change related assignments is not yet mature. 
Undertaking deep analytical work requires engaging experts and/or consulting firms that are experienced 
and knowledgeable and already active in the concerned DMC. Strategic studies are crucial to improving 
ADB’s knowledge profile, especially in upper middle-income countries; however, this demands a more 
flexible approach in terms of consultants’ composition and engagement. 
 
9. Technical assistance performance—clean energy. Strong ownership by executing agencies is very 
important in the successful implementation of TA projects, especially when there is a need to address an 
emerging issue which cuts across many sectors. The selection and management of experienced 
consultants with superior expertise leads to high-quality outputs. In many cases, up-front econometric 
modeling enables an understanding of the wider economic impacts of introducing major policy 
instruments, such as emissions trading. Lessons need to be learned from countries with prior experience 
in using new policy instruments for climate change mitigation. Internationally recognized experts may 
not be available or they may not be able to contribute to the TA for an extended period of time. Aligning 
subproject activities with operations departments’ priorities for developing climate change technologies 
in DMCs and proper timing of climate technology interventions are extremely important to the success 
of the interventions. 
 
10. Technical assistance performance—adaptation. The use of future climate scenarios and well-
developed mathematical models will enable a quantitative approach to the extent of climate impacts on 
infrastructure, leading to the identification and evaluation of specific adaptation interventions with 
preliminary estimates of costs and benefits. A study of climate-proofing in a specific location will be most 
effective and efficient if it is implemented in tandem with project design work. It is critical that detailed 
engineering designs of investment projects fully take into account the analyses and suggestions made in 
TA projects to strengthen resilience to climate change. Information systems and data management are 
an essential part of climate change adaptation, but restrictions on data sharing and lack of resources to 
collect, compile, and undertake quality control of data are major impediments. However, investment 
preparation and prioritization components embedded in TA projects can raise expectations on the part 
of counterparts, which need to be carefully managed.  
 
11. Technical assistance performance—regional or individual country approaches and cofinancing. 
The regional approach offers the benefit of cross-country knowledge sharing. However, this may be at 
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the cost of more tailored consultations in each country among a broader set of stakeholders. This 
potential trade-off needs to be carefully assessed when designing TA operations. While multiple 
cofinancing will require additional efforts to align financing partners’ priorities with those of ADB, it also 
provides a valuable opportunity to engage different organizations and stakeholders with the overall aim 
of promoting a common objective. 
 
12. ADB’s role and potential contributions. Given the experience, knowledge, and networks that ADB 
has accumulated through CCF operations  and other carbon market projects, it can position itself well to 
facilitate and promote carbon market development in the region. In considering the potential impact of 
climate change, ADB may wish to assess the possibility of displacement due to extreme events or slow 
onset phenomena, such as droughts, desertification, and sea level rise, more systematically. The nexus of 
climate and migration is especially relevant to ADB operations in the urban sector, as climate-induced 
migration is intertwined with the trend of people moving from rural areas to cities. Large urban areas, 
particularly those located in low-lying and coastal areas will be particularly vulnerable to extreme weather 
events and sea level rise in the future. Future work on climate-induced migration could also include the 
financial costs of inaction.  
 
13. ADB performance issues. There was a clear demand for the type of services offered by ADB’s CCF-
funded TA. However, it has taken longer than expected to engage both DMCs and ADB operations 
departments in deploying climate change technologies. By concentrating on areas of ADB comparative 
advantage (e.g., finance, urban development), ADB has been able to attract attention to relevant 
practices, expert analysis, and workable solutions. In a TA project to support the Sustainable Transport 
Initiative, for example, more effort could have been made to align subproject activities with operations 
departments’ priorities for expanding sustainable transport operations in DMCs.  
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