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Executive Summary 

This independent evaluation of international climate finance (ICF) provided by the 

Belgian federal government over the period 2013 to 2019 seeks to answer the following 

central question: 

"Do the (regulatory, strategic and operational) frameworks and the channels and 

instruments used by the federal government to contribute to international climate finance 

make it possible to meet the needs of the intervention countries in this area, and to make 

an impact in line with federal priorities?" 

The evaluation hence assesses the way federal climate finance objectives were 
implemented, not these objectives as such or what a fair Belgian contribution to 
international climate finance should be. 

Main characteristics of Belgian international climate finance 

Belgium’s ICF is predominantly directed towards climate adaptation interventions in LDCs, 

particularly on the African continent. Belgium considers itself predominantly a 

development cooperation actor, working on climate action; hence, its primary focus is not 

climate action, but development cooperation within which climate action is mainstreamed. 

Since its focus is on the most vulnerable countries, Belgian ICF consists mostly of 

traditional grants, rather than concessional loans, guarantees and export credits. 

Belgian climate related development cooperation covers a wide range of sectors including 

agriculture, education, energy, environment (including waste management), governance, 

health, humanitarian aid, water & sanitation, and sustainable cities. 

A vast majority of Belgium’s ICF interventions correspond to the agriculture category which 

represents almost half (50%) the bilateral ICF interventions during the period evaluated. 

However, in terms of budget, ICF interventions in the agricultural sector, are less 

dominating, representing about a third (33%) of total Belgian ICF. 

Over the period 2013-2019, around 40% of the Belgium’s ICF was channelled through 
multilateral climate-specific funds, such as the Green Climate Fund (GCF), the Adaptation 
Fund, the Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF) and the Special Climate Change Fund 
(SCCF)1. The remaining 60% was channelled through specific bilateral cooperation 
programmes, earmarked for a given country and implemented by different partners 
(Enabel, BIO, NGAs, IAs, the FPS HFSCE, as well as multilateral organisations). 

Almost 75% of climate related interventions are implemented by Non-Governmental 

Actors and Institutional Actors (NGA & IA) and only 1% by BIO. However, in ICF budgetary 

terms, BIO’s share climbs to 8% whereas the share of NGA & IA more than halves at 35%, 

lower than Enabel’s 37%. 

Methodological approach 

This evaluation is based on a theory of change with Belgian climate action objectives. It is 

structured around six evaluation questions associated with a set of judgment criteria and 

indicators. A range of evaluation tools enabled to collect, analyse and triangulate 

information. The evaluation involved conducting 104 interviews and 3 focus groups with a 

 
1  Note that core finance to multilateral partner organisations such as specialised UN agencies (the United 

Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) or the Global 

Environment Facility - GEF) is not reported, by Belgium, as climate finance. 
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total of 139 persons (Belgian climate actors, other key climate actors, local authorities in 

partner countries and project beneficiaries). Overall, the evaluation team consulted 

193 documents. It conducted country case studies in Senegal and Tanzania. It made a 

portfolio analysis on Belgian climate funding for the period 2013-2019, and a general 

analysis of financial flows. Moreover, it conducted a comparative analysis of the Belgian 

climate action framework with that of Denmark, Luxemburg and The Netherlands. 

Main findings 

• Relevance to global climate challenge 

The federal development cooperation regulatory, strategic, and operational frameworks 
and the channels and instruments it uses to contribute to climate finance have addressed 
the global climate challenge and international climate finance commitments of Belgium in 
a satisfactory way. Belgium’s climate action covers a wide range of relevant issues, 
addressing climate change mostly as a cross-cutting factor within more classically 
development orientated interventions and combining it with wider environmental 
considerations. The focus on adaptation and LDCs is considered relevant. 

Belgian cooperation’s traditional strengths are recognized by climate action stakeholders, 
but they are not specific to climate action. 

The climate action and climate change objective in the design of Belgian ICF interventions 

is often implicit and indirect. Climate change is generally only a secondary consideration 
when identifying programmes, while the primary objective is development cooperation. As 
a result, a significant margin of improvement remains in terms of further developing and 
mainstreaming climate action within the Belgian development cooperation portfolio. 

Clearer criteria and vision are still lacking to characterise climate action. Specificities of 
climate action and what distinguishes it from more general environmental action are not 
clear to all Belgian development actors working with international climate finance. Shared 
Belgian climate related goals and targets do not frame Belgian climate action, limiting 
focus. A clearer Belgian policy and vision would also help Belgian development partners to 
mainstream climate when negotiating projects with partner country authorities. 

• Partner country relevance 

Financed interventions correspond to the needs of partner countries and their populations. 

Even though national climate related policies and strategies of the partner countries, such 
as Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) or National Adaptation Plans (NAPs), do 
not guide Belgian development cooperation action, projects remain climate relevant. The 
agricultural focus of Belgian interventions matches national policies and corresponds to 
Belgium’s prioritisation of adaptation. The strengthening of local communities’ resilience 
through adaptation action corresponds to the needs of LDCs. 

However, country priorities do not always correspond with climate action best practices 

which can lead to trade-offs between alignment with country policy and climate action. 

FPS HFSCE’s support to the NDC Partnership is relevant to national needs and corresponds 

to a demand from partner governments. 

However, despite the fact that reinforcing national climate institutions in partner countries 

creates a favourable environment to climate action and supports mainstreaming climate 

change within development action, such institutions do not receive enough attention. 

• Coherence 

A federal climate policy exists but has not been jointly elaborated and approved by all 

federal parties so as to allow it to fully support the global coherence of Belgian climate 
action. However, Belgian climate action and other Belgian development policy priorities 
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are coherent between themselves, although the importance given to climate adaptation 
does not necessarily correspond with support to private sector development. 

In theory, the various Belgian development operators involved in climate action are 
complementary. Besides, bilateral and multilateral levels of action could also present 
synergies. However, coordination between Belgian federal actors in terms of climate action 
remains ad-hoc and too limited. Too few climate-related synergies or partnerships 
between Belgian interventions and/or actors are noted. Greater coordination is hindered 
by the lack of dedicated resources and orientation as to what is sought in terms of climate 
action. 

Coordination of climate action at partner country level by dedicated national institutions is 

also limited. 

However, thematic portfolios initiated by the current government offer opportunities to 

increase contributions to climate action in a coordinated way, catalysing synergies and 

complementarities between Belgian development operators both across the Sahel region 

and within its participating countries. Transnational programmes appear particularly 

relevant as climate change issues are insensitive to borders and need a global approach. 

• Efficiency 

Though adequate data to measure cost effectiveness is not available, efficiency appears 
satisfactory. It can nonetheless still be improved. 

Various characteristics of Belgian development cooperation and climate action are 
conducive to efficiency. Geographical concentration helps achieve impact with limited 
resources. It also strengthens knowledge of context, actors and dynamic and is conducive 
to a territorial approach. Territorial approaches are themselves adapted to climate action 
as they i) promote systemic work favourable to multisectoral challenges; ii) favour 
participation of local communities and help maximise synergies; and iii) are inherent to an 
effective implementation of several low carbon and resilient developmental models. 

Bilateral channels provide development cooperation actors with a strong ownership of their 

action and visibility. Multilateral funding offers the advantage to ensure the continuity of 

climate action disregarding the Belgian national situation. It also represents a cost-

effective option to disburse funds and offers a platform to influence international climate 

action. 

Though climate expertise of Belgian development cooperation actors involved in climate 

action has been strengthened, none of them declared possessing specific in-house experts 

on climate change. Specific climate expertise is called upon on an ad hoc basis at key 

moments of an intervention but not internalised within the Belgian operators. Considering 

Belgium’s cross cutting approach to climate action, this model appears efficient as long as 

basic foundation knowledge is internalised within each Belgian operator (so as to enable 

them to know when it is necessary to call upon more specialised expertise). In addition, 

combining local and international climate expertise appears desirable as it helps to adapt 

and tailor Belgian expertise to local situations. 

Belgian added value is not specifically related to climate change. Its partners mostly value 
Belgian field experience, Belgian contact with local partners, Belgian detailed knowledge 
of context, Belgian flexibility and Belgian capacity to understand and adapt. A further 
Belgian added value is the ‘qualitative’ dimension of its climate finance in the sense that 
it is mostly implemented through grants. 

Despite these strengths, Belgian climate action is weak in terms of leveraging private 

finance. It does not possess adequate tools to strongly involve the private sector. 
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• Effectiveness and Impact 

Diverse climate adaptation and climate mitigation results (water retention, forest 
expansion, energy production, soil management, coastal protection...) have been reached 
through Belgian climate action. They have contributed to strengthen the climate resilience 
of partner countries and to fight climate change (as long as one does not consider that co-
benefits in terms of economic development cancel such positive effects). 

BIO and FPS HFSCE have focused more on climate mitigation action whereas Enabel and 

NGAs & IAs are more focused on climate adaptation. 

FPS HFSCE provides very limited amounts of ICF2 but, beyond the technical assistance it 

finances, it possesses specific expertise (climate policy, emission inventory, etc.) and 

nurtures an extensive network both nationally and internationally. This enables it to play 

an important role as a facilitator and mainstreamer of climate action. 

Though it is still limited, one can consider that Belgian climate action has a 
transformational dimension. However, not all planned climate related outputs have been 
given attention thus limiting the extent of expected outcome attainment. Overall, and 
though this is also the case for other contributing countries, the impact of Belgian climate 
action is not in line with the extent of climate challenges. 

Due to the limited monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes focused on climate action 

and the very few climate-specific indicators, it is however difficult to measure climate 

results specifically, particularly in terms of quantification of adaptation effects (which is a 

challenge even if one pays attention to M&E). 

• Sustainability 

Globally, climate results appear sustainable although institutional sustainability is given 
scant attention. 

The fact that climate issues are global, and therefore beyond the exclusive scope of 

Belgium and its partner countries, introduces an additional degree of uncertainty in terms 
of climate result sustainability. 

Besides, too limited attention is provided to assessing sustainability specific to climate 

effects, particularly in relation to climate adaptation projects. This is associated with the 

difficulty of differentiating between climate specific effects and more global development 

ones. As there are strong links between climate action sustainability and the sustainability 

of more straightforward development work, sustainability is believed to be satisfactory but 

additional analysis is needed to confirm this. 

Conclusions 

Belgium demonstrated a strong commitment at the international level associated to high 

level theoretical, conceptual, and technical expertise as well as a significant climate 

diplomacy capacity. This resulted in Belgium being a respected, active, and influential 

actor on the international climate diplomacy scene. 

However, resources and guidance dedicated to federal climate action implementation did 

not match these diplomatic efforts. Personnel was lacking to orientate and coordinate 

climate action. No shared climate vision encompassing all federal entities (and ideally 

regional ones) had been officially determined. The tools put at the disposal of 

development cooperation actors to mainstream climate action were not sufficiently 

hands-on and were largely under used. Over the evaluation period, financial tools have 

not been focused enough on climate action. 

The Belgian federal development cooperation regulatory, strategic and operational 

frameworks in the area of climate change though relevant and rightly focused on 

 
2  Indicatively 200.000 to 400.000 euros annually. 
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adaptation and least developed countries did not yet support climate specific action and 

mainstreaming sufficiently directly and explicitly. The absence of a shared and jointly 

approved climate policy, as well as more explicit and structured climate mainstreaming 

formulation, implementation and monitoring processes, and tools limited the climate 

dimension and impact of Belgian federal projects.  

This assessment has been further structured in three main conclusions and a set of more 
specific ones, which are summarised in the figure below.  

Recommendations 

Three main recommendations emerge from this evaluation:  

- Recommendation 1: Clarify priorities and provide guidance and adequate resources 
to development actors involved in climate action, in line with the global climate 
challenge. 

- Recommendation 2: Be strategic by leveraging Belgian operational field 

experience, best practice and recognised added value. Maintain hereby the focus 
on adaptation, least developed countries, and mainstreaming climate action within 
general development cooperation work rather than on specific climate action. 

- Recommendation 3: Strengthen the Belgian climate action operational framework, 
notably in terms of mainstreaming procedures, monitoring & evaluation, financial 
mechanisms, access to expertise, and institutional exchanges. 

Details are provided for each of them in the set of specific recommendations summarised 
in the figure below.  
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1 Introduction 

This report concludes the Evaluation of international climate finance by the Belgian federal 

government, conducted over the period October 2020 to June 2021. This independent 

evaluation has been commissioned by the Special Evaluation Office (SEO) of the Federal 

Public Service Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation (FPS Foreign 

Affairs) to ADE and Trinomics, in collaboration with CLIMACT3. The evaluation has two 

main objectives: (i) provide an independent assessment of the international climate 

finance by the Federal government’s development cooperation policy; and (ii) provide 

specific actionable policy and operational recommendations for the various Belgian 

actors and policy makers involved in defining and implementing Belgium's commitment to 

international climate finance. Such recommendations concern strategy, institutional 

framework, regulatory framework, instruments, and channels. 

The evaluation central question is formulated as "Do the (regulatory, strategic and 

operational) frameworks and the channels and instruments used by the federal 

government to contribute to international climate finance make it possible to 

meet the needs of the intervention countries in this area, and to make an impact 

in line with federal priorities?" 

The scope of international climate finance by the Federal government analysed 

encompasses both bilateral cooperation and multilateral cooperation. However, as 

multilateral funds have been the object of several external evaluations recently4, the 

current evaluation mainly builds on the findings of existing assessments without engaging 

in their detailed review. 

Amongst the various federal bodies involved in federal climate finance activities (see 

section 3.4.1), Enabel, the Belgian Investment Company for Developing countries 

(BIO), non-governmental actors (NGA) and institutional actors (IA), the Climate 

Change Service of the Federal Public Service for Health, Food Chain Safety and 

Environment (FPS HFSCE) are the subject of a detailed review. 

In principle, the evaluation covers all developing countries where Belgian development 

cooperation is active. However, since Least Developed Countries (LDC) and African 

countries are the priority focus within the Belgian federal development cooperation 

strategy and have been the main beneficiary countries of federal Belgian climate finance, 

they are at the heart of the geographical scope. Senegal and Tanzania have been selected 

to be analysed in depth in 2 case studies5. 

The analysis covers all sectors related to interventions linked to climate action over the 

period 2013 to 20196, years for which data concerning Belgium’s contribution to climate-

related development finance flows from Belgian actors towards recipient developing 

countries is available in the form of the Monitoring Mechanism Regulation (MMR) database. 

In practice, when information available for 2020 and 2021 has been obtained, it has also 

been taken into consideration, but information considered beyond 2019 may not be 

exhaustive. 

 
3  Climact participated in the portfolio analysis particularly in terms of qualifying the qualitative dimension of 

the various types of actions. It also provided crosscutting advice to the evaluation team particularly when 

drafting the report; and it participated in internal workshops on conclusions and recommendations 
4  IEO, 2016; IEO 2018; TANGO International, 2018; Mopan, 2020. 
5  See part 4 for the logic underlying this selection. 
6  Though the Belgian ICF commitment includes 2020. 
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Although the regions have a role to play in Belgian climate finance, the evaluation only 

covers the federal government's contributions, given that the SEO’s mandate is focused 

on federal development spending. However, despite not being part of the scope of the 

evaluation, the regions have been called upon by the evaluators as informant institutions 

so that their views on the strategy, resources and instruments can be considered. 
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2 Methodology 

This evaluation follows a theory-based approach and a non-experimental design. It is 

based on a theory of change with Belgian climate action objectives, on which basis 

6 evaluation questions (EQ) were defined. Each of them is associated with a set of 

judgment criteria and indicators synthesised within an evaluation matrix (Annex 4), 

forming a common reference for the evaluation team to consult when leading its 

investigations. 

A range of evaluation tools enabled to collect, analyse and triangulate information. The 

evaluation involved conducting 104 interviews and 3 focus groups with a total of 139 

persons (Belgian climate actors, other key climate actors, local authorities in partner 

countries and project beneficiaries) - see list of interviewees in Annex 2. Overall, 

193 documents were consulted (see Annex 3). Two country case studies were 

undertaken in Senegal and Tanzania. A portfolio analysis was conducted on Belgian 

climate funding through the MMR database provided for the period 2013-2019. In 

particular, the main characteristics of the 577 interventions within the African portfolio 

were categorised and analysed. A general analysis of financial flows was conducted. 

Moreover, a triple comparative analysis of the Belgian climate action framework with 

that of Denmark, Luxemburg and The Netherlands was conducted. 

Despite the limitations identified in terms of i) the heterogeneous, fragmentary and 

approximative information, ii) the imprecise outline of climate action, iii) the weak result 

monitoring and impact assessment, and iv) the disregard for non-climate action, the 

evaluation team is confident the multiplicity of sources of information and combination of 

both partner country and Belgian level information has enabled to reach robust findings 

and conclusions overall. 

Theory of Change 

A theory of change (ToC) of the international climate finance by the Federal government 

was proposed as an overarching framework for the evaluation team’s analysis (see figure 

1). The logical chain from inputs to outputs, outcomes and impacts, and major 

assumptions and risks behind the links between each level, are presented along an 

intervention logic diagram. The ToC has been reconstructed ex-post by the evaluation 

team on the basis of the key policy orientations listed in the ToR and is particularly based 

upon the federal development cooperation climate finance strategy drafted by DGD 

(Climate Vision, 2018). This proposal helped frame discussions between the evaluation 

team and Belgian Climate Finance stakeholders and supported the evaluation team’s 

reflections. 

The ToC integrates all Belgian actors associating them with a common set of EQs. It 
enables to keep a global perspective on Belgian federal climate finance as well as to 
identify the specificities of the different actors (e.g., through specific indicators). This is 
useful in terms of conducting a systemic analysis of the federal cooperation’s impact as 
Belgian federal development cooperation funding is historically organized globally by type 
of actor (governed for BIO and Enabel via management contracts and for Non-
Governmental Actors and Institutional Actors -NGA & IA- through approved programmes) 
and not on a geographical or thematical basis.



Evaluation of the international climate finance by the Belgian federal government 

 4 

Figure 1 - Theory of Change - International Climate Finance by the Belgian Federal Government 
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The portfolio analysis and the interviews conducted during the evaluation indicated a set 

of gaps at the level of expected outputs in the proposed theory of change. These gaps and 

their effects on the obtention of expected outcomes are analysed in part 5.5.3 as part of 

the assessment of the evaluation question related to effectiveness and impact. 

Evaluation process 

The methodological process was spread over 4 phases: inception, study, case studies, and 

final synthesis and restitution. It consisted of a mix of data collection and analysis tools 

which enabled to triangulate evidence for deriving solid findings.  

Figure 2 - Evaluation process and approach 

 

Throughout the evaluation process, and due to the Covid-19 pandemic, interviews were 
conducted at a distance with representatives of Belgian climate action, project 
stakeholders and comparative country climate finance stakeholders. However, for the 
country case studies, local consultants were hired so as to enable site visits and interviews 
with stakeholders with limited internet access, particularly local authorities and 
beneficiaries. The local consultants also brought in local perspectives. 

All phases were associated to complementary bibliographical work. 

Inception phase 

The inception phase served to identify the main expectations, challenges and issues at 

stake associated with the evaluation through a set of exploratory interviews with key 

informants. The interviews also served to identify main Belgian climate action 

stakeholders, further resource persons or institutions, and associated contacts, as well as 

key documentation. This helped adjust the methodological proposal and related evaluation 

questions, judgment criteria and indicators. 
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Study phase 

The study phase focused on collecting data from ICF actors in Belgium. It also supported 

a general literature review, a portfolio analysis and overview of financial flows, an analysis 

of the interventions of the 4 federal focus actors, a comparison of the Belgian ICF 

framework with that of 3 comparator countries (Denmark, Luxemburg, and the 

Netherlands) and a preliminary portfolio review. 

Case study phase 

The subsequent case study phase focused on the analysis of concrete action at partner 
country level. The country case study analysis was undertaken in two countries, Senegal 
and Tanzania. The two countries were selected based on the variety and representativity 
of the climate related interventions which they harboured mainly from a thematic and 
institutional perspective. To a lesser extent the financial significance of the intervention 
was also considered (in Senegal the 5 selected interventions represented 77% of the 
country’s climate action budget). 

5 projects were selected for a detailed analysis in both countries (i.e., 10 in total). 
However, it was not possible with a selection of two countries to cover exhaustively the 
variety of Belgian climate action interventions. As a result, 4 additional interventions were 
selected: (1) National Determined Contribution (NDC) support by the FPS HFSCE in 
Burkina Faso and (2) Niger, (3) the WAMADE project in Vietnam, a university cooperation 
intervention on water management and urban development, and (4) the KivuWatt project 
in Rwanda, a methane gas capture project. 

Although this was not a major selection criterion, the 14 projects selected covered both 
Rio marker 1 and Rio Marker 2 interventions (respectively 8 and 6 interventions). 

Additional details on the methodology followed during the case study phase are provided 

in the country case study reports and complementary project reviews. 

Table 1 - Projects reviewed during the case study phase 

Country Institution Name 
Category / 
thematic 

Climate 
budget 

Rio 
marker 

Senegal 
BIO 

Ten Merina Ndakah Solar Power 

Project 

Energy 
4 567 515 €  2 

Eclosio 
Eclosio Senegal programme 
2014-2016 

Agriculture / Rural 
Development 15 421 €  1 

Enabel 

Projet d'Amélioration des 
Services d'Eau Potable et 
d'Assainissement en milieu rural 
(PASEPAR) 

Water and 
Sanitation 

3 028 714 €  1 

Enabel 

Projet de Bassin de Rétention et 
de Valorisation de Forages dans 
les Bassins de Diourbel, Fatick, 
Kaolack, Kaffrine et Thiès 
(BARVAFOR) 

Agriculture / Rural 
Development 

652 329 €  1 

VVSG 

Contributing to good local 
governance through 
strengthening administrative 
strength in the South and local 
policy coherence in Flanders 

Governance 

18 838 €  1 

Tanzania  
BIO 

Africa Renewable Energy Fund in 
Tanzania 

Energy  
8 896 000 €  2 

BOS+ 

Environmental management of 
strategic forest areas on a 
sustainable, inclusive and 
participatory way 

Agriculture / Rural 
Development 

107 635 €  1 
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Enabel 
Natural Resources Management 
for Local Economic Development 
in Kigoma Region 

Environment  
5 000 000 €  1 

Enabel 

Sustainable Agriculture Kigoma 
Regional Project (SAKiRP) 

Agriculture / Rural 
Development 8 000 000 €  1 

Oxfam 

Solidarite 

Oxfam Disaster Risk Reduction 

in the Great Lakes Region 

Humanitarian Aid 
1 309 000 €  1 

Burkina 
Faso 

FPS HFSCE 

National Determined 
Contributions (NDC) support by 
the Federal Public Service (FPS) 
Environment 

Governance 

57 600 €  2 

Niger  
FPS HFSCE 

NDC support by the Federal 
Public Service (FPS) 
Environment  

Governance 
60 860 €  2 

Rwanda  BIO KivuWatt project Energy 10 000 000 €  2 

Vietnam 

VLIR UOS 

WAter MAnagement and urban 
DEvelopment in Ha Tinh in 
relation to climate change -
WAMADE 

Education 

7 800 000 €  2 

Source: ADE/Trinomics 

Synthesis and restitution phase 

A synthesis and restitution phase concluded the evaluation process which culminated in 
the draft final report. This report fed into a stakeholder workshop organized around the 
report’s recommendations which clarified, discussed, and validated the proposals in 
addition to help fine-tuning and improve their usefulness and increase stakeholder buy-in 
and ownership.  

Following this workshop and a final Reference Group meeting, the current final evaluation 
report has been drafted. A 3-page policy note will further be developed. Following approval 
of the final evaluation report, 2 debriefing meetings are planned, one with the Directorate-
General for Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid (DGD) strategic Committee 
and one with a wider audience of Belgian climate finance stakeholders. 

Comments, challenges and limitations 

When considering the findings of this evaluation, a set of limitations inherent to climate 
finance should be kept in mind. 

Heterogeneous, fragmentary and approximative information: Despite the wealth of 
data contained in the MMR database which constitutes one of the fundamental sources of 
information for the analysis, information available for each calendar year evaluated was 
not always collected according to the same matrix implying that some information, 
particularly the Rio Markers, is not available for all years7. Moreover, when information is 
collected according to the same matrix, it may not be registered in a consistent way, with, 
for example, categories and sectors changing from year to year making information 
difficult to process. More generally, data is often not standardized and/or does not 
distinguish the climate finance element from the overall data. In addition, the fact that 
information is collected on an annual basis, as well as in relation to a given operator (and 
sometimes component of a same programme), means that an identical intervention may 
correspond to several entries (sometimes several dozens). Therefore, it has been rather 
difficult to consolidate the data and obtain a global and systemic view of an intervention 
from the MMR database. In addition, the assignment of a budget to each intervention 
appears extremely approximative as both Rio marking and thematic categorisation is 
undertaken ex-ante through a mechanical process removed from the main project actors 

 
7  Rio markers were only informed for 2017 and 2019. However, as projects generally cover periods of 3 to 5 

years, it’s possible to associate an ICF flow in 2017 with another one several years before, pertaining to the 

same project. As a result, it has been possible to associate almost 2/3 of ICF flows with a Rio marker. 
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and fieldwork. Many operating institutions were not aware that they were considered as 
climate actors, nor had they any knowledge of the data referring to their interventions in 
the MMR database. 

Imprecise outline of climate action: More generally, the assignment of a climate 
dimension to a development intervention, knowing that this has been done on the basis 
of the initial project proposal template by people mostly unaware of the subsequent 
treatment of the data and its use in climate action reporting also appears quite 
approximative8. Even more as, to date, internationally agreed definitions on what 
constitutes climate finance remain very broad9, and no international agreement on 
indicators to track progress on climate finance mobilisation has been reached (see section 
3.3). 

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Standing 
Committee on Finance proposes a general definition. However, such definitions are not 
widely shared, and operators interviewed admit that they are not referred to when filling 
in project financing requests. 

Some projects may be too easily labelled as climate relevant and their additionality in 
terms of climate effects compared to similar projects with no climate preoccupation is not 
always clear. As a result, from an international climate action perspective, although the 
relevance of the financial flows upon which the evaluation is based appears acceptable, 
any quantitative assessment, particularly of cost effectiveness, must be understood as a 
gross estimate at best. 

Weak result monitoring and impact assessment: Moreover, precise assessments of 
climate change related results are also hindered by the recency of the projects10. Typically, 
impacts of interventions related to natural resource management or forest restoration 
(NRM4LED11, EMSFA) are revealed several years after the end of a project. 

Disregarding non climate action: The work undertaken in this evaluation has 
considered almost exclusively interventions recorded in the MMR database which is limited 
to interventions associated to Rio markers 1 or 2 for climate adaptation and mitigation. 
However, unmarked interventions may have huge climate-related (negative) 
impacts in terms of adaptation or mitigation and take climate issues more or less into 
account. This is clearly a limitation in terms of the perception the evaluation team may 
have at the level of the whole Belgian development cooperation. 

  

 
8  One operator admitted indicating in the project proposal document that it was relevant (Rio marker 1) for all 

the questions related to environment and climate change because there are links throughout the action. 
However, it admitted that demonstrating effects would be complicated because such issues are not the core 
of the project. A further indicator of approximation is that Eclosio was not aware of its 2014-2016 programme 
being included in the MMR database but not its 2017-2019 one. In practice, both programmes support similar 
activities. 

9  Climate finance aims at reducing emissions, and enhancing sinks of greenhouse gas (GHG) and aims at 

reducing vulnerability, and maintaining and increasing the resilience of human and ecological systems to 

negative climate change impacts” (UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance 2016, p. 20). 
10  Report of the End-term Review, NRM-LED, 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
11  Natural Resources Management for Local Economic Development (Kigoma Region, Tanzania) 
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3 Context 

Need for climate action in international cooperation 

The international community recognised in the Paris Agreement the need for an effective 
response to the threat of climate change and its adverse effects through the 
implementation of sound mitigation and adaptation policies (UNFCCC, 2015). Countries’ 
current contributions to greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions beyond 2020 are not 
aligned with the climate resilient pathway and temperature goal of the Paris Agreement 
and hence need to be scaled up urgently (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development - OECD, 2017). Even in a best-case scenario of sustained GHG emission 
limitation, there will be severe unequal impact and pressure on agri-food systems, 
infrastructure, ecosystems and human health (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change - IPCC, 2018). Therefore, the integration of climate action in international 
development cooperation is fundamental to managing climate risks globally. 

Least Developed Countries (LDCs), Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and the African 
continent, specifically the Sahel region, are most vulnerable to the consequences of 
climate change and have least capacity to adapt. It was decided in the Copenhagen Accord 
(2009) that adaptation finance should be channelled especially to these countries. Climate 
change also has a severe impact on safety in developing countries, as it can act as a threat 
multiplier that could exacerbate potential conflict, in light of climate change impacts on 
desertification, land degradation, water and food scarcity (European External Action 
Service - EEAS, 2017). Moreover, climate stress could accelerate the scale, scope and 
tempo of migration flows. Security and migration issues are again likely to affect 
international supply chains (CO-designing the Assessment of Climate Change costs - 
COACCH, 2019). 

International climate finance commitments 

The Federal Government of Belgium, along with other countries listed in Annex II to the 
1992 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), committed to 
financially support developing countries in their climate actions. A quantitative target was 
set in the 2009 Copenhagen Accord: developed countries committed i) “to provide new 
and additional resources, approaching United States Dollar (USD) 30 billion for the period 
2010-2012 with balanced allocation between adaptation and mitigation” and ii) “to 
mobilise jointly USD 100 billion a year by 2020 to address the needs of developing 
countries” (…) “The funding will come from a wide variety of sources, public and private, 
bilateral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance” (UNFCCC, 2009).  

This goal has been extended until 2025 at the adoption of the Paris Agreement (UNFCCC, 
2015). It was also decided that Parties would set a new collective quantified goal of at 
least USD 100 billion a year prior to the Conference of the Parties (COP) under the UNFCCC 
in 2025. A varied global architecture exists of multilateral and bilateral public and private 
institutions that are involved in raising, channelling, and deploying finance for climate-
related activities (World Resources Institute - WRI, 2017). Countries can decide 
themselves which channels they will use to contribute to international climate finance 
(ICF). 

Although it is considered essential to achieving the USD 100 billion target, private sector 
engagement remains limited in climate finance and is not systematically tracked (NCFM 
Technical Team, 2014). The structural division between public policies and private actors 
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provides an element of explanation to this gap. Indeed, the absence of private parties in 
policy development derives in a lack of communication between public and private spheres 
at the planning and project development phases (Tanzania Vice President’s Office, 2018). 

Monitoring and reporting in international climate finance 

To this day, there are still no internationally agreed indicators to track progress on the 
joint goal of mobilising scaled up climate finance in the context of USD 100 billion goal but 
developed country Parties have committed to providing transparent and consistent 
information on climate finance support provided and mobilised on a biannual basis under 
the UNFCCC. The Paris Agreement established an underlying Enhanced Transparency 
Framework (ETF) for climate action and support, “to provide clarity on support provided 
and received by relevant individual Parties in the context of climate change actions” (..) 
and, to the extent possible, to provide a full overview of aggregate financial support 
provided” (UNFCCC, 2015). 

At COP24, in Katowice (Poland), the Parties under the Convention agreed on a Global 
Stocktake process to assess the collective progress of all countries towards the Paris 
Agreement’s long-term goals and to ultimately strengthen countries’ NDC. This process 
will take place every 5 years to inform countries’ updated NDC. The first Global Stocktake 
is planned for 2023 and consists of three phases (WRI): (1) information collection and 
preparation, including scientific studies (e.g., IPCC reports) and country reports (e.g. 
transparency reports); (2) Technical assessment, consisting of technical dialogues at the 
UN climate conferences; (3) Consideration of outputs, which will take place at the COP of 
the year of the Global Stocktake itself. In Belgium’s Climate Vision (2018) it is mentioned 
that the Federal Government envisions to have a leading role within the European 
delegation for the negotiations on the Global Stocktake process. 

At the EU level, Member States are required to submit annual reports under Article 16 of 
Monitoring Mechanism Regulation (MMR), which specifies the reporting of financial and 
technology support provided to developing countries (EU, 2013). The MMR will be replaced 
by the Governance Regulation from 2021 onwards, which will lead to several changes in 
the format and content of Member States’ reporting of international climate finance flows 
(EU, 2018). 

Belgian development cooperation, commitment to climate 
finance and climate action 

In the context of the Copenhagen Accord and as part of the pledge of the European Council 
therein, Belgium committed to spending at least 50 million euros (M€) a year on 
international climate finance. An internal agreement specifies that this contribution is 
shared amongst the Federal State and the three regions, with the Federal State 
contributing at least 25 M€ each year over the period 2013-2020 (Moniteur Belge, 2018)12. 
With an effective contribution of an average of 88,5 M€ per year over the period 2013-
2019, the Belgian authorities significantly exceeded the 2015 pledge. The federal 
government’s share of Belgian climate financing - which is the focus of this evaluation - 
amounts to 83% over this period (FPS Foreign Affairs, 2020). 

More globally, at the beginning of the evaluation period, the 2013 Strategic note on 

Environment was the main reference for climate action. Today, Belgium’s development 
cooperation climate priorities are also defined in the Climate Vision (2018), an unpublished 
internal policy document authored by DGDs Climate, Environment and Sustainable 
Development service (MD8), and in the annually published policy note on the Belgian 
development cooperation strategy. DGD’s Climate Vision integrates climate finance 
commitments in Belgium’s development cooperation strategy with a strong focus on 

 
12  The regions provide the following contributions: 14.5 M€ by the Flemish region, 8.25 M€ by the Walloon 

region and 2.25 M€ by the Brussels Capital region. 
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multilateralism and a focus on LDCs. More specifically, the document describes the Belgian 
priorities for international climate finance as follows: 

1. A systemic integration of climate action in the design and implementation of 
programmes/projects; 

2. Specific instruments in the field of research, private sector development, synergies 
with humanitarian aid, and support for specific multilateral climate funds; 

3. Policy coherence, particularly a strengthened collaboration with the different actors 
in Belgian development cooperation at different levels. 

DGD’s climate vision and annual policy notes on the Belgian development cooperation 

strategy are in line with each other and point to a Belgian shift towards stronger climate 
action during the period under evaluation. Indeed, the latest management contracts 
signed with Enabel (2018), and BIO (2019) clearly give much higher priority to climate 
action. Furthermore, rising commitments and amounts of climate finance strengthen this 
dynamic. 

Following the 2019 United Nations (UN) Climate Summit, Belgium decided to double its 
federal financial contribution to the Green Climate Fund (GCF), in a budget neutral way. 
As a result, for the period 2019-2023, 20 M€ will be set aside annually as a federal 
contribution to the GCF. 

In addition, the strategic views on international climate finance presented in the policy 
declaration of the new federal Minister of Development Cooperation published in November 
2020 introduces new elements in favour of climate action: 

In line with the Belgian Coalition Agreement (Regeerakkoord, 2020), Belgium has 
committed to increase international climate finance from the general budget 
(interdepartmental provision) by 12 M€ each year (i.e. 48 M€ over the current legislature), 
in addition to the development cooperation budget. However, allocation of tasks and 
responsibilities pertaining to this additional effort remain unspecified;  

The Minister emphasises the link between climate and biodiversity, as well as the 
importance of climate resilient agriculture, food security, water resource management, soil 
management, forestry and cities. Mainstreaming climate policies in fragile contexts so as 
to better integrate and tackle climate change as a contributor to humanitarian crisis and 
conflict is also mentioned as a priority13; 

In addition to the existing partnerships in multilateral funds and programmes and with 
Belgian actors, new opportunities will be explored in the fields of:  

Joint Strategic Frameworks (JSF) / Cadre Stratégique Commun (CSC) / 
Gemeenschappelijk Strategisch Kader (GSK) for NGAs and academia in the fields of water 
and the environment;  

Besides Belgium’s focus on adaptation in LDCs, the role of the private sector for 
investments in access to clean energy is emphasized. The Belgian government sees a 
central role for BIO in this regard. 

Besides, the new government recently instructed DGD to prepare a thematic programme 
on environment and climate change in the Sahel. This 50 M€, 5-year programme has been 
entrusted to Enabel. Furthermore, a 15 M€ budget has been provided for 2021 for bi-
multi climate related projects/programmes through which Belgian ICF supports the 
implementation of specific projects/programmes by multilateral agencies. 

  

 
13  These policy priorities are in line with DGD’s Environment Strategy, published in 2014. 
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Such commitments are consistent with the widely expected increase in Belgium 

commitment to climate finance that should be adopted at the COP26 in Glasgow at the 
latest. However, no precise global financial commitment towards ICF for the period from 
2020 onwards is yet available and no concrete future plans for burden sharing between 
federal and regional governments yet exist either. Besides, considering the fact that the 
Federal Government is already disbursing well above its commitments for the period 2013-
2020, it is however unclear how far new additional commitments imply an actual increase 
in current levels of Belgian ICF. 

Stakeholder analysis 

An overview of the landscape of Belgian climate finance providers and implementing 
agencies is provided in figure 3 below. For the sake of providing a global picture, it includes 
actors both at the federal and regional level, although as previously mentioned, only 
Federal level climate related financial flows are considered for this evaluation. 

Figure 3 - Landscape of relevant public climate finance actors in Belgium 

 

The main federal bodies that contribute to federal climate finance are found at the level of 
the FPS for foreign affairs, foreign trade and development cooperation: DGD, the Belgian 
development agency (Enabel) and BIO. Their action is complemented by the Climate 
Change Service of the FPS HFSCE. In addition, the Ministry of Finance, Finexpo, Credendo 
and the Belgian Corporation for International Investment (SBI-BMI) also potentially 
provide climate finance flows, but they do not specifically have climate related objectives. 
A financial overview of the 4 focus actors of this evaluation (BIO, Enabel, FPS HFSCE and 
Non-Governmental Actors and Institutional Actors -NGA & IA) is provided in Annex 9. 

The climate related mandate of these federal bodies is the following: 

DGD provides the majority of climate related Official Development Assistance (ODA) to 
Belgian Development operators including Enabel, BIO, and NGA & IAs (including Belgian 
universities and other scientific institutions). As the majority of funds originate from its 
budget lines, DGD is responsible for the coordination of the Belgian climate finance 
reporting process, including the contributions made to the GCF. Within DGD, the MD8 
department is responsible for climate action and monitors issues relating to climate 
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change and the environment at the international level, as well as the organisations that 
are active in these areas, in their policy, operational and financial dimensions. 

The FPS HFSCE develops and is responsible for an “integrated and preventive federal 
environmental policy that is a pioneer of sustainable development in order to ensure a 
quality environment for everyone”14. Its Climate Change service plays a central role in the 
climate policy that Belgium implements at international, European, national and federal 
levels so as to respect its climate change, Kyoto and Paris commitments15. Its International 
Cooperation Unit follows the international negotiations on climate change, contributes 
funds to federal climate financing, and cooperates with the actors of the Belgian 
development cooperation on the integration of climate change in the Belgian development 
cooperation. 

The FPS HFSCE provides climate finance through multilateral channels, namely the 
UNFCCC Trust Fund for Supplementary Activities (UNFCCC TFSA) and the Trust Fund for 
Participation (UNFCCC TFP) which includes a number of UNFCCC budget items aimed at 
facilitating the participation of representatives from developing countries in international 
climate negotiations. In 2015, the FPS HFSCE contributed to the Adaptation Fund. It also 
finances climate related projects in developing countries, as well as activities within the 
framework of the NDC Partnership16 and the Partnership on Transparency in the Paris 
Agreement (PATPA). 

Enabel is the Belgian development agency. According to its new mandate, specified within 
its current management contract in effect since 2018, Enabel must contribute to the fight 
against climate change in the South through the use of existing as well as new instruments. 
Enabel was officially accredited by the Green Climate Fund in July 2019 and can therefore 
carry out specific climate-relevant projects for the GCF in the context of third-party 
funding. Enabel considers the environment as a transversal theme, which is systematically 
integrated in all development cooperation sectors and in all stages of projects. The 
previous management contract between the Belgian State and Enabel’s predecessor, the 
Belgian Technical Cooperation (BTC) covered the period 2014-2017 but specified no 
particular climate mandate, nor did the previous management contract in effect at the 
beginning of the evaluation period. 

BIO’s role is to provide long-term financial products (non-concessional loans, equity), as 
well as technical assistance and feasibility studies. The mission of BIO is to support a 
strong private sector in developing and/or emerging countries, to enable them to gain 
access to growth and sustainable development within the framework of the Sustainable 
Development Goals. The strategic and intervention principles included in its latest 
management contract, in effect since the beginning of 2020, state that it must contribute 
to climate change mitigation and adaptation, amongst others by supporting energy 
efficiency and renewable energy. It also states that it must target Small and Medium 
Enterprises (SME) that contribute to fighting climate change. The first management 
contract between the Belgian State and BIO covered the period 2014 (April) to 2019 but 
did not mention climate change. Previously, relations between the Belgian State and BIO 
were governed by a convention which did not contain any climate related conditions either. 
In recent years, with the aim of supporting the private sector in the South, BIO has 
received additional funds for investments in climate-relevant projects (e.g., in the 
renewable energy sector): 10M€ in 2017, 20 M€ in 2018, 25 M€ in 2019 and a further 25 
M€ in 2020. Under its new mandate, investments that are likely to have lower return, but 
a high development impact are allowed through, for instance, subsidies in capital (code-
5). This instrument corresponds to a budget of 50 M€ for the period 2019-2023 (The 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Belgium, 2018). 

 
14  FPS Environment Website. https://www.health.belgium.be/en/directorate-general-environment-mainspring. 
15  Klimaat.be. 
16  The NDC Partnership is a global coalition of countries and institutions collaborating to drive transformational 

climate action through sustainable development. It has over 100 members, including developed and 

developing countries in all regions of the world, as well as major international institutions and non- state 

actors. Through the Partnership, members leverage their resources and expertise to build capacity and 

provide countries with the tools they need to implement their NDCs and combat climate change. The NDC 

Partnership works directly with national governments, international institutions, civil society, researchers, 

and the private sector to fast-track climate and development action. 

https://www.health.belgium.be/en/directorate-general-environment-mainspring
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Finexpo is an inter-ministerial advisory committee that supports Belgian companies who 
want to export goods and services abroad. It responds to requests by companies and 
banks who are seeking export credit aid. Its support consists of some but limited ODA. 
Finexpo does not have a specific climate objective but in 2015, it was considered to 
manage 3% of Belgian climate finance (Report on the financial and technological support 
given to developing countries, 2015). 

Credendo is the Belgian public credit insurer, working as an autonomous government 
institution with state guarantees. Credendo has no ODA or other development objective, 
as its sole aim is to support the activities and exports of Belgian companies. It has no 
climate finance mandate, but this does not mean that it does not support climate relevant 
projects. 

SBI-BMI, the Belgian Corporation for International Investment, is a public investment 
company that supports the Belgian private sector in setting-up local entities abroad by 
taking minority participations in their operations. Although its primary mission is to support 
Belgian companies, it does not provide ODA and it has no climate finance mandate, it could 
be active in climate finance activities. However, it has indicated that it does not consider 
itself a contributor to ICF. 

NGAs and IAs are significant ODA and climate finance operators. Although they are 

diverse organisations with different objectives and mandates, they are represented by 
umbrella organisations. Francophone Non-Governmental Organisations (NGO) are 
represented by ACODEV and CNCD-11.11.11, and Flemish NGOs by ngo-federatie and 
11.11.11. Nine Belgian IAs are represented by the bilingual FIABEL. These umbrella 
organisations gather together numerous development and environmental NGOs, 
universities, trade unions, and other types of organisations that implement projects and 
initiatives in the field of climate finance supported by the federal government. 

  



Evaluation of the international climate finance by the Belgian federal government 

 15 

4 Portfolio analysis 

The analysis is based on the interventions related to the financial flows reported by the 
Belgian Federal Government through the EU’s MMR. Such interventions are identified 
following the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development - Development 
Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) Rio Marker method (Annex 10). The OECD-DAC has 
developed four markers: mitigation17, adaptation18, desertification, and biodiversity. Only 
the mitigation and adaptation interventions marked 1 or 2 have been considered by this 
evaluation. 

Main specificities of Belgium climate finance 

Belgium’s climate finance is predominantly directed towards climate adaptation 
interventions in LDCs, mainly in Africa. Most interventions (90%) are climate relevant 
with only a minority (10%) of projects with climate as a main objective19. 

Since Belgium’s main focus is on climate action in the most vulnerable countries, Belgian 
climate finance consists mostly of traditional grants, rather than concessional loans, 
guarantees and export credits.  

Climate finance is spent by the Federal government through various channels: Over the 
period 2013-2019, around 40% of the total climate finance was channelled through 
multilateral climate-specific funds, such as the GCF, the Adaptation Fund, the Least 
Developed Country Fund (LDCF) and the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF)20; The 
remaining 60% was channelled through specific bilateral cooperation 
programmes, earmarked for a given country and implemented by different partners 
(Enabel, BIO, NGA’s, IAs, the FPS HFSCE as well as multilateral organisations). 

Bilateral climate action 

On the basis of the MMR database provided for the period 2013 – 2019, the evaluation 
team has conducted an analysis of the Belgian Federal Government’s climate action 
portfolio in Africa21.The 1497 African entries represent 62% of the 2422 entries in the MMR 
database (378 correspond to Latin America, 164 to Asia and 50 to the Caribbean; 334 
have a global reach). The Federal climate budget dedicated exclusively22 to Africa is 
191M€, 38% of the total 503 M€ federal climate budget over the period 2013 to 2019 (or 
62% of bilateral support). 

 
17  Climate mitigation support contributes to the objective of stabilisation of greenhouse gas (GHG) 

concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with 

the climate system by promoting efforts to reduce or limit GHG emissions or to enhance GHG sequestration. 
18  Climate adaptation support intends to reduce the vulnerability of human or natural systems to the impacts 

of climate change and climate-related risks, by maintaining or increasing adaptive capacity and resilience. 

This encompasses a range of activities from information and knowledge generation to capacity development, 

planning and the implementation of climate change adaptation actions. 
19  Over the period 2013 to 2019, out of the 577 climate related interventions in Africa identified by the 

evaluation from the MMR database, 361 were associated to a Rio marker; 324 were corresponded to Rio 

marker 1 and only 37 to Rio marker 2. 
20  However, it must be underlined that core finance to multilateral partner organisations such as specialised UN 

agencies (the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations Environment Programme 

(UNEP) or the Global Environment Facility - GEF) is not reported, by Belgium, as climate finance. 
21  The analysis was limited to Africa due to the missions limited time availability and the fact that 13 of the 14 

Belgian cooperation priority countries are situated in Africa. Besides, Africa represents almost 2/3 of the MMR 

entries. 
22  i.e. excluding global projects. 
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Concentrating on Africa could lead to a degree of bias in the sense that certain thematic 

areas seem to be dealt with more frequently outside Africa; urban management and 
sustainable cities for example seems largely absent from the African portfolio but has been 
the thematic of interventions in Asia. However, beyond this issue, Africa is representative 
of the Belgium international climate action portfolio. Moreover, Africa is also the priority 
area for Belgian development cooperation. 

As the entries are provided on an annual basis, a further consolidation of the 1497 entries 
was undertaken to identify the corresponding set of climate actions. The following criteria 
were used to undertake the consolidation: 

- An identical denomination in a same country (but different years or different 

regions); 

- Different thematical components of a same programme in a same country; 

- Two phases of an identical programme by the same operator. 

On the basis of this consolidation process, 577 different Belgian federal government 

financed climate related interventions at a national level were identified on the 

African continent over the period 2013-2019. They represent a climate budget of 

180 M€23. The 13 African priority countries for Belgian development cooperation represent 

over ¾ of this climate budget. 

Figure 4 - Proportion of Belgian African climate finance portfolio targeted to the 13 African priority 
countries24 

 
Source: ADE/Trinomics based on DGD data  

These 577 interventions were then classified into categories on the basis of the 

sector column in the MMR database. The 98 labels within the MMR database provided were 

brought down to 8 project categories: 

- Agriculture; 

- Education; 

- Energy; 

- Environment; 

- Governance; 

- Health; 

- Humanitarian Aid; 

- Water & Sanitation. 

 
23  The difference between the 180 M€ and the 191 M€ previously mentioned is explained by the fact that the 

577 interventions all correspond to a specific African country, interventions at a regional or continental level 

were not analysed in detail. 
24  i.e. Palestinian Territories are not taken into account in figure 4. 
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One intervention out of the 577 could not be assigned to a single category and is 

considered as both an agricultural (agroecology) and environmental (waste management) 

action. It should also be noted that one category may be missing in relation to urban 

planning and sustainable cities. Such work is a thematic area of action of Enabel and has 

also been picked up by the project case study in Vietnam. However, this category does 

not appear to emerge from the climate related work undertaken in Africa over the period 

2013 to 2019. This is a significant gap as it is widely accepted that urban planning and 

developing sustainable cities is a fundamental dimension of both mitigation and 

adaptation. A further climate related issue not touched upon by Belgian cooperation 

appears to be transport. However, it is possible that these issues are addressed through 

Belgium’s contributions to multilateral funds which were not included in the data analysed 

by the evaluation team. 

Finally, it is worth noting that some projects integrate awareness raising components 
aimed at the Belgian population. These are relatively marginal and have not been taken 
into account in this categorisation as they cannot be considered as “international”. 

A vast majority of interventions corresponded to the agriculture category which 

represents almost half the interventions; however, in terms of budget, agriculture, 

though it remains the largest category, is less dominating, representing about a third of 

the interventions. On the other hand, “Energy”, the smallest category in terms of number 

of interventions rises to the second position after agriculture in terms of climate action 

budget, representing over a quarter of ICF. This is the result of “Energy projects” being 

more investment intensive and therefore having bigger budgets, as well as of the 

coefficient being applied to the various subsectors; for energy, the coefficients are higher. 

The distribution of the 8 different types is summarised in the following table: 

Table 2 - Number of interventions, total budget and type of support per project category 
Category Interventions Budget (M€) Type of support (%) 

Amount % Amount % Adapt Mitig CC 

Agriculture 283,5 49 64 M€ 33,5 51 3 46 

Education 28 5 3,6 M€ 2 68 18 14 

Energy 20 3,5 47,4 M€ 26,4 10 85 5 

Environment 35,5 6 14,1 M€ 7,8 52 14 34 

Governance 65 11 5,3 M€ 3 42 11 47 

Health 22 4 2,3 M€ 1,3 82 0 18 

Humanitarian Aid 53 9 11,6 M€ 6,5 94 0 6 

Water & Sanitation 70 12,5 31,5 M€ 17,5 93 0 7 

Total/average 577  179,8 M€  62 16 22 
Source: ADE/Trinomics based on DGD data 

The proportion of each category of projects associated to each main climate action 
operator is presented in tables 3 and 4. 

Table 3 - Proportion of interventions in each climate project category by development actor 
Category BIO Enabel NGA & IA Other 

Agriculture 0% 17% 78% 6% 

Education 0% 7% 93% 0% 

Energy 25% 50% 10% 15% 

Environment 0% 38% 41% 21% 

Governance 0% 6% 89% 5% 

Health 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Humanitarian Aid 0% 2% 81% 17% 

Water & Sanitation 0% 21% 59% 20% 

Total/average 1% 16% 74% 9% 

Source: ADE/Trinomics based on DGD data 

  



Evaluation of the international climate finance by the Belgian federal government 

  18 

Table 4 - Proportion of budget of each climate project category by development actor 
Category BIO Enabel NGA & IA Other 

Agriculture 0% 40% 50% 10% 

Education 0% 14% 86% 0% 

Energy 32% 43% 0% 25% 

Environment 0% 76% 10% 14% 

Governance 0% 3% 96% 1% 

Health 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Humanitarian Aid 0% 1% 81% 18% 

Water & Sanitation 0% 29% 30% 41% 

Total/average 8% 37% 35% 20% 

Source: ADE/Trinomics based on DGD data 

Almost ¾ of climate related interventions are implemented by Non-
Governmental Actors and Institutional Actors (NGA & IA) and only 1% by BIO. 
However, in terms of ICF itself, BIO’’s share climbs to 8% whereas the share of 
NGA & IA more than halves at 35%, lower than Enabel’s 37%. One can notice that 
BIO’s portfolio is centred on the energy sector. However, Enabel’s energy portfolio remains 
significantly larger than BIOs. NGA & IA are dominant in all categories except for energy 
and environment. Enabel has a similar budgetary importance in relation to Agriculture and 
Water & sanitation although its interventions have much greater budgetary envelopes, 
resulting in a much smaller total number of interventions in those sectors. 

The main characteristics of each project category are developed below through a 
presentation of the main issues addressed and the type of climate adaptation and 
mitigation effects which result. Possible co-benefits and links with other categories of 
climate related projects are also mentioned in addition to key determinants of the extent 
of climate impact. Besides, concrete examples of each category (aside from “Health”) are 
presented in the country case studies and complementary project reviews in Annexes 6, 
7 and 8 of this report. 

Note that a variety of effects related to both climate adaptation and mitigation are 

identified. However, it is not always obvious to distinguish between these two inter-
correlated dimensions of climate change. 

 Agriculture 

“Agriculture projects” are wide ranged and deal with agriculture in its wider sense, as it 

touches upon rural livelihood systems and may integrate agriculture per se as well as 

livestock, fisheries, or forestry activities. Most beneficiaries are smallholders. They are 

aimed at improving the income originating from such activities and/or making them more 

resilient. They may cover all segments of the production process from input provision to 

product transformation and marketing. They touch upon agroecological modes of 

production and Climate Smart Agriculture (CSA) as well as more conventional production 

means. They may imply: 

The provision of infrastructure (irrigation, product conservation…), equipment (tools, 
transformation machinery) or inputs (seeds, fertiliser…); 

Training, capacity building and technology diffusion (improved production and 
transformation techniques, water management, soil management, agroforestry, tree 
nursery management, fair trade certification, land rights…); 

Institutional strengthening and community development (Farmer organisations -service 
provision, advocacy…-, extension services, governmental and local authorities, post-
harvest entrepreneurship, market structuration -access to inputs, product marketing, 
agricultural finance…); 

Community development actions associated to this category may include the promotion of 
improved stoves and bio-digesters; 
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Research (varietal and species adaptation -salt resistant, drought resistant, tolerance to 
high temperatures during the flowering period, thermal time requirements…-, disease 
control, bio pesticides, fertility management…). 

Such “Agriculture projects” are mostly classified as adaptation (51%) with only 3% being 
exclusively related to mitigation and the rest (46%) crosscutting (touching upon both 
climate mitigation and adaptation). They lead to the following climate adaptation and 
mitigation related effects: 

Improved resilience through increased food security, reduction in input expenses, natural 
resource management and increase and diversification of income and food sources; 

Improved water security; 

Improved land-use (mixed cropping, agroforestry, climate smart agriculture techniques…), 
contributing to increased soil fertility, improved resistance to drought, erosion control and 
disaster prevention (e.g. landslides and flooding); 

Carbon sequestration in trees (forest preservation, afforestation, agroforestry, erosion 
control, irrigated perimeter protection…) and soils (agroecological practices…); 

Emission reduction through less mechanical or input25 intensive practices; 

Emission reduction through local marketing of products; 

Emission reduction due to the promotion of improved stoves and bio-digesters to limit the 
use of wood for cooking and provide limited sources of energy (lighting…). 

“Agriculture projects” may have co-benefits in terms of biodiversity preservation, 

reduction of desertification, local jobs creation or improved gender diversity. 

“Agriculture projects” may develop links with “Water & sanitation projects” in terms of 
water management. They may also be related to “Environment projects” dealing with 
compost production or natural resource management. Similarly, they may be coupled to 
renewable energy production components (to power water pumps for instance). 
Governance projects dealing with farmer organisations or agricultural product marketing 
may also develop strong links to agriculture. Many “Humanitarian projects” also have an 
agricultural component. This may also be the case of “Education projects”. 

Furthermore, agricultural measures have a high potential of both mitigation and 
adaptation when coupled with broader measures such as lifestyles improvement or urban 
planning. 

The exact nature of the climate related effects associated with “Agriculture projects” 

largely depend on the type of farming systems which are promoted. Considering the high 
proportion of “Agriculture projects” within the climate action portfolio, it would be 
interesting to give this issue further attention. A key trade-off lies in the balance between 
land productivity, extensification and labour productivity. Less land intensive methods tend 
to improve biodiversity and soil quality (incl. carbon sequestration), but this may occur at 
the cost of lower yields, at least if labour intensive methods are nor applied. 

This issue is relevant during the production process but also further down agricultural 
value chains, in terms of transformation and marketing processes. Although the project 
does not appear in the MMR database as the intervention began after 2019 such 
considerations have been taken into account by the support provided by Enabel to the 
“Agropôle centre” in Senegal. This industrial agricultural product transformation unit seeks 
to promote carbon neutral industrial transformation processes which, if successful, would 
constitute a valuable contribution to climate change mitigation. 

 
25  Particularly inputs with high carbon content. 
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 Education 

“Education projects” are centred on providing or improving training as well as academic 

cooperation on issues related to climate change adaptation and/or mitigation. 

Training is particularly centred on vocational training but may also support primary and/or 

secondary education. It may include investment in equipment as well as training of 
trainers, or the improvement of access to education. Support to environmentally 
orientated incubators may also be integrated in this category. Some interventions extend 
to sensibilisation on environmental and climate related issues. All Belgian operators may 
provide such support, but Association pour la Promotion de l’Education et de la Formation 
à l’Etranger (APEFE) can be noted as specialising in it. 

Academic cooperation (mainly implemented by university cooperation (Académie de 

recherche et d’enseignement supérieur - ARES and VLIR UOS) is an obvious example of 

such interventions but examples of other operators (BIO, Enabel, NGA) entering in 

partnership with Belgian or local universities also exist. Actions also include applied 

research, curriculum development and academic governance strengthening dealing with 

issues key to local communities and ensuring knowledge sharing.  

Such “Education projects” are mostly classified as adaptation (68%), with 18% being 

exclusively related to mitigation and the rest (14%) crosscutting (touching upon both 

climate change mitigation and adaptation). 

Though an essential component of mitigation and adaptation plans, the impact of 

educational measures is indirect and long-term. Moreover, it requires full consistency 

between often multiple educational objectives so as to avoid environmentally 

counterproductive components. 

Climate adaptation and mitigation related results obtained through “Education projects” 

are mainly the following: 

Increasing knowledge on climate change adaptation and mitigation issues; 

Raising awareness on climate change to increase climate responsible attitudes (mostly 
mitigation) and sustainable modes of development, including consumption habits and 
waste recycling practices; 

Promoting climate action (through training and creating local jobs in renewable energy 
infrastructure maintenance (such as solar panels) or services related to Climate Smart 
Agriculture). 

 Energy 

“Energy projects” are concerned with the provision of energy through renewable forms 

(solar, wind, hydro, geothermal) or the exploitation of fossil fuels in more efficient ways 

or in ways which prevent them from being released into the atmosphere (methane). 

Beyond the financing of infrastructure, they also encompass capacity building and 

institutional strengthening of energy sector actors. 

Most projects of this type are implemented by BIO through loans but other actors (Enabel 

or NGAs and IAs) may also include an energy component: solar or wind powered water 

pumps, schools, hospitals and other public buildings powered with solar energy…). 

Such “Energy projects” are mostly classified as mitigation (85%) with 10% being 

exclusively related to adaptation and the rest (5%) crosscutting (touching upon both 

climate change mitigation and adaptation). 

The main effects linked to these projects are related to climate change mitigation through 

the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (mainly CO2). It is unclear from our 

analysis what the direct adaptation results or co-benefits of “Energy projects” may be but 

some interventions finance community development projects through the sale of carbon 

credits; such projects may include agricultural support with adaptation effects similar to 

those of “Agriculture projects”. More importantly, it can be surmised that improved access 
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to energy is conducive to local economic development which is a significant co-benefit 

contributing to income diversification and resilience of local communities, which are key 

climate adaptation impacts. Job creation in installation and maintenance of renewable 

energy infrastructure is a further co benefit with similar effects. 

Besides, some large hydro projects can also have negative effects on the environment 

(destruction of natural habitats) and on population livelihoods (displacements, arable land 

flooding…). 

 Environment 

“Environment projects” deal with a set of issues linked to environmental management such 

as waste management, natural resource management (water, forest -including mangrove, 

land degradation, coastal preservation…), pollution or tourism (eco-tourism and human 

footprint reduction). More globally waste management actions tend to promote forms of 

circular economy including transforming waste (tyres, plastic, cardboard, paper…) into fuel 

(for industry or household consumption), recycling metals, recycling hard plastic to 

produce chairs or basins. 

Interventions may work directly through investment in inputs and equipment which 

support direct action or indirectly through capacity building, research, improved 

governance, institutional strengthening, and advocacy. Actions may occur at a national 

level as well as at a local level. 

Such “Environment projects” are mostly classified as adaptation (52%) with 14% being 

exclusively related to mitigation and the rest (34%) crosscutting. 

They lead to the following climate related effects: 

Climate adaptation: 

Natural resource management helps to manage soil fertility, to increase water availability, 
to fight land and coastal degradation and to provide sustainable fuel. In this sense, it 
contributes to the resilience of households affected by climate change and therefore has 
an adaptive effect; 

Waste management, recycling and circular economy promotion provide income (industrial 
fuels from plastic recycling…) or limit expenses (by lengthening the life expectancy of 
certain objects and providing cheaper products) thus also contributing to the resilience of 
household economies, as well as reducing the pressure on resources; 

Recycling organic waste to produce compost contributes to the adaptive effects of 
agriculture projects in the form of improved resilience through increased food security, 
reduction in input expenses, and increase and diversification of income and food sources. 

Climate mitigation: 

Recycling and circular economy promotion limits the energy needed to produce similar 
products or to transport them from distant production centres and therefore contributes 
to GHG emission reduction; 

Natural resource management and environmental interventions, in so far as they 
contribute to improving ecosystems, particularly forest preservation (and peat 
preservation), also contribute to nature-based carbon sequestration; 

Sustainable forest management in so far as it provides fuelwood as an alternative to fossil 
fuel use also has a mitigation effect through limiting fossil fuel use; 

Recycling organic waste to produce compost contributes to the mitigation effects of 
agriculture in the form of emission reduction through less input intensive practices as well 
as carbon fixation in soils. 

Eco-tourism measures may have high impact on both climate mitigation (ecosystem 

preservation) and adaptation (income diversification) as long as they are not 

counterbalanced by an excessive growth of the activity. 
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“Environment projects” may have important co-benefits in terms of biodiversity 

preservation and reduction of desertification. 

One should also note that supporting value chains related to products originating from the 

management of natural resources (fish in mangroves, shea-trees, honey…) is often related 

to projects categorised as “Agriculture” but also constitutes a strategy for promoting the 

sustainable management of ecosystems and related natural resources. 

 Governance 

“Governance projects” mainly deal with institutional capacity building of climate actors and 
policy support at national (ministry) or local authority and civil society level. They seek to 
strengthen local actors, develop their capacity to address climate action and promote 
participative processes of development planning with positive effects on appropriation. 
Various actions touch upon decentralisation. Beyond direct support to climate action, such 
as the support to NDC implementation provided by the FPS HFSCE, the climate change 
dimension originates in the promotion of social and solidarity economy initiatives as well 
as the promotion of natural resource management, environmental protection, and 
sustainable development. It is possible that certain components of governance projects 
could be reassigned to other categories, but such interventions are often crosscutting to 
various other types of intervention agriculture, environment, water & sanitation…). 

“Governance projects” are mostly classified as adaptation (42%) with 11% being 
exclusively related to mitigation and the rest (47%) crosscutting (touching upon both 
climate change mitigation and adaptation). However, these proportions probably reflect 
more the Belgian cooperation’s bias towards climate change adaptation than any intrinsic 
relation between “Governance projects” and adaptation. 

“Governance projects” only produce indirect climate change related effects through the 
promotion of social, institutional and political effects which favour the implementation of 
climate action. Such effects may potentially relate to all effects identified for other 
categories of climate relevant intervention. In some cases, it is difficult to identify 
significant potential for climate change adaptation or mitigation in relation to an 
intervention. 

Climate action by FPS HFSCE 

 

3 types of FPS HFSCE climate actions can be identified: 

 

• Small climate change related bilateral activities at partner country level (Rwanda, 

Mozambique, Cameroon, Palestine, Ivory Coast): support the NDC-related capacity 

building activities (expertise in climate policy and emissions inventories, integration of 

climate in sectoral policies…). External consultants may support the implementation of 

part of this work. 

• Cooperation in Networks: 

i. Measure, Report and Verify (MRV) Partnership / Partnership on 

Transparency in the Paris Agreement (PATPA): Despite being a relatively 

small player FPS HFSCE is actively involved in the so called PATPA francophone 

cluster (along with UNDP and GIZ) since 2014, as well as the Lusophone cluster. 

Such clusters (of mainly African countries) undertake capacity building activities 

and exchange experience. One or two workshops are organized each year so as 

to tackle various topics chosen participatively (preparation of emissions 

inventories, policy elaboration, use of 2006 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change (IPCC) guidelines, FAO tools on forest inventories, adaptation tools, 

climate finance and financial proposal preparation…); 

ii. NDC partnership: The FPS HFSCE has funded in-country NDC facilitators in 

Rwanda, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Burkina Faso, has 

implemented a capacity building activity in Mali, and is facilitating the recruitment 

of a climate finance expert and a national NDC implementation coordinator by 

Enabel in Mozambique. Given FPS HFSCE’s limited financial and human resources, 
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activities in the context of these partnerships or networks have lately become the 

focus of their activities. 

• Action at the Belgian level to stimulate and support climate change activities (DGD, 

Enabel, BIO). 

In addition to these activities, FPS HFSCE also makes an annual contribution to the UNFCCC 

Trust Fund for Supplementary Activities (UNFCCC TFSA) and the UNFCCC Trust Fund for 

Participation (UNFCCC TFP). 

Governance interventions require strong consistency with other policy measures. Indeed, 
their effects can be strongly limited, not to say eliminated, by contradictory dynamics in 
other sectors (e.g., support to carbon intensive economic activities or technologies). 

 Health 

“Health projects” aim at strengthening health systems so as to increase their quality and 
the access to such systems. They may also seek to promote “healthy and safe” ways of 
life and may at times develop links to agriculture projects around issues of food security 
and nutrition. They may also develop links with “Education projects” through academic 
research touching upon health issues (such as medicinal plants). 

“Health projects” are almost invariably classified as adaptation (82%) with none 
exclusively related to mitigation and only 18% are crosscutting (touching upon both 
climate change mitigation and adaptation). 

“Health projects” are considered to have a climate change effect in the sense that it is 
estimated that climate change will promote disease and sanitary issues (particularly 
illnesses linked to air and water such as malaria, meningitis, typhoid fever, and illnesses 
linked to low quality or saline water consumption). Such issues will need to be addressed 
and mitigated through strengthening health systems and the promotion of good practices 
in terms of health, hygiene and environment. In short, efficient health systems are needed 
to face climate change consequences. 

 Humanitarian aid 

“Humanitarian projects” are related to emergency assistance in affected areas (armed 
conflicts, natural disasters…). Beyond material assistance to refugees (e.g., food), they 
also deal with capacity building projects for response preparedness to future crises or for 
mitigating their effects. These actions can be funded bilaterally or through contributions 
to humanitarian funds (Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations - FAO, 
United Nations Refugee Agency - UNHCR, World Food Programme - WFP). 

Almost all “Humanitarian projects” related to climate action are linked to climate change 
adaptation. Over 94% are registered as adaptation projects whereas none are considered 
to be exclusively related to mitigation and less than 6% are registered as crosscutting 
(touching upon both climate change mitigation and adaptation). In some cases, it is 
unclear however why a project has been considered as mitigating climate change. 

As climate change is seen as a driver of future crises and of their intensity (El Niño, 
frequency of extreme climatic events…), enhancing the resilience of communities to crisis 
by building their capacity to face natural disasters or climate related conflicts, or lessening 
the likelihood or potential impact of such crises, is considered a key climate change 
adaptation measure. 

 Water & sanitation 

“Water & sanitation projects” seek to improve access to water and sanitation as well as 
increase the efficiency of water management so as to exploit water more sustainably and 
increase its quality. They may contribute to the provision of water and sanitation 
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infrastructure and equipment as well as capacity building of stakeholders in water and 
sanitation, sustainable water management approaches (Integrated Water Resource 
Management/Gestion Intégrée des Ressources en Eau - GIRE) and tools (water table 
contracts), policy support or institutional strengthening of institutions responsible for 
water and sanitation management. 

Almost all “Water & sanitation projects” are linked to climate action through climate change 
adaptation. Almost 93% are registered as adaptation projects whereas none are 
considered to be exclusively related to mitigation and only 7% are registered as 
crosscutting (touching upon both climate change mitigation and adaptation). 

“Water & sanitation projects” contribute to adaptation to climate change through their 
effects in terms of: 

More efficient water use and reduction in water consumption contributing to sustainable 

water management; 

Increased water quality, contributing to improved hygiene, health and environment. 

There may be co-benefits in terms of environmental management associated to water 
resource preservation and water quality and consequent positive effects in terms of 
biodiversity and reduced desertification. 

Water management, when associated to institutional strengthening and policy work, such 
as that provided in support of the Integrated Water Resource management (GIRE) 
approach and “contrats de nappe26”, has strong links to “Agriculture projects”. 

 Overall potential impact assessment 

The impact of the various types of interventions and their effects has been synthesized in 
table 5 below. Figures on number of projects, total budget in portfolio and average budget 
per project, as well as proportion of projects classified as “adaptation”, “mitigation” or 
“cross-cutting” have been extracted from table 2 (see above). The methodology is based 
on the expert judgment of Climact combining both field experience and more conceptual 
knowledge from a pool of experts in a collegial way to determine whether impact should 
be scored as low, medium or high. 

It proved difficult to assess how far cross cutting interventions had a low, medium or high 
climate impact (beyond the score already given to straight forward mitigation or 
adaptation action so the column was not scored. However, it was kept as the proportion 
of projects classified as cross cutting for each type is interesting to bear in mind. The fact 
that the column has not been scored does not mean that there is no impact but that the 
initial two columns should be referred to for an indication on the importance of the climate 
impact.

 
26  A « contrat de nappe » is a technical and financial agreement between stakeholders which aims at a global, 

concerted and sustainable management of water resources at the level of a coherent hydrographic unit 

(generally a river, a lake, a bay or a water table). 



Evaluation of the international climate finance by the Belgian federal government 

 25 

Table 5 - Analysis of the Belgian Federal Government’s climate action portfolio in Africa period 2013-2019: potential impact assessment 

      MITIGATION  ADAPTATION  CROSS-CUTTING  

  

Intervention 

amount 

Budget 

(moi€) 

Project 

(moi€)  LOW MEDIUM HIGH  LOW MEDIUM HIGH  LOW MEDIUM HIGH  

1. Agriculture   283,5 64 0,23   51%   3%   46%   

  
1.1. Livelihood systems: livestock, fishery or forestry 
activities                                 

  
1.2. From input provision to product transformation 
and marketing                                 

  

1.3. Infrastructure (irrigation, product conservation…), 
equipment (tools, transformation machinery) or inputs 
(seeds, fertiliser, …)                              

  

1.4. Training, capacity building and technology 
diffusion (improved production and transformation 
techniques, water management, soil management, 
agroforestry, tree nursery management, fair trade 
certification, land rights…)                                 

  

1.5. Institutional strengthening and community 
development (Farmer organisations (service provision, 
advocacy…), extension services, governmental and 
local authorities, post-harvest entrepreneurship, 
market structuration (access to inputs, product 
marketing, agricultural finance…))                                 

  

1.6. Research (varietal and species adaptation (salt 
resistant, drought resistant, tolerance to high 
temperatures during the flowering period, thermal 
time requirements…), disease control, bio pesticides, 
fertility management…)                                 

                                    

2. Education   28 3,6 0,13   68%   18%   14%   

  
2.1. Improving vocational training, support primary 
and/or secondary education                                 

  
2.2. Academic cooperation and cooperation with other 
operators, incl knowledge sharing                                 

  2.3. Investment in equipment                                 

  2.4. Train the trainer                                 

  2.5. Improvement of access to education                                 

  
2.6. Sensibilisation on environmental and climate 
related issues                                 
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3. Energy   20 47,4 2,37   10%   85%   5%   

  
3.1. Renewable energy projects (solar, wind, hydro, 
geothermal)                                  

  3.2. Energy efficiency on fossil fuel projects                                 

  3.3. Financing of infrastructure                                 

  3.4. Capacity building                                 

  
3.5. Institutional strengthening of energy sector 
operators                                 

                                    
4. 
Environment   35,5 14,1 0,40   52%   14%   34%   

  
4.1. Waste management, recycling, and circular 
economy                                 

  4.2. Recycling organic waste                                 

  
4.3. Natural resource management, incl land and coast 
preservation                                 

  4.4. Pollution                                 

  4.5. Eco tourism and human footprint reduction                                 

  
4.6. Capacity building, research, improved governance, 
institutional strengthening and advocacy                                 

                                    
5. 
Governance   65 5,3 0,08   42%   11%   47%   

  5.1. Institutional capacity building                                 

  
5.2. Policy support at national or local authority and 
civil society                                 

  5.3. Promotion of social and solidarity economy                                  

  

5.4. Promotion of natural resource management, 
environmental protection and sustainable 
development                                 

                                    

6. Health   22 2,3 0,10   82%   0%   18%   

  
6.1. Strengthening health systems and increasing their 
quality                                 

  6.2. Access to health systems                                 
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6.3. Promotion of best practices in terms of health, 

hygiene, and environment                                 

  6.4. Academic research touching upon health issues                                  

                                    
7. 
Humanitarian 
aid   53 11,6 0,22   94%   0%   6%   

  7.1. Emergency assistance in affected areas                                 

  
7.2. Capacity building for response preparedness to 
future crisis or for mitigating their effects                                 

                                    
8. Water & 
sanitation   70 31,5 0,45   93%   0%   7%   

  8.1. Access to water and sanitation                                 

  8.2. Efficiency of water management                                 

  
8.3. Increase water quality: exploit water more 
sustainably and increase its quality                                 

  
8.4. Water and sanitation infrastructure and 
equipment                                 

  
8.5. Capacity building of stakeholders in water & 
sanitation                                 

  
8.6. Sustainable water management approaches (GIRE) 
and tools (water table contracts),                                  

  8.7. Policy support                                  

  
8.8. Institutional strengthening of institutions 
responsible for water and sanitation management                                 

                                    

9. Other                       

  9.1. Urban planning                                  

  9.2. Sustainable cities                                 

  9.3. Transport                                 

  9.4. Awareness of the Belgian population                                 

  
9.5. Consumption habits and modes (appliances, 
telecom, etc)                                 

                                    

Total   577 179,8 0,31   62%   16%   22%   
Source: ADE/Trinomics/Climact based on DGD data 
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5 Main findings against Evaluation Questions 

This chapter aims at responding to each of the 6 Evaluation Questions (EQ) which relate 
to the Belgian climate action’s i) Relevance to the global climate challenge; ii) Relevance 
to partner country needs; iii) Coherence; iv) Efficiency; v) Effectiveness and impact; and, 
vi) Sustainability. 

EQ1 Relevance to global climate challenge 

Following a general response to EQ1, this section presents a set of significant elements 
linked to the relevance of Belgian climate action to the global climate challenge. In 
particular, it touches upon mainstreaming climate action into development work, 
increasing the climate specificity of the federal ICF portfolio and the respective 
characteristics, advantages and disadvantages of bilateral and multilateral ICF channels. 

EQ1: To what extent have the federal development cooperation regulatory, strategic and 
operational frameworks and the channels and instruments it uses to contribute to climate 
finance been in line with the global climate challenge and international climate finance 
commitments of Belgium, and has it taken into account Belgium's strengths and possibly 
niche expertise? 

General response to EQ1 

The federal development cooperation regulatory, strategic and operational frameworks 
and the channels and instruments it uses to contribute to climate finance have addressed 
the global climate challenge and international climate finance commitments of Belgium in 
a satisfactory way. Belgium climate action covers a wide range of relevant issues, 
addressing climate change mostly as a cross cutting factor within more classically 
development orientated interventions. 

Belgian cooperation’s traditional strengths are recognized by climate action stakeholders, 
but they are not specific to climate action. 

The link between interventions labelled as climate action and climate change is often 
implicit. Climate change is generally only a secondary consideration when identifying 
programmes. As a result, a significant margin of improvement remains in terms of further 
developing and mainstreaming climate action within the Belgian development cooperation 
portfolio. 

Clearer criteria and vision are still lacking to characterise climate action. Specificities of 
climate action and what distinguishes it from more general environmental action are not 
clear to all Belgian development actors working with climate finance meaning climate 
criteria can remain too general and lack ambition. Shared Belgian climate related goals do 
not frame Belgian climate action limiting focus. 

Following the Paris Agreement, concern for climate action strengthened significantly 
leading to more robust strategic guidance in the form of the Climate Vision (2018) and 
more climate orientated annual policy notes on the Belgian development cooperation 
strategy. However, over most of the period under evaluation, the climate action strategic 
framework was limited to the 2013 Strategic note on Environment (with limited references 
to climate change) and the Belgian Cooperation law. Incentives to develop specific climate 
action or mainstream it in Belgium federal international development projects were 
therefore quite scant. 

  



Evaluation of the international climate finance by the Belgian federal government 

 29 

In such a context, over the 2013-2019 period, interventions specific to climate change 

remain relatively limited (around 10% according to the portfolio analysis). In Senegal and 
Tanzania, none of the Belgian institutions met built their portfolio around climate change 
although climate adaptation or mitigation effects could represent a secondary objective 
for some projects. The sectors targeted by the Belgian federal development cooperation 
are nonetheless relevant to climate change as can be inferred from our portfolio analysis 
and the country case studies in Senegal and Tanzania. 

The limited proportion of climate specific27 projects correspond to Belgian’s focus on 
climate mainstreaming within wider development action. Such a focus is confirmed by the 
country case studies in Senegal and Tanzania. Focusing on climate mainstreaming is 
coherent with the prioritisation of climate adaptation action. In turn, this is in line with 
global priorities to increase adaptation finance for LDCs28 as these are the countries that 
are most likely to suffer from climate change although they are the least responsible for 
the phenomenon and currently the smallest contributors to greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions. In the context of a global unbalance in favour of climate mitigation29, the 
Belgian focus on adaptation is totally relevant30. 

It must also be noted that the support provided by FPS HFSCE in building in-country 
capacity to meet partner countries NDC clearly corresponds to a climate priority. It is both 
specific to climate action and a clear contribution to the global climate challenge 
(Interviews with NDC Partnership support unit and National Authorities in Burkina Faso 
and Niger). 

Moreover, it must be underlined that the political prioritisation of climate action has 

increased over the evaluation period both within Belgium and internationally. In 
Belgium, this dynamic has received further impetus since the new federal government 
took position. Enabel in particular has developed a stronger focus on climate action within 
its interventions over the last 1.5 years. This is due to the stronger emphasis put on 
climate change by Belgian authorities and the development context at a global level and 
has been further consolidated by Enabel’s accreditation to the Green Climate Fund (GCF), 
meaning it can now apply to undertake projects funded by the GCF. Its climate focus has 
been further consolidated by it being entrusted by DGD with the upcoming Sahel regional 
thematic programme on environment and climate change. 

Interviews indicate that Belgian authorities hope that the new Joint Strategic Frameworks 
(JSF/CSC/GSK), currently being formulated by NGAs and IAs, at national and regional 
levels, will also integrate climate change priorities much more robustly. Indeed, the current 
batch, formulated in 2015 and 2016 and ending in 2021, have not significantly 
incorporated guidance as to mainstreaming climate action. Moreover, through its 2019-
2023 revised investment strategy, BIO recognises that it must expand its investment 
scope in sectors combating climate change. Indeed, its climate portfolio is currently largely 
focussed on climate mitigation activities in the energy sector through the support to 
renewable energy (hydro, solar, wind or geothermal based energy) as well as energy 
efficiency projects (particularly electricity generation through gas plants, i.e., combined 
cycle). BIO identifies sustainable forestry, natural resource management and smart 

 
27  The Belgian methodological report accompanying its MMR reporting indicates that “Climate-specific support 

through bilateral channels relates to support with a score of 2 for the Rio Marker for mitigation or adaptation, 

of which the full amount is reflected in table 7(b) and to support with a score of 1 for these Rio Markers, of 

which only part of the budget is accounted as climate finance and reflected in the table 7(b). With regards to 

multilateral support (table 7(a)), climate specific finance is aimed towards funds or organizations with a 

specific mandate and goals related to the fight against climate change.” 
28  Green Climate Fund (2020). GCF in brief: Adaptation Planning. Retrieved from: 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-brief-adaptation-planning . 
29  Only 21% of climate finance mobilised in 2018 aimed to help communities adapt to climate change (OECD, 

2020). 
30  On the other hand, the focus which Belgium puts on climate adaptation can be seen as incoherent with the 

importance it also gives to private sector development as climate related private investments tend to go 
disproportionately towards climate mitigation and low carbon intensity development rather than to adaptation 
(largely due to more advantageous returns on investment) - Sources: OCDE reporting (2018), World Bank 
(2018), Oxfam Shadow report 2020. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-brief-adaptation-planning
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technology as potential new climate related areas of investment31; it also proposes 
technical assistance to financial institutions to structure green financing instruments as 
well as support to prospective and portfolio companies to undertake measures to mitigate 
their emissions. 

 Mainstreaming Climate Change in development work 

Greater Strategic Guidance 

Greater strategic guidance could be provided to Belgium development actors 
working with climate finance to support them in mainstreaming climate change 
within their actions. 

The low proportion of climate specific interventions points to the fact that climate change 

has been dealt with mainly as a cross cutting factor within more classically 

development orientated interventions. In many instances quite limited attention has 

been paid to climate change, all the more so as it has been combined with wider 

environmental considerations – biodiversity, natural resource management and 

ecosystem preservation – (not to say social aspects of development) as a DGD crosscutting 

issue. Although such issues overlap, they are far from identical. When federal development 

operators address the “Environment and climate change” crosscutting issue, 

environmental aspects generally receive the majority (if not all) the attention, whilst 

climate is often tackled too generally and with too limited ambition. 

In practice, Belgian operators contextualise climate issues within projects designed with 
other objectives in mind. NGOs, for instance, work on the basis of more global 
development models which correspond with climate change adaptation and mitigation due 
to their strong attention to sustainability. As a result, climate action is embedded in such 
models and is not the primary objective of further analysis at the level of intervention 
identification and formulation; rather, it is assumed to be the result of their developmental 
orientations whether they implement an active approach in favour of climate action or not. 

In consequence, although interventions are relevant to climate change, more 
explicit climate mainstreaming formulation, implementation and monitoring 
processes could strengthen the climate dimension of Belgian federal projects. 
Currently, various operators, implementing development projects touching upon issues 
linked to climate action and therefore classified as climate relevant by DGD (on the basis 
of the operator’s reporting in the initial project document), were not even aware of the 
fact that their interventions were considered as climate action. Under such circumstances 
it is unreasonable to believe that they can be aiming at clearly defined climate results. 

Interviews point to the fact that the various federal development frameworks (in 
particular the Development cooperation law, DGD Climate Vision, Enabel and BIO 
management contracts, BIO Investment Strategy…) though largely coherent between 
themselves do not support climate mainstreaming sufficiently explicitly. Whereas 
Enabel’s and BIO’s management contracts have clearly reflected the priority and mandate 
to mainstream climate action within the activities of both operators (as well as the need 
to foster closer collaboration between both institutions), there is scant evidence that they 
have actually spearheaded changes in the ways these two institutions actually identify 
interventions and conduct their work. 

The evaluation team and various project teams believe a more explicit approach to climate 
change mainstreaming is lacking. In particular, they require additional guidance 
through the definition of: 

clear criteria to characterise shared climate related goals for Belgian development actors; 

the specificities of what constitutes climate action beyond more classical development 
action (both issues are closely linked but too often tackling the “Environment and climate 

 
31  In addition to several innovative energy related areas of investment: waste to energy projects, clean cooking, 

mini-grids, captive plants (100% renewable or hybrid: conventional and renewable) as well as solar home 
systems. 
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change” cross cutting criteria is limited to identifying effects related to environmental 
preservation – water, biodiversity, land management - without tackling climate change 
mitigation or seeking to maximise climate change adaptation); 

what type of results are expected to be obtained through the support of climate finance 
(and how they should be measured). 

Use of climate criteria 

BIO and Enabel consider that they integrate climate criteria in their project identification 

processes. In practice, project preparation integrates environmental, social and 

Governance (ESG) assessments or Environmental and Social Impact Assessments (ESIA) 

often based on the IFC's Environmental and Social Performance Standards. Nonetheless, 

these are not granular enough to support a mainstreaming exercise at project level and, 

though some of them embed climate considerations, they are not, strictly speaking, 

climate action criteria. 

In BIO’s case, emission thresholds for CO2 and other greenhouse gas (GHG) pollutants 

(NOx, methane, etc.) are examined and compliance to international norms/guidelines is 

ensured (main standards are the IFC Performance Standards); but here again, though 

respecting emission thresholds limits negative climate effects, the logic is not that of active 

engagement in climate change mitigation. 

In practice, only for certain projects (e.g., for clean energy projects) do BIO investment 

notes include the contribution to climate change mitigation; using the Agence Française 

de Développement (AFD) carbon tool, BIO (or more often its partner organisations) 

measures effects in terms of GHG emission reductions. 

The absence of clear climate criteria also complicates drawing a line between climate action 

and more general environmental issues (natural resource management, biodiversity, 
ecosystem preservation) as there are obvious overlaps between the two (natural forest 
management for instance). 

Imprecise perimeter of climate action 

In the case of BIO, the 2019-2023 revised investment strategy appears to associate 

climate action, amongst other lines of action, with the mitigation of climate related 

financial risks of its portfolio, in particular of projects highly sensitive to natural disasters. 

How far this corresponds to climate mitigation or adaptation is unclear to the evaluation 

team. Indeed, BIO is presently conducting a study on climate risk, but it is geared towards 

assessing the vulnerability and sustainability of its portfolio in the general context of 

climate change rather than towards promoting climate change mitigation or adaptation, 

though lessening vulnerability to climate risk is indeed a form of adaptation. 

Moreover, BIO’s investment strategy does not identify agriculture as an area of potential 

climate action. Clearer guidance as to expectations in terms of climate action could lift 

such apparent incoherencies. 

Proper climate action and mainstreaming also implies the active integration of 

climate related measures from the identification stage as a priority issue. Indeed, 
integrating climate action becomes more difficult as projects take shape and start being 
implemented. In particular, it is important for the partner country to be convinced of the 
need to integrate a climate dimension within the action; and at the Belgium level, it is 
important for relevant expertise to be integrated within the project formulation process 
early on. 

Beyond clarifying expectations for Belgian actors, interviews indicate that various 
operators consider that a clearer Belgian policy and vision would also help them 
when negotiating projects with partner country authorities. Obligations under the 
convention and the institutional policy of the various operators also bear weight but 
pointing to a clear government policy likely to increase the likelihood of obtaining a 
project’s approval can be a strong incentive when formulating an intervention. 
Furthermore, whilst underlining the importance of climate action in management contracts 
may be useful, guidance as to implementation pathways is lacking, particularly in relation 
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to more controversial aspects such as transitional activities. Energy projects such as those 
dealing with energy efficiency through transition from coal to gas or the extraction of 
methane (such as with the KivuWatt methane gas capture project in Rwanda) or even 
biomass projects are often the subject of controversy and could benefit from clearer 
guidance at federal level. 

Bearing all this in mind, it should however also be noted that various actors consider that 
an outspoken approach to the integration of climate considerations within 
development work can be counterproductive. As explained by Eclosio, local 
communities are not always receptive to a climate change centred logic; they are much 
more into general development issues. As a result, it is not always necessary to explicitly 
talk about climate change to develop climate action. Local communities and their 
authorities are more interested in talking about resilience than climate change. In Siné-
Saloum, incentives to manage mangroves sustainably are presented in terms of 
preservation of fish stocks leading to higher catches for local fishermen, or firewood 
collection for women, but not global warming and coastal management. The way issues 
are addressed is therefore key to developing a climate relevant debate with local 
communities and mainstreaming such issues within participative planning. 

More operational tools 

Dedicated tools designed to support climate mainstreaming in project design, 
implementation and evaluation phases have been developed over the years and 
proposed to all development actors working on climate change adaptation and 
mitigation. In particular, Klimos, a VLIR-UOS sponsored ACROPOLIS university platform 
for policy support for development on environmental and climate change themes, has 
designed the Klimos toolkit. The work of Klimos was subsequently relayed by the Klimsec 
research platform. 

In addition, Louvain Cooperation also designed its own environmental planning tool, the 

Environmental Integration Tool (EIT), similar to Klimos. Enabel also indicates that it is 
developing the use of a European Union (EU) and United Nations (UN) Environment toolbox 
for addressing climate fragility (UN Environment, 2019) offered by the Directorate-General 
for International Partnerships (DG INTPA), though it still needs to work on it. 

However, these tools encompass environmental issues as a whole, well beyond 
climate change, and operators consider they lack specificity to be operational 
from a climate action perspective. DGD and Klimos chose to deal with environment 
(biodiversity, land degradation, air quality...) and climate change together deliberately as 
they are closely interlinked and developing several tools complicates uptake. However, in 
practice development operators have tended to focus more on environmental issues as a 
whole and only marginally deal with climate change adaptation or mitigation, or at least 
not do so in the most effective possible way. In practice, very few people interviewed, and 
related projects have actually used the available tools or only partially. Eclosio declared 
that it does use the Louvain Coopération tool but not systematically; it has also used 
Klimos but only in the framework of training courses. ARES proposes both the Louvain 
cooperation tool and the Klimos toolbox to the academics which implement actions with 
its support. However, they have no obligation to use the tools and scant evidence exists 
that they actually take them up. 

Moreover, rather than providing operational processes and pathways to develop climate 
action, the tools are designed more as check lists of issues to take into account. Although 
the Klimos and Louvain Coopération tools were developed in a participative way, 
interviewees consider they are not hands-on enough to support clear processes of climate 
mainstreaming. Some also consider that they already integrate the corresponding 
environmental issues within their planning processes via other means (though the 
evaluation team is not in a position to confirm this). More hands-on processes must be 
proposed in order to ensure that the current political dynamic around climate change 
materialises into greater and more concrete mainstreaming, results and impact. To be 
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effective, it is likely that such tools should be coupled to the involvement of experienced 
climate action experts. 

In relation to Non-Governmental Actors and Institutional Actors (NGA & IA), the new Joint 
Strategic Frameworks (JSF/CSC/GSK) are seen as an opportunity to use the tools but, 
though other ways of mainstreaming climate change may emerge, the evaluation team 
considers it unlikely that current tools will play a significant role. Tools do not currently 
provide sufficient hands-on guidance for development actors to take them up 
with conviction, even if they were to be better promoted. 

Furthermore, given that its use is not mandatory, DGD doesn’t undertake any significant 
monitoring of the Klimos toolkit and its effects. As a result, it is unclear how effective the 
toolkit is in terms of climate action mainstreaming. 

More widely one can question the relevance of the multiplicity of often rather 

uncoordinated experiences related to climate action tool elaboration. It is also unclear how 
much value there is in developing Belgian tools and whether it would not be more 
preferable and efficient to contribute to developing tools through recognised international 
institutions. 

 Increasing the climate specificity of the federal ICF portfolio 

The emergence of a stronger climate specific portfolio of interventions is also 
hindered by a perceived lack of focus of the strategic and operational framework. 
Indeed, Belgian development actors, intent on formulating and implementing climate 
adaptation and mitigation interventions, miss stronger guidance in the form of a clearer 
vision of climate related goals and of the specificities of what constitutes climate action. 

Though not inherent to climate action, the definition and use of financial tools 
specifically aimed at climate mitigation and/or adaptation (i.e. conditional on 
implicit climate objectives) tends to favour climate action. One possibility is to 
implement a national climate fund. Though the Belgium political context may prove the 
implementation of such a tool to be unrealistic if both federal and regional actors are to 
be implicated, restricting it to the federal level could go some way to making it more 
operational. 

On the other hand, whereas a consensus appears to exist around the fact that specific 
climate financial tools can help intensify climate mitigation action, in terms of climate 
adaptation action there is a debate as to how constructive this can be. Indeed, various 
persons interviewed indicated that financial tools specifically aimed at climate action 
carry the risk of weakening climate mainstreaming in more general development 
work. They consider that the priority are clearer instructions, criteria and guidelines 
to support climate mainstreaming across all development cooperation work, 
associated to climate screening at the level of project selection processes. 

DGD is right in considering that development action and climate action should go hand in 
hand and developing separate funding mechanisms carries the risk of incoherence. 
However, when certain issues receive too little attention (circular economy, urban 
planning...) or mobilise too little amounts of finance (private sector investment for 
instance) specific funding mechanisms can contribute to their promotion. 

Simple solutions are setting up dedicated funding windows or calls for 
applications though they offer less potential for coordination and leverage of additional 
funding. In particular, NGA & IA activities are strongly conditioned by the calls for 
applications which they can access. In the case of university cooperation, both ARES and 
VLIR-UOS point out that respect of academic freedom makes it otherwise difficult to 
influence the choices linked to research and educational orientations. 

MD8 considers that it does not have enough human resources to manage such 
calls for proposals. However, Enabel may possibly, to a certain extent, support 
MD8 in such a role. 
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The case of BIO is particular in the sense that despite having received additional funding 
for climate action, it is confronted with the challenge of identifying climate related 
investments which correspond to its risk or return on investment objectives. Indeed, even 
in the renewable energy sector, it can be difficult to identify suitable bankable projects. 
Although in 2021 the pipeline looks more promising, in 2020 no renewable energy projects 
were identified for financing, largely because the number of bankable projects in BIO’s 
countries of operations have decreased (mainly due to those countries reaching renewable 
energy overcapacity and tenders reducing tariffs drastically), as well as the fact that the 
amount of funds available in the markets has increased. Reflecting on these challenges, 
BIO has identified new types of renewable energy projects (as stated previously) where 
funding is more additional but the risk level is somewhat higher than generally acceptable 
for BIO. This issue could be solved by increasing BIO’s access to concessional funding 
(such as code-5). BIO would also need more flexible criteria (for instance in terms of its 
current 3 M€ threshold). 

 Bilateral and multilateral International Climate Finance (ICF) 

channels  

The Belgian Federal Government contributes to ICF using bilateral and multilateral 
channels. Over the period 2013-2019, roughly 60% of ICF was channelled through 
bilateral actors (the FPS HFSCE, Enabel, BIO, NGAs and IAs) and 40% through 
multilateral channels (e.g., Green Climate Fund (GCF), Least Developed Country 
Fund (LDCF) and Adaptation Fund). This section summarizes the respective assets of 
bilateral and multilateral funding and identifies the most relevant multilateral funds to 
complement Belgian bilateral action. 

Bilateral and multilateral mix by Brussels Environment 

Though the issue of proportions can be debated, a mix between bilateral and multilateral 

ICF offers a good range of climate action possibilities. Despite the modest size of their ICF, 

Brussels Environment have chosen to support both multilateral (through GCF) and bilateral 

actions (Enabel & Brussels International partnership). They indicate that this was a 

strategic choice as despite its advantages and ease of management multilateral funding is 

not earmarked, and the contributor has less control to steer the way it is used. This has 

driven them to dedicate a significant part of their ICF envelope to bilateral projects, which 

give them more visibility and ownership. 

Relevance of bilateral channels in Belgian ICF 

Whereas contributions to multilateral channels may feed-in core funding, and thus not be 
necessarily ear-marked, bilateral channels allow Belgian actors to clearly determine which 
projects receive support. In turn, this independence provides visibility on climate 
action and the possibility to course-correct it. 

Interviewees from the Belgian development cooperation and from the NDC Partnership 
identified the quality of finance (grants) and the flexibility of support as an appreciated 
and distinctive feature of Belgian action. The recent development of a thematic 
environment and climate programme in the Sahel Region, which advances the DGD’s 
agenda for climate action in fragile States, exemplifies the opportunity to act upon 
strategic policy priorities. 

One should also note that in terms of working with civil society, bilateral funding 
complements multilateral funding in the sense that Non-Governmental Actors and 
Institutional Actors (NGA & IA) channel quite a significant amount of bilateral funding 
(74% of interventions and 35% of the budget according to the portfolio analysis 
undertaken by our mission) whereas multilateral climate funds only rarely work through 
NGA. 
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Relevance of multilateral channels in Belgian ICF 

Multilateral funding offers the advantage to ensure the continuity of climate 
action disregarding the Belgian national situation. Typically, the increased pledges to the 
GCF in 2019 proved to be an efficient manner to fulfil the Belgian ambition to support the 
US$ 100 billion goal in the absence of a federal government. Moreover, by making multi-
annual commitments, Belgium positively contributes to the predictability and flexibility of 
the multilateral funds. 

More generally, multilateral channels limit transaction costs associated with decision-
making and project-building, thus providing a cost-effective option to disburse 
funds. 

By pooling resources, multilateral funds also allow Belgian actors to contribute to larger 

projects, which could not solely rely on bilateral funding. In turn, the participation to 
multilateral flagship programmes may offer a showcase for Belgian action, and a 
platform to influence international climate action. 

Synergies between Belgian climate finance priorities and Belgian participation 

in multilateral channels (Adaptation Fund, Least Developed Country Fund -

LDCF, and Green Climate Fund -GCF) 

The recent evaluation of the effectiveness of multilateral organisations to respond to 
climate change (MOPAN, 2021) concludes that, since 2015, most multilateral organisations 
have increased their share of climate finance in their operations and proportions dedicated 
to adaptation. Moreover, the large multilateral organisations, amongst which the GCF, 
have played a key role in leveraging the investments of other multilateral organisations. 

The Adaptation Fund appears to be the most aligned multilateral fund with 

Belgian priorities. It targets adaptation efforts in the most vulnerable countries through 
tangible projects (World Bank, 2018), mirroring the developmental approach of Belgian 
ICF. By contrast, evaluations suggest that the portfolio of the GCF does not include, in 
practice, sufficient adaptation projects, and that its burdensome procedures tend to 
exclude smaller projects implemented by the smaller accredited entities (e.g., Enabel and 
LuxDev)32, often taking place in the most vulnerable countries to the effects of climate 
change (GEF, 2019). The Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF) corresponds to the 
developmental approach of Belgian ICF by delivering sustainable results beyond its 
involvement. Comparing the LDCF and Adaptation Fund evaluation reports, the LDCF 
seems to act at a higher level than the Adaptation Fund’s “concrete adaptation action” 
projects. LDCF projects focus on creating enabling environments for policy change. From 
this perspective, the LDCF may also complement Belgian action, by advancing more 
ambitious policies and building technical capacity (GEF, 2016), thus paving the way for 
Enabel’s projects. Through its Challenge Program, which supports private adaptation by 
identifying scalable and bankable solutions (GEF, 2019), the LDCF also holds a growing 
synergy potential for BIO’s involvement. Recent blended-finance projects (GCF, 2021), 
and a more predictable funding attractive to private actors (GEF, 2016), suggest that the 
GCF offers similar assets in mitigation. 

The table below summarises the key aims, niches, performance and relevance of the 
multilateral climate funds Belgium is contributing to. The conclusions are based on 
independent general and sectoral evaluations of the funds, conducted between 2016 and 
2020 (see Bibliography, Annex 3).  

  

 
32  Based on interviews with representatives of Enabel and LuxDev. 
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Table 6 - Key aims, niche, performance and relevance for Belgian objectives of Green Climate 
Fund (GCF), Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF) and Adaptation Fund 

 GCF LDCF Adaptation Fund 

Aim. Paradigmatic change in 
climate finance respecting 

country-ownership 
Niche. Balance between 

adaptation and mitigation 
projects, cooperation with 

the private sector 

Aim. Supporting the LDCs to 
set up National Adaptation 

Programmes of Action 
(NAPA), National Adaptation 

Plans (NAP) and 
implementation of plans 

Niche. Long-term 
institutional capacity, 

capacity-building (e.g., for 
developing projects and 
identify funding sources) 

Aim. Supporting 
vulnerable countries in 

adaptation efforts 
Niche. Small-scale 

concrete adaptation 
action, system of direct 

access to support for 
national institutions  

Performance 

Alignment with 
recipients’ 

goals 

Core focus on country-
ownership and builds on 

national programmes and 
structures 

Builds NAPAs and NAPs on 
national preferences, 

empowers national institutions 

Focus on local projects for 
small-scale tangible results of 

increased adaptation  

Cost-efficiency Good, but difficulties associated 
with young age of the Fund 

Lack of resources to fund new 
projects in the GEF-6 period led 
to less approved LDCF projects. 
Also creates negative effect on 
predictability and transparency. 
This improved during GEF-7.  

Efficient processes in 
development and delivery of 

resources 

Attractivity for 
the private 
sector (PS) 

Private actors involved in 
projects are mainly public-

owned companies, but recent 
large private projects and active 

efforts for private inclusion 

Difficulties to secure private 
involvement with grants, but 
high proposal rate with the 
Challenge Program which 

supports PS for adaptation 
measures  

Not evaluated 

Administrative 
processes 

Burdensome and lengthy, 
requires much capacity 

Not evaluated Time-efficient and tailored to 
projects 

Sustainability The GCF impact is too recent to 
be evaluated 

Sustainable project results and 
catalytic economic impacts 

delivered 

Sustainable projects results 
and strengthened resilience 

Adaptation 
focus 

Official balance between 
mitigation and adaptation, but 
actual results show a stronger 

focus on mitigation 

Structural adaptation focus and 
expertise 

Structural adaptation focus 
and expertise 

Monitoring Existence of indicators but no 
consistent and systematic use. 

The recency of the GCF suggests 
that monitoring practices may 

evolve. 

Unique set of indicators for all 
projects and development 

steps 

Weak project monitoring tool 
and unclear use of indicators 

Relevance for Belgian objectives 

Alignment Limited focus on poorer 
countries and adaptation in 

practice, but similar approach 
as Belgian actors to design 
interventions (e.g., country 

ownership, ToC considered for 
monitoring) 

Focus on adaptation and LDCs, 
and a focus on mainstreaming 
adaptation into development 

plans 

Focus on adaptation and 
resilience, and turns to 

similar approaches as Belgian 
actors for monitoring climate 

action (e.g. ToC) 

 Opportunities 
for Belgian 

action 

Growing expertise and projects 
with the private sector 

Builds enabling environments 
attractive to BIO and providing 
cooperation potential to Enabel 

Similar focus as Belgian 
action, thus limited 

complementarity. However, 
general eagerness to 
cooperate with other 
development actors  

Source : ADE/Trinomics 
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EQ2 Partner country relevance 

Following a general response to EQ2, this section presents a set of significant elements 
linked to the relevance of Belgian climate action to partner country needs. In particular, it 
touches upon the use of national strategic documents and policies, the importance of 
supporting national institutions related to climate action, and the thematical relevance of 
Belgian support. 

EQ2: To what extent have the financed interventions been relevant to the needs of the 
partner countries and their populations, in particular the LDCs (local context, expected 
impact, etc.)? 

General response to EQ2 

Financed interventions correspond to needs of partner countries and their populations. 

Despite the fact that national climate related policies and strategies do not guide Belgian 
action, projects remain climate relevant. The agricultural focus of Belgian interventions 
matches national policies and corresponds to Belgium’s prioritisation of adaptation. The 
strengthening of local community resilience through adaptation action corresponds to the 
needs of LDCs. 

However, country priorities do not always correspond with climate action best practice 
which can lead to trade-offs between alignment and climate action. 

 Use of national strategic documents and policies 

Climate related national framework documents are not a major reference when 
formulating projects. 

NDCs, and more specifically the National Adaptation Plans (NAP) and National Adaptation 
Programmes of Action (NAPA) of the partner countries, as well as other national strategic 
documents touching on climate adaptation and mitigation, can be consulted during project 
planning. However, they are far from having been a major determinant for Belgian 
development cooperation action definition (with the exception of the FPS HFSCE whose 
main support is built around NDC support following a request of the partner government). 
Other policy documents, particularly Poverty Reduction Strategies and economic 
development policies receive more attention. National climate policy documents may have 
provided ideas and complemented internal analysis, and as such influenced planning; but 
they have not been the basis of the reflection or the predominant reference for alignment.  

To be fair, the lack of NDC and NAP use over the period of evaluation is also a question of 
timing. Indeed, NDC elaborated as from 2015. It took some time for them to become part 
of the reference document landscape. Moreover, NDC were often elaborated as an urgency 
and many documents only provide very general guidance for identifying relevant climate 
action, mostly related to the potential sectors of intervention. It is expected that the new 
set of revised NDC will constitute much more operational reference documents. 

Country priorities may not align with climate action 

Country priorities do not always correspond with best practice in terms of climate action. 

Trade-offs between climate action and partner country orientations can occur as Belgium 

must find an equilibrium between its policy priorities and the need to align to partner 

country policies. The Projet de développement de la filière des amandiers dans la région 

de l’oriental (PROFAO) in Morocco illustrates how despite advocating for agroforestry and 

land management practices more adapted to climate change challenges, Enabel ended up 

supporting the development of almond monoculture so as to conform to the Moroccan 

governments almond production targets. 
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Prioritising Poverty Reduction Strategies and economic development policies is the 

dominant practice for most development partners and makes quite a lot of sense 
considering Belgium’s focus on mainstreaming climate action within wider development 
work. Nonetheless, the evaluation team feels partner country climate related 
strategies and policies do not receive enough attention. With the growing emphasis 
given to climate action by the FPS Foreign Affairs and DGD, this appears to be happening. 
For instance, Enabel’s agricultural department indicates that it examines NDC documents 
as agriculture is central to NDCs for many African countries. 

Complementary to this evolution, FPS HFSCE’s efforts are oriented towards supporting the 
NDC Partnership in various developing countries, exactly with the objective of building 
local capacity and knowledge in order to facilitate NDC formulation and implementation. 

 Importance of supporting national institutions related to climate 

action 

Reinforcing national climate institutions in partner countries supports 
mainstreaming climate change within development action. 

FPS HFSCE’s support to the NDC Partnership is relevant to national needs and 
corresponds to a demand from partner governments according to the interviews 
conducted through this evaluation. Typically, the mitigation sections of NDC are more 
granular and better populated as much better data (monitoring CO2 emissions), indicators 
(Renewable energy source - RES uptake) and business cases are available however 
adaptation is also addressed through NDC which respond to national priorities, including 
in LDCs. 

Moreover, strengthening climate related institutions supports their capacity to 
identify and formulate both climate adaptation and mitigation interventions and 
develop the adaptation chapter of NDCs. By supporting their capacity to mainstream 
climate change within development projects as a whole it also increases the efforts and 
resources directed towards climate action. 

More globally it reinforces the voice of climate action amongst national authorities 
and within national decisional circles. On the long run, this is all the more relevant 
that governments do not always pay as much attention to climate action as could be 
expected. In Tanzania for instance, climate change is not a governmental priority; in fact, 
Tanzania was even excluded from the GCF programme due to the very low willingness of 
the Tanzanian government to work on climate action. Beyond the intrinsic interest of 
advocating for climate action at partner country level, lack of interest for climate 
change by local authorities makes it more difficult for development partners to 
focus on climate action and mainstream climate within their projects. 

Strong local climate institutions create an environment favourable to climate 
action. They support more robust climate policy and frameworks as well as country 
ownership; without such elements, necessary to both the effectiveness and efficiency of 
development work, development partners tend to prioritise other areas. 

Moreover, the existence of local entities aware of climate change issues facilitates local 
participation in climate related intervention identification and formulation. This helps 
ensure the relevance of selected actions in addition to supporting their implementation 
and sustainability. 

 Thematical relevance of Belgian support 

As indicated by the portfolio analysis, Belgium is present in most of the major 
thematic areas related to climate change except for transport and, with few 
exceptions, urban development. However, the latter theme should gain importance 
within Enabel’s portfolio in the coming years as “Sustainable cities” has been identified as 
one of its strategic areas of action. 
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With almost half of Belgium’s federal climate action portfolio dedicated to agriculture over 

the evaluation period (a third in budgetary terms), the agricultural focus of Belgian 
interventions matches national policies, even though agricultural objectives are not 
necessarily aligned with climate objectives. 

More generally, the importance Belgium gives to rural development (agriculture, 
forestry…) corresponds to its prioritisation of climate adaptation as well as the priorities of 
its partner countries and more globally the Comprehensive African Agricultural 
Development Programme (CAADP) and the Malabo Declaration approved by African heads 
of state in 2015. 

Besides, evidence33 exists of bottom-up community-based and participatory approaches 
of Belgian interventions for the selected projects, which add to the alignment with local 
objectives and thematical preoccupations. 

EQ3 Coherence 

Following a general response to EQ3, this section presents a set of significant elements 
linked to the coherence of Belgian climate action. In particular, it touches upon the 
coordination and synergies between Belgian development cooperation institutions involved 
in climate action, the regional thematic programme on environment and climate change, 
the various levels of coordination and the role of the FPS HFSCE. 

EQ3: To what extent has greater coherence been ensured between the federal climate 
finance policy and other Belgian development policy priorities at federal, regional and EU 
level? 

General response to EQ3 

No shared and jointly approved federal climate policy exists to further support the global 
coherence of Belgian climate action. However, Belgian climate action and other Belgian 
development policy priorities are coherent between themselves although the importance 
given to climate adaptation does not correspond with support to private sector 
development. 

In theory, the various Belgian development operators involved in climate action are 
complementary. Besides, bilateral and multilateral levels of action could also present 
synergies. However, coordination between Belgian federal actors in terms of climate action 
remains ad-hoc and too limited. Too few climate-related synergies or partnerships 
between Belgian interventions and/or actors are noted. Greater coordination is hindered 
by the lack of dedicated resources. 

Coordination of climate action at partner country level by dedicated national institutions is 
also limited. 

 
Despite the lack of a shared and jointly approved climate policy, federal climate finance 
policies as well as other Belgian development policy priorities (General Policy 
note for International Development, Private sector development policy...) are 
globally coherent with each other and do not bear any significant contradiction.  

Outside policies specifically targeted towards climate action, no significant climate change 
mainstreaming efforts appear to have been made within Belgian development policies at 
federal, regional and EU level. However, with the possible exception of the lack of 
correspondence between the focus on climate adaptation and that on private sector 
development, the various Belgian development policies are coherent with respect to 
Belgian climate action and priorities. Internal coherence is therefore satisfactory. 

 
33  Beyond the general opinion of development actors interviewed, the country case studies indicate that this is 

a strength of Belgian work for Eclosio, Enabel and VVSG interventions in Senegal, as well as for the Bos+, 

Enabel and Oxfam Solidarité interventions in Tanzania. 
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Moreover, DGD and FPS HFSCE orientations are coherent between each other although 
external coherence of DGD climate action has not been analysed further than that with 
FPS HFSCE. 

Nonetheless, various issues should be underlined in terms of the coherence of Belgian 
climate action. 

 Coordination and synergies between Belgian actors 

Coordination between Belgian federal actors in terms of climate action remains 
too limited. Too few climate-related synergies or partnerships between Belgian 
interventions and/or actors are noted. Though some collaboration exists between 
federal actors and also between federal and regional entities34, coordination remains the 
exception rather than the norm. It is largely ad hoc - materialising when one can provide 
sector-specific expertise to the other - and lacks a more structured framework. Besides, it 
is unclear how far Belgian development partners value such collaboration. 

An additional constraint is that, with regions pursuing their own climate policies with 
limited coordination at federal level, interventions tend to be smaller and attain reduced 
levels of scalability as Belgian initiatives. 

Certain positive aspects can nevertheless be noted. In particular, Joint Strategic 
Framework (JSF/CSC/GSK) pertaining to Non-Governmental Actors and 
Institutional Actors (NGA & IA) have, in various instances, supported 
coordination and synergies between the actions of their participating 
organisations at the level of a given country (and even beyond). The set of JSF which 
are coming to an end in 2021 did not integrate climate change as a major area of action 
but in some cases climate action has benefited from NGA & IA collaboration in the 
framework of a JSF/CSC/GSK. 

Examples of coordination and / or collaboration between actors 

The NGA & IA JSF/CSC/GSK for development cooperation in Tanzania has an explicit focus on 

synergies between environmental- and climate- actions. Bos+, together with other Belgian 

NGOs (Iles de Paix, Rikolto and Trias) reported on several activities that were aimed at 

enhancing synergies between the interventions of different NGOs. These included exchange 

visits, intelligence sharing on the topics of land use planning, soil and water management 

(including irrigation). The organisation of pilots by the universities in order to improve climate 

smart agriculture constitutes a further example of complementary action (Trias, 2020). Such a 

situation should be all the more valued that NGO give great importance to their “right of 

initiative” (Law on Belgian International Cooperation, 2013), which limits the role of the DGD 

in steering their action. 

In Senegal, Enabel collaborates with a number of NGAs (both Belgian and non-Belgian) in the 

framework of its Projet d’Appui à la Réduction de l’Émigration Rurale dans le Bassin Arachidier 

(PARERBA) and its support to the Agropole Centre. In both instances, NGAs help Enabel expand 

its field presence by accompanying a number of farmer organisations in agricultural production 

and transformation, irrigated perimeter management and marketing of agricultural products. 

As support is aimed at smallholder farmers and, in many cases, agroecological and/or low-

carbon modes of transformation, in addition to having a strong resilience dimension, this work 

contributes to both climate adaptation and mitigation. 

Although Finexpo has scant ambitions in terms of climate mitigation or adaptation35, Enabel 

occasionally provides its expertise to Finexpo in relation to assessing the relevance and cost 

effectiveness of Finexpo investments; this includes some social and environmental criteria. 

There are also instances of collaboration of Enabel or NGA with University cooperation (ARES 

and VLIR-UOS) as was the case for a Water Management and Urban Development project 

(WAMADE) in Vietnam (though to a lesser extent than expected). 

 
34  Interviews indicated a climate discussion platform that brings together federal and regional actors. 
35  Its counterparts in Luxemburg, Denmark and the Netherlands do not have a strong climate focus either (see 

fact sheets in annex 5). 
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BIO coordinates and shares intelligence with other Development Finance Institutions (DFI) 

through European Development Finance Institutions (EDFI), a platform consisting of European 

DFIs of which BIO’s CEO is a Board member (2-year term). However, its level of coordination 

with other development operators, Belgian or non-Belgian is limited. 

Intentions of strengthening coordination between Belgian actors are confronted 
to the limited resources set aside to support such dynamics, particularly in terms 
of personnel numbers. 

At the level of Belgian, the department for Climate, Environment and Sustainable 
Development responsible for climate-related issues (MD8) is confronted to rising Belgian 
ICF commitments but dwindling human resources. From ten members of staff at the 
moment of its formation, it now only works with 7 staff, one of which is on long term leave. 
It is under serious stress to cover all activities linked to its mandate. 

At the level of partner countries, the teams in charge of international cooperation at the 
level of the Embassy are generally too small to coordinate meaningful exchanges between 
Belgian development actors involved in climate action. Besides, what coordination efforts 
are ensured by the Embassy’s coordination department scarcely address climate activities. 
In Tanzania, the country case study also pointed to a lower prioritisation of climate change 
within the FPS Foreign Affairs compared to other themes, such as women empowerment 
& gender, at least under the previous government. In Tanzania, the organisation of events 
gathering Belgian development actors (e.g., yearly Strategic Dialogue with the members 
of the Joint Strategic Framework - JSF/CSC/GSK) and the diplomatic advice to the DGD 
(e.g. on climate-related calls for proposals, such as for the agroecology projects developed 
by We Hub It36) constitute the two main dimensions of the Embassy’s steering role. 

In addition, the Embassy’s coordination role does not apply equally to all Belgian actors. 
Typically, as the implementing institution for governmental cooperation, Enabel is 
organically close to the Belgian Embassy, resulting in regular contacts between the two 
organisations. By contrast, the NGOs’ right of initiative constrains the steering and 
coordination potential of the Embassy despite the fact that dialogue with the Embassy and 
possible support- is valued by some NGA as a form of recognition which helps them in 
developing collaborations with local authorities and other development partners. It also 
supports the emergence of additional projects and reaching out to a much wider audience 
than they would attain alone. 

The fact that BIO does not maintain in-country personnel37 is a further constraint 
to coordination with other Belgian entities. Though each BIO project and technical 
assistance programme should be subject to Embassy consultation as foreseen by the 
management contract, most Belgian development partners consulted regret what they 
perceive as too superficial interactions with BIO. In Tanzania, where BIO is present through 
the Africa Renewable Energy Fund, the Ambassador was not even aware of BIO’s 
participation in the Kikagati hydropower project. 

Beyond institutional specificities, interviews indicate that, in the absence of dedicated 
resources and stronger thematical expertise, any form of internal Belgian climate 
coordination at the level of “Team Belgium” remains wishful thinking, whether at the 
embassy or elsewhere. In Tanzania, the head of cooperation is alone in the “cooperation 
team” for instance. 

Belgian development actors involved in climate action in Senegal also indicate that, for 
many of their colleagues, the definition of what constitutes climate finance remains 
vague. Various operators consider that greater coordination and focus would be 
achieved if there was more clarity and guidance as to what is sought in terms of 
climate action. Whereas this may not be so important for climate mitigation actions, it 
would undoubtedly support greater climate mainstreaming and coordination between 
actors in relation to climate adaptation initiatives. 

 
36  We Hub It is a platform launched by Enabel to support digital technologies-based projects in partner countries. 

In Tanzania, two climate-related projects were supported by We Hub It, the Afriscout 

(https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/44) and IMAP4CSA (https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/46). 
37  Though it has posted two local liaison officers in Abidjan and Nairobi since 2020. 

https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/44
https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/46
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Besides, though the previous federal government is largely recognised, by Belgian 

development actors, as not having sufficiently prioritised climate change within its 
development orientations, regional thematic portfolios initiated by the current 
government offer opportunities to increase climate contributions in a 
coordinated way. Based on the new federal government’s policy note, the Sahel portfolio 
has been provided with climate specific instructions for action. Instructions for the new 
financing facilities (interdepartmental provision and bi-multi) are also in place; and 
instructions for BIO are forthcoming. It is expected that these will spearhead greater levels 
of coordination between Belgian actors. 

In theory, the various Belgian development operators involved in climate action 
are complementary: 

Enabel and NGAs have extensive field experience but are limited in terms of providing 
direct private support. 

BIO has tools to support private sector development and leverage additional climate 
finance. 

The FPS HFSCE is not directly active in the field but possesses specific climate expertise 
(Climate policy and measures, emission inventory, greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction 
measures by sectors, impact assessment…) and nurtures an extensive network both 
nationally and internationally. This enables it to play an important role as a facilitator and 
mainstreamer of climate action in Belgian development work, making also the link to the 
UNFCCC negotiations. 

University cooperation may develop climate related research. 

However, without a clearer framework through which they could identify shared 

climate adaptation or mitigation goals such complementarities are not capitalised 
upon. 
 

Collaboration between BIO and Enabel 

Typically, BIO and Enabel are expected to collaborate more closely but when an Enabel 
sustainable agriculture development project (SAKIRP) was confronted with Enabel’s 
inability to provide finance to its beneficiaries, BIO was unable to step in as it considered 
that the area had too limited an economic potential for it to work there. More generally, a 
model whereby Enabel would have a role in creating an enabling environment (legislation, 
skills, knowledge -market studies…) for private investments at the micro level which BIO 
could capitalise upon to develop its portfolio has been brought up in our interviews, 
particularly by BIO. However, the focus which Enabel puts on working with vulnerable 
populations and in the more risk prone environments of fragile states where the private 
sector is less mature can prove a limitation for BIO in the light of its more strictly 
economical constraints (particularly return on investments) more adapted to Middle 
Income Countries (MIC). 

Besides, creating an enabling environment for private investment would imply 
strengthening the regulatory framework and shaping the market in specific sectors of 
interest (agriculture, water…). Though this appears appealing, it is unclear whether Enabel 
possesses this type of expertise or even whether it should develop it; other actors may be 
more suited to the job38. 

Moreover, civil society underlines that defining characteristics of an enabling environment 
for investing in climate mitigation and, more particularly, climate adaptation is not 
consensual. In addition, nurturing an enabling environment goes well beyond the action 
of development actors. 

 
38  LuxDev’s experience in the sector should however be borne in mind. In Cabo Verde, LuxDev has successfully 

contributed to create a framework within which the private sector can invest in renewable energy through its 

Energy Transition Programme. 
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In other countries, such as France, development operators and Development Finance 

Institutions (DFI) are integrated more closely. They could provide lessons in terms of 

increasing complementarities between BIO and Enabel. 

A further line of action could be for Enabel to further develop its current work on small and 
medium enterprise (SME) incubators. But how exactly climate action could be 
mainstreamed into such work would deserve further attention. 

 Regional thematic programme on environment and climate change 

At the level of DGD, the focus on climate action has resulted in the launching of a 
regional thematic programme on environment and climate change for the Sahel 
region (currently being formulated). This programme implies 50 M€ of additional ICF, on 
top of current country portfolio. It adopts an integrated approach to attenuating the impact 

of climate change. It focuses on desertification and will integrate issues related to fighting 
land degradation and deforestation. It also tackles water resource management at the level 

of the Niger River Basin and foresees a contribution to the Great Green Wall. Enabel will be 
responsible for coordinating this regional thematic programme which should further 
strengthen the interest it gives to climate action as well as its capacity to conduct such 
action. From a climate action perspective, such transnational programmes appear 
particularly relevant as climate change issues are insensitive to borders and need 
a global approach. 

The regional programme is perceived as a catalyser of synergies and 

complementarities between Belgian development operators both across the 
Sahel and within its participating countries. It contains a component which will work 
on strengthening regional climate institutions. In Senegal, it is hoped that it will help 
develop and bring more global coherence to the climate action of Belgian development 
actors. Such coordinated action was previously more complicated as Belgian development 
partners were mandated to support individual partner country strategies. Beyond Belgian 
action itself, this new regional mandate also supports closer cooperation between partner 
countries (as can be witnessed by Enabel in Central Africa where regional cooperation can 
be limited). 

Collaboration induced by regional thematic programme 

The formulation of the Sahel programme has further enhanced, previously rather weak, 
collaboration between the FPS HFSCE and Enabel. Indeed, in Burkina Faso, the FPS HFSCE 
financed NDC facilitator and experts in the head office exchange with Enabel to advise on 
the upcoming programme. 

Beyond coherence and collaboration, it is hoped that the new thematic regional 
programme in the Sahel will contribute to increase climate action capacity within 
Enabel with spillover effects across all its projects. 

 Levels of coordination 

Lack of coordination of climate action is not limited to Belgian actors. Though greater 
coordination of Belgian climate action at the level of a partner country is desirable, 
collaboration of development partners active in climate change mitigation and adaptation 
would also increase the coherency of climate action. Both levels of coordination reinforce 
each other. 

Despite the existence of entities responsible for climate action at a national level (e.g., 
National Climate Change Committee) or even international level (e.g., NDC partnership 
support unit), coordination of climate action at national level still seems limited. At least 
in the countries reviewed, Belgian interaction with such entities is minimal, outside that 
developed by the FPS HFSCE in the context of its support to NDC implementation. 
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Absence of platform for coordinating climate action in Senegal 

In Senegal, despite the existence of the National Climate Change Committee, the use of 
ICF does not appear to be coordinated or jointly planned. In practice, no platform on how 
to manage climate change exists in Senegal though issues with links to climate change 
adaptation or mitigation may be coordinated at the level of thematical platforms 
(Agroecology, GIRE, mangroves…). However, such platforms do not address climate 
change per se. 

The NDC partnership support unit considers that in the case of Belgium it tends, according 
to countries, to have a clear vision of work undertaken by the FPS HFSCE and -to a large 
extent- Enabel, but a limited one concerning the work of BIO or Non-Governmental Actors 
(NGA). 

In addition to this, the country case studies do not indicate any level of 

coordination between Belgium bilateral cooperation operators and multilateral 
climate funds. The evaluation team must however recognise that it has not been able to 
assess the potential of such coordination in terms of strengthening the impact of climate 
action (and therefore the consequences of this lack of coordination). Moreover, it is 
expected that this situation will improve both through (i) the “bi-multi” budget line which 
is being used for the first time this year and (ii) Enabel’s accreditation with the GCF (and 
first successfully approved project in Rwanda). 

Weak collaboration with other development partners 

In Senegal, since 2013, the Adaptation Fund has completed the implementation of the 
“Adaptation to Coastal Erosion in Vulnerable Areas” project and has initiated a project 
focusing on reducing vulnerability and increasing resilience of coastal communities in the 
Saloum Islands39 but despite the existence of Belgian interventions closely related to such 
action (Saloum, coastal erosion, resilience…) by various operators (Enabel, Eclosio, VVSG) 
no collaborations seem to have developed. 

Indeed, though National Determined Contribution implementation is generally considered 
to enhance synergies and complementarities between different donor interventions in a 
given country, the NDC Partnership Support Unit indicates that development actors 
have a project-based approach, which, in some cases, lacks synergies and 
complementarities with other climate interventions in the country. The NDC 
Partnership Support Unit advocates for a programmatic approach to enhance 
synergies and complementarities; as a fictive example, it suggested one country could 
provide technical assistance to develop a transport policy in a certain country, whereas 
another would provide support to building the finance strategy corresponding to it. 

Collaboration in Mozambique 

In Mozambique, the FPS HFSCE facilitated the support by Enabel of both a climate expert 

and a national NDC facilitator through 2 different interventions in the context of the NDC 

Partnership. Getting both to work together strengthens their action. 

The diversity of Belgian experiences -originating from the diversity of its actors and 
administrative levels of action- represents a rich source of experience to collaborate 
around and capitalise upon. This wealth of experience can be conducive to innovative 
climate action and instruments. One such example is the “top-up funding” provided by 
Brussels Environment to Enabel (see part 5.4.3). Besides, the diversity of approaches also 
allows for the possibility of working with developing countries that are not part of the 14 
Belgian priority countries. This is the case of university cooperation which remains present 
in Southeast Asia and Latin America were some of the countries that are considered most 
sensitive to the effects of climate change (Vietnam, Cambodia and the Andean countries) 
are to be found. Such wealth of experience deserves to be the object of exchanges of 
experience well beyond Belgian actors, in order to draw lessons from it and improve future 
climate action. 

 
39  Adaptation Fund Website. https://www.adaptation-fund.org/projects-programmes/. 

https://www.adaptation-fund.org/projects-programmes/
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 Role of the FPS HFSCE 

At the level of its partner countries, the FPS HFSCE’s support to NDC implementation 
puts it in a perfect position to catalyse coordination of climate action. 

Despite a global lack of coordination, in Burkina Faso, the FPS HFSCE financed NDC 
facilitator oversees the revision and implementation of the Partnership plan and climate 
related objectives. He also plays a role of interface between the government and other 
actors involved in climate action, takes part in all dialogue concerning climate change at a 
national level, and supports finding resources for NDC plan implementation. A large part 
of his role consists in building further partnerships between local authorities and the 40 
development partners members of the NDC partnership in Burkina Faso. The facilitator 
also provides regular reports on NDC plan progress to all development partners. This 
coordination role is greatly appreciated by national authorities as well as development 
partners active in climate change. Indeed, such actors indicate that institutionalising such 
a function across all partner countries would constitute a valued contribution towards 
greater climate action coherence. Such an effect would be stronger if it were coupled with 
coordination at the level of Belgian actors involved in climate action in the partner country. 

Potential synergies in Burkina Faso 

In Burkina Faso, there are clear synergies (or potential synergies) between the NDC plan 

and activities of other partners in the country such as the United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP) or the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), or 

Development partners involved in the Great Green Wall. Further major actors involved in 

climate action are the World Bank (WB), the West African Development Bank (BDAO), the 

African Development Bank (AfDB), and the Swedish, Japanese, Danish, German and 

French development cooperation. 

Indeed, the NDC facilitator in Burkina Faso (under contract since 2020) has liaised with 
the chargé d’affaires at the Embassy and can be called upon to facilitate climate related 
events or conduct climate related capacity building sessions for Belgium actors. Such 
collaboration is likely to leverage more climate action coordination and synergies 
as it should further bring Enabel (and possibly other Belgian operators) into the 
Burkina Faso’s NDC plan network of actors. 

In practice, the NDC facilitator in Burkina Faso has also been in contact with Belgian NGOs 
to mainstream climate change within their action. Broederlijk Delen (BD) was responsible 
for mobilising all the Belgian NGO. Various meetings led to a capacity building session at 
the Belgian Embassy. The session revolved around a state of play of the implementation 
of climate commitments at the level of Burkina Faso. A consortium of national NGO’s was 
also present. 

However, in contrast to the synergies emerging in Burkina Faso around the NDC support 
provided by FPS HFSCE, in Niger, NDC support was more of a technical nature 
(improvement of greenhouse gas inventories) and has been pretty much standalone. In 
the near future, FPS HFSCE will finance an NDC facilitator in Niger. 

Aside from FPS HFSCE, the UNFCCC focal point in Niger and Niger’s Centre National de 
Développement Durable (CNDD) consider they do not have much contact with other 
Belgian cooperation actors at a national level. Enabel develops varied actions related to 
adaptation and resilience but has not discussed with the authorities in charge of such 
issues. The UNFCCC focal point would wish to be more implicated in the 
identification of Enabel’s actions, possibly through an MoU.  

The FPS HFSCE tries to work in specific niches in projects where it has networks and 
expertise and where there is scaling up potential through the activities of other 
development partners. It presents the advantage of being flexible in its operation 
modalities compared to most other development actors involved in climate action. The 
bottom-up approach through which the capacity building provided by FPS HFSCE is 
selected is complementary to development cooperation activities provided by other Belgian 
operators. FPS HFSCE therefore has the potential to contribute significantly to the global 
coherence of Belgian climate action. 
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EQ4 Efficiency 

Following a general response to EQ4, this section presents a set of significant elements 
linked to the efficiency of Belgian climate action. In particular, it touches upon the 
geographical concentration of Belgian climate action, the availability of climate expertise, 
the flexibility of development cooperation and climate action, the importance of 
predictability and continuity; as well as Belgian added value in terms of climate action, its 
leverage capacity, level of private sector climate investment mobilisation and general cost-
effectiveness. The section concludes with a brief chapter on the effects of the Covid-19 
pandemic on Belgian climate action. 

EQ4: To what extent has the framework, choice of actors, channels and instruments 
allowed the federal strategy on climate finance to obtain results and do so in a cost-
effective way? 

General response to EQ4 

Though adequate data to measure cost effectiveness is not available, efficiency appears 
satisfactory. It can nonetheless still be improved. 

Various characteristics of Belgian development cooperation and climate action are 
conducive to efficiency. Geographical concentration helps achieve impact with limited 
resources. It also strengthens knowledge of context, actors and dynamic and is conducive 
to a territorial approach. Territorial approaches are themselves adapted to climate action 
as they i) promote systemic work favourable to multisectoral challenges; ii) favour 
participation of local communities and help maximise synergies; and iii) are inherent to an 
effective implementation of several low carbon and resilient developmental models. 

Though climate expertise of Belgian development cooperation actors involved in climate 
action has been strengthened none of them declared possessing specific in-house experts 
on climate change. Specific climate expertise is called upon on an ad hoc basis at key 
moments of an intervention but not internalised within the Belgian operators. Considering 
Belgium’s cross cutting approach to climate action, this model appears efficient as long as 
basic foundation knowledge is internalised within each Belgian operator. 

Belgian added value is not specifically related to climate change. Its partners mostly value 
Belgian field experience, Belgian contact with local partners, Belgian detailed knowledge 
of context, Belgian flexibility and Belgian capacity to understand and adapt. A further 
Belgian added value is the ‘Qualitative’ dimension of its climate finance in the sense that 
it is mostly implemented through grants. 

Despite these strengths, Belgian climate action is weak in terms of leveraging private 
finance. It does not possess adequate tools to strongly involve the private sector. 

 Geographical concentration 

In order to achieve more impact with its limited resources, Belgium cooperation 
often chooses to concentrate its resources over a more limited area within a 
partner country. Such a geographical concentration also strengthens knowledge 
of context, actors and dynamics. In Senegal, Belgian federal cooperation focuses on 
the Siné-Saloum whereas in Tanzania, it puts more emphasis on the Kigoma region. 

The geographical choice itself is totally coherent in Senegal from a climate action 
perspective as the Siné-Saloum is considered an area very sensitive to climate change due 
to coastal erosion and challenges in terms of agricultural land and drinking water 
management, aggravated by water table and soil salinisation. Such factors mean it is an 
area which will be deeply affected by climate change. 

Beyond the geographical choice, focusing on a specific area is conducive to a 
territorial approach which is favourable to climate action. Indeed, dealing with a 
complex, multisectoral and crosscutting issue such as climate change needs a 
systemic approach to development as well as the participation of local 
communities. This, in turn; implies developing as many complementarities and 
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synergies as possible between climate and development interventions. All such 
characteristics are facilitated by a territorial approach to development (as well as a 
more limited geographical focus). By maximising the scope for synergies to occur, a 
territorial approach is also more efficient. 

More specifically, a territorial approach is inherent to an effective implementation 
of several low carbon and resilient developmental models which contribute to 
addressing climate change adaptation and mitigation challenges. In particular, it supports 
local economic development, local sourcing and short circuit marketing processes and the 
emergence of forms of circular economy. A territorial approach can also be conducive to 
off-grid renewable energy development. It also favours community management of 
natural resources. 

The importance of a territorial approach is well integrated by Enabel in its climate related 
ToC, which underlines it as one of its 3 key principles. 

Such an approach is made more complicated for BIO which has no country representatives 
and manages its activities through 4 thematical teams based in Belgium. This implies that 
there is no territorial approach and more generally no programmatic approach conducive 
to synergies between interventions. 

 Availability of climate expertise 

According to most Belgian development cooperation actors, with climate change having 
become more prominent in the development agenda over the evaluation period, federal 
development cooperation institutions have significantly strengthened their 
climate change expertise over the last few years.  

Enabel, in particular, has been active in doing. Moreover, its growing climate change 
expertise benefitted from the institution’s application to the GCF to become an accredited 
entity. The growing prominence of climate change in NGOs’ networks also guided Oxfam 
Solidarité to develop general expertise to abide by certifications schemes and 
humanitarian principles. In this regard, the improved capacity of Belgian actors to address 
climate change issues is not only due to strengthened expertise, but also to a broader 
awareness related to climatic matters. 

However, none of the Belgian actors declared possessing specific in-house experts 
on climate change. Climate expertise has been strengthened in a more systemic way 
across institutions. 

Though they admit one can always build one’s capacity further, Belgian development 

cooperation actors consider that they have access to sufficient climate change 
expertise at identification and formulation stage so as to design satisfactory 
climate change specific interventions or mainstream climate change effectively 
within their operations. They are conscious of not being climate change specialists but 
feel they master the basic foundation knowledge which development personnel should 
have so as to manage climate change adaptation and mitigation in a satisfactory way and 
identify when it is necessary to call on external specialised expertise. 

Calling upon external specialised climate related expertise 

The Programme d’amélioration des services de l’eau potable et de l’assainissement en 
milieu rural (PASEPAR) can be considered to have made a significant contribution to 
Senegal’s climate adaptation actions through its promotion of the GIRE approach and 
water table contracts. However, in both cases it called upon the support of international 
expertise (French and Moroccan) to support the water management approach and/or tool. 

Though the logic is different as it relates more to the availability of its personnel than to 
its intrinsic expertise, the FPS HFSCE works through external technical assistance by 
identifying, orientating and monitoring the work undertaken through its financial support. 
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BIO would appreciate having more access to forestry and agroforestry expertise so as to 
develop its activities in these sectors for which it has a specific fund (the Forestry fund) at 
its disposal but a lack of experience and technical know-how to develop a sizeable pipeline. 

Belgian actors are prone to mainstream climate change into resilience and development 
projects, rather than to develop specific climate change adaptation or mitigation 
interventions. With climate change not being the focus of the interventions general 
developmental expertise remains the priority if a choice has to be made, despite the fact 
that, as flagged by the representative of Bos+, expertise is more impactful when it is held 
by the project staff, rather than by devoted climate experts at the organisation-level. 

In consequence, no full-time climate change expert is part of implementation teams in the 

projects analysed. Climate change mostly seems to be dealt with on an ad-hoc basis 
through calling on partners and external expertise, both local and international. 
Combining local and international climate expertise appears desirable as it helps 
to adapt and tailor Belgian expertise to local situations, as well as frame climate 
change as a relevant topic for locals rather than as a donor’s concern. 

Calling on local expertise and experience 

Bos+ complemented its global experience on forestry with the local expertise of the Mpingo 
Conservation and Development Initiative, a forestry-focused NGO based in Tanzania and 
Mozambique. Similarly, BIO selects fund managers that have prior on-hand experience 
with renewable energy projects and in similar projects both from a technical and 
geographical point of view: in this regard, the regional climatic expertise of the institution 
appears to be sufficient for assessing applications. 

The evaluation team considers that the model whereby specific climate expertise is called 
upon on an ad-hoc basis at key moments of an intervention but not internalised within the 
Belgian operators is efficient as it enables to limit the size of project teams. However, the 
question of the basic foundation knowledge which development personnel should have (so 
as to manage climate change adaptation and mitigation in a satisfactory way, identify 
when to call upon more specialised expertise and implement field work) needs to be given 
further thought. Presently, it is unclear whether the widespread opinion that sufficient 
climate expertise is available within institutions is justified. Belgian actors come out as 
possessing a high level of conceptual climate expertise and diplomatic capacity but less 
hands-on expertise in terms of field work. 

In addition, the fact that no financial tool40 to call upon specific climate expertise, in a 
flexible way, at key moments of a project’s cycle, exists, appears incoherent in terms of 
operationalising such a model of climate knowledge management, although strategic 
partnerships with civil society and research institutions can go some way in doing so. A 
flexible financial tool to access climate expertise appears to be lacking. BIO declares having 
one at its disposal in the form of a technical assistance fund, but it indicates only very 
rarely using it because the administrative formalities needed to access it are too 
burdensome, particularly in view of the small budgets in question. On the other hand, one 
would have thought that Enabel could use its study and expertise fund for this purpose. A 
budget line for such needs could also be included in NGO Joint Strategic Framework 
(JSF/CSC/GSK). However, a more general tool at the level of DGD would support climate 
expertise mutualisation, collaboration and exchange. 

 
40  Specific or not to climate expertise. 
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Institutional partnerships around complementary know-how 

Eclosio organises internships around climate change issues with support from Agence 
wallonne de l’air et du climat (AWAC) “scholarships”. Local personnel and partners receive 
training in Belgian and reflect on climate related projects from April to June (3 months). 
Such internships support the development of in-country climate expertise as well as the 
identification of climate related actions. The idea is to support local actors in assuming a 
holistic approach to development, mainstreaming climate change as far as possible. Such 
actions demonstrate a form of complementarity between the Directorate General for 
Development (DGD) and AWAC which has a history of climate related development 
cooperation action. 

In the same logic, an experience-sharing system or climate change related capacity 
building network would be valuable. 

 Flexible development cooperation and climate action 

Flexible financing tools which can be adapted to climate adaptation or mitigation 
needs as they appear in the course of an intervention are key to mainstreaming 
climate change in an efficient and effective way. Indeed, although it is always best to 
plan ahead and integrate climate considerations early on in the project identification and 
formulation process, this is not always possible or effective. 

Belgian development cooperation actors are generally considered flexible in their ways of 

operating. Flexibility is associated to a Belgian cooperation added value. 

Examples of best practice include Brussels Environment’s “Top-up funding”. Top-
up funds are not earmarked to full projects but are flexibly attributed to existing projects 
as additional climate-specific resources. Despite the limited annual climate envelope at 
Brussels Environment’s disposal (2,25 M€/year) such regional top-up funding has helped 
significantly strengthen the climate adaptation or mitigation dimension of a set of 
development projects developed at federal level by Enabel (e.g., providing solar energy to 
schools financed through more classic educational projects). Though this can also be 
perceived as compensation for an initial lack of climate mainstreaming within the project, 
the top-up funding also makes a project more bankable. Flanders and Wallonia also appear 
interested in developing such ICF tools. 

At a more general level, allowing budget flexibility by not binding ICF to a specific 
fiscal year, through multiannual programme approaches for instance (as is the case in 
Belgium), also helps actors involved in climate action to adapt to climate adaptation and 
mitigation needs. 

Interviews at the NDC Partnership level also suggest that flexibility is identified as an asset 

of Belgium in international climate finance, with funds following the needs identified by 
beneficiary countries. 

Flexibility in terms of volumes of ICF also allows for efficient climate action. Particularly 
when dealing with adaptation measures pertaining to more vulnerable communities for 
which limited budgets are often sufficient to achieve significant impact. The fact that such 
communities also often evolve in riskier environments implies that resilience mechanisms 
are often less predictable meaning that flexibility in resource allocation at relatively short 
notice represents a further added value. 

In general, smaller budgetary envelopes and corresponding tools are adapted to meeting 
the needs of more vulnerable populations which may otherwise not benefit from support. 
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 Importance of predictability and continuity 

In addition to flexibility, the predictability and continuity of ICF channels and 
processes are a further significant source of added value. 

Multi-annual public commitments with a stronger degree of continuity and 
predictability allow for longer term planning. This is key to climate action which 
involves long term development processes involving structural changes in livelihood 
strategies and natural resource management. Moreover, ICF predictability is conducive to 
stronger coordination of climate action in the sense that it helps assign specific roles to 
the various development actors involved in climate action. 

This constitutes an advantage of climate funds as they are disconnected from 

annual budgetary processes and, in the case of Belgium, the often complex and 
unpredictable federal political situation. 

 Belgian added value 

Belgian operators are identified as possessing extensive field experience, nurturing close 
contacts with local partners and offering detailed knowledge of local context. They are also 
recognised for their flexibility. Such characteristics are identified as a significant Belgian 
added value by other development partners (notably the EU). They enable to adapt to 
specific needs and contexts, understand the needs of their various partners, and thus 
undertake efficient and cost-effective work. Such characteristics apply as much to Belgian 
general development work as to its climate action. 

Moreover, collaboration between Enabel and Belgian NGAs, though quite a recent trend at 
DGD’s behest, and not systematic, is perceived as strengthening these features. They are 
further strengthened by bottom-up approaches which ensure that the voices of local 
communities and beneficiaries are heard and taken into account in project design and 
implementation. 

Though it may be disrupted by political blockages in the years when multiannual 
programmes must be renewed, Belgian cooperation’s programme approach is conducive 
to long term planning. It is also open to adaptation in terms of how it is implemented. The 
main point of attention should be the initial objectives which are les open to modification; 
it should therefore be ensured that climate considerations are well integrated from the 
start. 

In Tanzania, market-based approaches (investment and co-guarantee fund mechanisms) 
have been identified as a further factor of efficiency, by ensuring that financial resources 
yield additional climate-related benefits. Such market-based approaches are reported to 
have been designed to mainstream and quantify environmental and climate matters in 
projects, both for the mitigation of adverse impacts and the delivery of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions avoidance. 

In addition, giving a ‘qualitative’ dimension to its ICF by undertaking most its 
funding through grants represents a real added value of Belgian ICF compared to 
that of other donors. Indeed, it is estimated that worldwide, only 20% of reported pubic 
ICF is undertaken through grants (Oxfam, 2020). One advantage of grants compared to 
loans or equity is that they are not totally conditional to economic profitability and growth 
which can to a certain extent be contradictory with climate action; they are therefore much 
more flexible. Similarly, focusing on LDCs is a further added value as only an 
estimated 20% of reported public ICF was reported to go to LDCs in 2017-2018 (Oxfam, 
2020). The fact that Oxfam (2020) also reports that too little climate finance is spent at a 
local level implies that Belgium’s climate action, being largely spent through Enabel and 
NGAs through field projects at a grassroots level, presents a further added value. 

The NDC partnership support unit also appreciates that Belgium operates in what it 

considers as some of the “most difficult” countries. 
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Besides, Senegalese authorities (Direction de la Gestion et de la Planification des 

Ressources en Eau - DGPRE…) perceive Belgium development cooperation actors, 
particularly Enabel, as robust partners in capacity building and technical assistance. 

Furthermore, in the face of already quite strong private investments in renewable energy, 
BIO maintains an added value as an investment partner because commercial banks remain 
wary of engaging in the long maturity investments required by the energy sector. In this 
sense, BIO remains faithful to its mandate that specifies that its financed interventions 
should be additional to the market. This is particularly the case for commercial and 
industrial solar projects, waste to energy projects or mini grids that still very much require 
Development Finance Institutions (DFI) funding because local commercial banks do not 
have the expertise or the balance sheet to provide long term financing. None the less, with 
time, and the increase in profitability of renewable energy systems, the additionality of 
BIO’s support is lessening for standard Independent Power Producer projects, particularly 
in less risky countries. 

In the field of clean energy projects, an important level of capital is currently also available 
from other public funders, including blended financing. BIO nevertheless maintains an 
added value as in the DFI landscape in the sense that its lower investment limit at 1 
M€ is significantly lower than the ticket size of most other DFI. This enables it to 
finance smaller projects (up to 10MW) that raise less appetite from other funders in 
view of their size and complexity, despite the fact that they still meet an acute need in 
targeted countries. In Tunisia, BIO supported a 10MW solar power plant which other DFIs 
would not finance. Besides, BIO considers itself as being in a position to fund 
slightly riskier projects than those funded by other regular balance DFIs, thanks 
to its subsidies in capital (“code-5”) budgetary line. Off grid renewable energy 
projects whose industry needs to mature and lacks returns, sustainable forestry projects 
or natural resource management projects are examples of such interventions. 

Despite the limited amounts of such concessional funds which contribute to risk reduction, 
from the point of view of serving more vulnerable populations threatened by climate 
change, these characteristics are a clear asset. Moreover, although it can face limitations 
in terms of financing larger projects, BIO may always seek partnerships with other DFIs 
to do so. 

On the other hand, from a geographic or thematic point of view no specificity of Belgian 
cooperation has been identified in relation to climate action. Indeed, Belgian 
development cooperation actors, underlining the importance of mainstreaming 
climate action across all forms of development work, maintain a cross cutting 
approach to climate action (in development cooperation as a whole) rather than focus 
on specific thematic areas. However, this does not exclude the possibility of 
developing specific areas of expertise related to climate action (though no obvious 
thematical niches have been identified). 

 Leverage capacity 

Interventions analysed and corresponding Belgian operators have developed partnerships 
linked to climate action which generate significant multiplier effects. Belgian climate 
action has contributed to leveraging climate funds from other donors. This is the 
case of the Projet de Bassin de Rétention et de Valorisation de Forages dans les régions 
de Diourbel, Fatick, Kaolack, Kaffrine et Thiès (BARVAFOR), financed through Enabel in 
Senegal, which has led to considerable additional investments from the EU in the form of 
subsequent phases of a rural development project (PARERBA). The PARERBA has itself 
leveraged significant amounts of private investments. Similarly, the Ten Merina Ndakha 
solar energy project in Senegal, supported by BIO, has also catalysed significant additional 
funding into solar energy in Senegal including the largest solar farm in West Africa, through 
the Senergy project. 

In the Water sector (in Senegal), Enabel has had a significant cross cutting effect on policy 
which should be conducive to effect multiplication. At a policy level, Enabel’s water and 
sanitation PASEPAR project, beyond contributing to providing clean water and sanitation 
has worked closely with the Water Management and Planning Directorate (DGPRE) to build 
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its capacity in relation to Integrated Water Resource management (GIRE) and water table 
contracts. Such approaches and water management tools have been adapted by 
Senegalese authorities at a national level and Belgium’s pioneering role in promoting them 
is recognised. 

Enabel’s action in that sense is further strengthened by its coordination of the GIRE donor 
working group in Senegal which brings together the World Bank (WB), European Union 
(EU), United States Agency for International Development (USAID), Japanese 
International Cooperation Agency (JICA) and Agence Française de Développement (AFD) 
amongst others. As a result of this, Enabel’s work links into the EU’s Programme d’eau 
potable et d’assainissement du Millénaire (PEPAM), also based on the GIRE approach. 
Enabel will also play a role in the upcoming 9th World Water Forum in Dakar in March 2022. 

Leverage by the Ten Merina Ndakah solar energy project (supported by BIO) 

It is recognised that the Ten Merina project has led to further solar investments such as 

Senergy with which Ten Merina has developed synergies, in addition to contributing to its 

design through the experience accumulated by Ten Merina. Moreover, by co financing solar 

plants through equity or senior debt, sometimes in quite a limited way (10% of total cost 

in the case of the Senergy41) through partnerships with private sector companies and other 

development Banks (FMO, from The Netherlands, in the case of Senergy and PROPARCO, 

from France, in the case of Ten Merina), BIO has contributed to a further spree of 

investments in renewable energy. 

In addition to this, Ten Merina has developed a UNDP led green certificate scheme through 

which it sells carbon credits through a German company that acts as a broker towards 

another company that buys the green certificates. The proceeds are invested in community 

projects such as a 14ha irrigation perimeter for vegetable production. 

More generally, EU funds represent close to 30% of Enabel’s current global portfolio and 

a significant source of climate finance. Enabel’s accreditation by the GCF should further 
strengthen its proportion of external funding. 

Enabel accreditation by the Green Climate Fund (GCF) 

In terms of multilateral action, despite all its advantages and promises of increasing access 
to ICF, accreditation to the GCF has proved an extremely time-consuming process for 
Enabel. In fact, the heavy administrative processes associated with the GCF have led 
Enabel to consider redirecting part of the projects it had initially intended to propose to 
the GCF to other sources of financing. Beyond the time that approving a proposal takes 
and which has resulted in no project having been launched yet despite GCF accreditation 
dating back to 201942, the human resources necessary to support the application process 
are considered out of proportion and frustrating. Such conclusions are corroborated by 
LuxDev which also considers GCF administrative processes to be much too complex and 
burdensome. 

Nonetheless, although no concrete action has yet resulted, Enabel values the experience 
and climate related capacity strengthening which has resulted from the GCF accreditation 
process as well as the visibility and credibility it has gained through completing it, both at 
the Belgian and EU level. Beyond applying for GCF funds, GCF accreditation has built 
Enabel’s reputation in terms of climate finance management within the donor community 
at large. This in turn has strengthened Enabel’s capacity to obtain and leverage ICF beyond 
Belgium. This diversification of funding sources slightly lessens Enabel’s bond to the 
Belgian political agenda in relation to climate finance. 

Participating in thematic platforms on issues related to climate change is a further way of 
contributing to strengthen and multiply climate action. NGAs, often confronted to their 
limited influence as individual institutions, are well conscious of this. 

 

 
41  Cofinanced through senior debt by BIO (10%), Eiffage (15%) and Meridian a French investment fund (75%). 
42  Enabel has been working on several proposals. 
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Leveraging influence through thematical platforms 

Eclosio’s participation in the platform on agroecology constitutes a way of disseminating 

its experience as much as of strengthening itself. In addition, Eclosio is also part of a 

group which works on mangroves a well as a participant in a programme at the level of 

West Africa (supported by the EU and International Union for the Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN) through the 5-delta consortium). It also develops a partnership with Wetlands 

International in relation to mangroves. In addition, it receives significant additional 

support for its mangrove programme (through the EU and IUCN but also the Albert de 

Monaco Foundation). More generally, Eclosio has developed a consortium with Louvain 

Coopération through which it develops interventions with a climate action character. 

Finally, FPS HFSCE support to NDC implementation as well as Measure, Report and 

Verify (MRV) systems could have significant knock-on leverage effects and it is 
likely to contribute to greater ICF mobilisation. ICF mobilisation is one of the tasks 
of the NDC facilitator provided to Burkina Faso, but beyond his presence, strengthening 
Burkinan actors involved in climate action and increasing their level of coordination is likely 
to prompt donors to provide additional funding. Moreover, setting up an MRV system is an 
essential condition to access international climate finance, particularly that aimed at 
greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation projects. 

 Private investment mobilisation 

Although the need to increase private ICF is repeatedly mentioned in policy documents 
(Climate vision, general policy notes), concrete ways of leveraging private ICF 
beyond investments in renewable energy or energy efficiency are not clearly 
outlined and Belgium development cooperation actors appear to have scant 
instruments to enable this political will to materialise. 

Private sector climate related investments appear largely limited to the energy sector with 
a number of actors investing in renewable energy, particularly solar and wind. Agriculture 
is also a sector which receives private investment, but such capital is generally directed 
towards export products and modes of production which carry a high carbon footprint 
and/or are heavy consumers of water. 

On one hand, there is a need to identify a more varied set of climate mitigation 
and adaptation investment opportunities suitable for the private sector, 
particularly in the area of climate adaptation. On the other, the framework for 
supporting private investment into climate change mitigation and adaptation 
remains too vague and there is a need to develop a more varied set of financial 
instruments (requiring public finance and possible concessional instruments) to support 
private sector investment in climate action. 

Furthermore, it can be suggested that the private sector participation could be sought 
more actively if projects were to develop in strategic sectors (valorisation of waste to 
energy, alternative charcoal, hydropower) (Republic of Tanzania, 2020), building on the 
existing experience in Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) (GIZ, 2013). 

Supporting partnerships through local contextual knowledge 

The Netherlands’ ICF contributions are characterised by strong partnerships with civil 
society organisations and the private sector in PPPs. The Netherlands pursues a flexible 
choice of channels and instruments to best fit the local context of its interventions. A best 
practice of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in this regard is the design of ‘climate change 
profiles’ for the countries it directly works with to help integrate climate actions into 
development cooperation activities. Such profiles could be useful in the FPS Foreign Affairs’ 
current expansion of the thematic climate portfolio in the Sahel Region (as well as for its 
more global climate action). 

In Tanzania, based on the analysed projects, private sector investments in climate action 
remains a strategic gap for the Federal Belgian government. Although several projects 
focus on the local private sector as beneficiary, such as Enabel’s Sustainable Agriculture 
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in the Kigoma Region Project (SAKiRP) in Tanzania and the BIO investment in the 
hydropower plant on the Tanzanian-Ugandan border, there has been no/low evidence of 
private sector co-financing in climate action. 

Enabel’s latest management contract opens up possibilities to support the private sector, 
in line with the stated need to develop private investment in climate action. However, 
Enabel seems to lack tools to do so, not least because it is not allowed to provide loans to 
the private sector (direct lending being BIO’s domain). In consequence, Enabel admits 
that the efforts it has put into private sector support, including the development of a 
dedicated private sector unit, have not yet produced expected results. Enabel also 
concedes that what results have been obtained are limited to developing a green economy 
around renewable (wind) energy. As a result, it is unclear what added value it has brought 
beyond what BIO already does, as renewable energy is also BIO’s main area of climate 
action. 

Having said this, it is necessary to underline some level of success concerning private 
investment in renewable energy systems. This is the case of interventions supported by 
BIO and Finexpo. A study on private climate finance mobilisation (Trinomics, 2016) 
indicated that over the period 2013-2014, the concessional and non-concessional loans 
from Finexpo and BIO, could be associated to a leverage factor of 0.49, meaning that for 
every 2 euros of public funds spent, one euro of private capital was mobilised. Besides, 
although financing through grants is not aimed at mobilising private resources, grants can 
play an important role in creating an enabling environment for private sector investment 
through policy intervention and capacity building activities in partner countries (OECD, 
2019). 

Nonetheless, a leverage factor of 0.49 remains modest compared to other countries; IFU 

the Danish development Bank, boosted a leverage factor of 7.9 in 2019 (IFU, 2019). 
Belgium development actors should work on improving this; all the more so as BIO itself 
admits that, in terms of blended finance, it is not as advanced as most other Development 
Finance Institutions (DFI). Indeed, although it is now given more importance, at least in 
relation to agriculture, blended finance was not prioritised by Belgian authorities in the 
past. 

 Cost effectiveness 

It is difficult to judge how far the climate change effects obtained by the various 
interventions under analysis have been reached at satisfactory cost. There are few points 
of comparison moreover few interventions are only climate action specific. In addition, the 
way interventions are categorised as climate specific (Rio marker 2) or climate relevant 
(Rio marker 1) is open to interpretation; similarly, as underlined as one of this study’s 
limitations, the way climate budgets are allocated to each action in the MMR data base is 
also very approximative. For instance, why exactly the Eclosio programme and an Enabel 
water management project (BARVAFOR) should only see 2,7% and 5,5% of their budget 
reflected in the MMR database whereas an Enabel water and sanitation project (PASEPAR) 
has almost 47% of its budget accounted for as climate finance is unclear in view of their 
effects. The calculation of grant equivalents in the case of loans adds a further layer of 
complexity. The Ten Merina solar energy project loan is accounted as climate finance for 
28,5% of its value. 

Belgian operators (Enabel, NGA or University cooperation in particular), through their 
field experience, close contact with local partners and detailed knowledge of local context 
are considered as efficient and cost effective in their development work. This is 
also true of climate action, though parallel results -in addition to climate change 
adaptation and/or mitigation effects- would also have to be taken into account. 

However, the cost effectiveness of climate results suffers from a weak results-

driven approach associated to a limited focus on climate action and weak 
guidance as to what should be sought and how it could be achieved. 
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Besides, for some actors interviewed, though it should support further climate focus and 

mainstreaming, the regional programme includes a risk of bureaucratisation with a 
possible associated loss of efficiency. 

 Effects of the Covid-19 

The Covid-19 crisis is not reported to have affected climate action further than it has 
affected Development Cooperation in general. 

Though on the short run the Covid-19 crisis could have a negative effect on volumes of 
ICF, with activities reoriented towards medical action and support to sanitary resilience 
(as was the case with the Disaster Risk Reduction project in Tanzania43), this is largely 
perceived as marginal with one phenomenon representing a short-term crisis whereas the 
other despite its urgency involves a long-term perspective. 

On the long run, some argue that perceived links between the Covid-19 crisis and 

environmental degradation will favour an increase in climate specific projects and 
programmes and efforts to better mainstream climate action in bilateral cooperation and 
NGA's work. 

More specifically, the crisis has limited opportunities to gather communities, especially 
when those are particularly threatened by the virus, and has caused delays (incurred by 
sanitary measures) in the construction sector. More generally, projects integrated in broad 
networks, such as Enabel’s Sustainable Agriculture in the Kigoma Region Project (SAKiRP) 
that links up with foreign agricultural markets, are hindered by a weakened economic 
outlook44. 

EQ5 Effectiveness and Impact 

Following a general response to EQ5, this section presents a set of significant elements 
linked to the effectiveness and impact of Belgian climate action. In particular, it touches 
upon the climate adaptation and mitigation impacts of the Belgian federal cooperation and 
the monitoring and evaluation of climate action. The section also presents an analysis of 
the gaps in the climate action framework and logic, as they can be inferred from the 
reconstructed ToC. 

EQ5: To what extent have climate adaptation and climate mitigation results been reached 
through Belgian climate finance, through which operational frameworks, channels and 
instruments, and how far have they contributed to strengthen the resilience of partner 
countries to climate change and ultimately to fight climate change? (If not, what is 
necessary to achieve this?) 

General response to EQ5 

Diverse climate adaptation and climate mitigation results have been reached through 
Belgian climate action. They have contributed to strengthen the resilience of partner 
countries to climate change and to fight climate change (as long as one does not consider 
that co-benefits in terms of economic development cancel such positive effects). 

BIO and FPS HFSCE have focused more on climate mitigation action whereas Enabel and 
NGAs & IAs are more focused on climate adaptation. 

However, not all planned climate related outputs have been given attention thus limiting 
the extent of expected outcome attainment. 

Overall, and though Belgium does not fare worse than other countries in this respect, the 
impact of Belgian climate action is not in line with the extent of climate challenges. 

Due to the limited monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes focused on climate action 
and the very few climate-specific indicators, it is however difficult to measure climate 

 
43  Final Narrative Report Disaster Risk Reduction Tanzania, 2020 (Shared by Oxfam Solidarité). 
44  SAKIRP Annual Results Report, 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
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results specifically, particularly in terms of quantification of adaptation effects (which is a 
challenge even if one pays attention to M&E). 

 Climate adaptation and mitigation impacts of Belgian federal 

cooperation 

Climate related effects of Belgian cooperation projects are diverse and 

encompass both climate change mitigation and adaptation (water retention, forest 

expansion, energy production, soil management, coastal protection...). However, the 

limited monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes focused on climate action 

mean that estimating effects in terms of climate change mitigation and 

adaptation is hazardous. 

Outside from energy projects, Belgian climate action mainly addresses climate adaptation 
needs with climate mitigation results representing mainly co-benefits of more general 
development processes. This further complicates the assessment of such results as co-
benefits are generally not the focus of M&E. 

None the less, a number of concrete climate change adaptation and mitigation 

effects can be attributed to Belgian federal cooperation and climate action 

efforts: 

Investments in renewable energy and their related carbon emission reduction results 
contribute to climate change mitigation. Such effects are attributable to BIO and Enabel 
projects. They originate through specific renewable energy production and distribution 
projects but also at a smaller scale through mainstreaming climate action within more 
general development interventions (solar and wind pumps, solar energy for the “Agropôle 
centre”…); 

Improved sustainable water management through the financing of improved water 
and sanitation infrastructure, as well as irrigation equipment or the dissemination of 
sustainable water management approaches (GIRE) and tools (water table contracts) 
potentially contributes to resilience and climate change adaptation though quantifying this 
contribution is tricky. Such results are obtained through Enabel’s water and sanitation 
programme as well as through Enabel and Eclosio’s agricultural programmes. To a lesser 
extent BIO may also contribute to such effects indirectly through the community support 
provided by its clients via carbon credit sales; 

Improved agricultural techniques, be they agroecological or based on salt resistant 
rice varieties contribute to food security and resilience thus representing another form of 
climate change adaptation. Such results are obtained through Enabel and Eclosio’s 
agricultural programmes, as well as through the composting action promoted by VVSG (15 
tons produced in 2020) or the agroforestry actions supported by BOS+. Again, to a lesser 
extent BIO may also contribute to such effects through the agricultural community support 
it contributes to provide through its Business Development Support Fund (BDSF) grants 
or through that provided by its clients via carbon credit sales; 

Forest and mangrove management and preservation by Enabel, BOS+, Eclosio and 
VVSG, as well as to a lesser extent the tree plantations undertaken by Enabel, Eclosio or 
BIO to protect the irrigation perimeters or solar farms they implement, contribute to 
climate change mitigation by stocking carbon. Agroforestry, promoted by Enabel, Bos+ 
and Eclosio, also contributes to such effects though in a limited way; 

Mangrove management by Eclosio and VVSG contributes to climate change adaptation 
by limiting coastal erosion; 

Strengthening local capacities to manage natural resources also contributes to 
climate change adaptation such as is the case in interventions implemented by BOS+, 
Enabel, Eclosio and VVSG. Such effects remain difficult to quantify however; 

Through a carbon credit scheme integrated by one of its clients and whose proceeds are 
reinvested into local development, BIO has indirectly contributed to develop an incubator 
which offers vocational training in solar energy to local populations (panel maintenance, 
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solar field maintenance…). This has been undertaken in collaboration with Dakar 
polytechnic University and Dakar University; 

Improved cooking stoves and bio-digesters promoted by Eclosio and Oxfam-
Solidarité (as well as VVSG in the case of improved stoves) limit use of wood for cooking 
and thus contribute to climate change mitigation by limiting CO2 emissions; 

By recycling plastic and paper waste as industrial fuel, recycling hard plastic to make 
chairs or basins, or recycling metal, the VVSG intervention limits carbon emissions and 
contributes to climate change mitigation; 

Low carbon construction methods and materials such as the building of stone arch 
bridges by Enabel in the SAKIRP project and those investigated by VLIR through a Water 
management and Urban Development intervention (WAMADE) in Vietnam, are a valuable 
contribution to climate mitigation. The carbon footprint of stone arch bridges is 80% less 
than conventional reinforced concrete bridges; 

Contributing to understand how buildings can be made more climate proof and the 
consequences in terms of urban planning -as VLIR does through the WAMADE project- is 
a significant contribution to climate adaptation, which can be put in practice both in the 
North and in the South; 

Building local capacities to conduct climate action such as the FPS HFSCE does 
through its support to NDC implementation and the setting up of a number of specific tools 
for climate action is also key to obtaining, multiplying and consolidating climate adaptation 
and mitigation results. The support provided by VLIR in designing a system for modelling 
(and predicting flooding) in urban areas is also key to adapting to climate change; 

Eclosio and VVSG also integrate awareness raising components aimed at the Belgian 
population. 

More globally, a set of interventions, particularly in the agricultural sector, aim at building 
the resilience of local communities (income diversification, reduction of risks on 
agricultural production, alert and climate related disaster coping systems…) in a way which 
strongly contributes to climate change adaptation. 

Though such a statement greatly simplifies reality, one can say that whereas Enabel and 
NGA are more effective in obtaining climate change adaptation results and 
impact, BIO and the FPS HFSCE contribute more to climate mitigation related 
effects. 

BIO’s contribution to climate change mitigation is quite clear cut, at least for 
renewable energy projects, and one of the few that is quantified quite precisely 
through estimates of carbon emission reductions. However, BIO’s climate action 
effectiveness is currently largely limited to the energy sector. BIO has trouble 
identifying projects which correspond to the climate change adaptation dimension of its 
mandate, as specified within its management contract. There appears to be potential for 
BIO to invest in agricultural initiative as well as in relation to building sustainable cities; 
but there are still too few BIO activities in those areas. Moreover, its collaboration with 
certification schemes45 (Fair Trade Access Fund, Alterfin, Niche, Puratos...) is positive in 
terms of climate change mitigation and/or adaptation, but it deserves to be brought to 
higher levels. 

A debate exists in terms of how far the economic development which may accompany 
climate action (clean energy production, low carbon models, water management) may 
“compete” with the initial positive climate effects and eventually cancel them. Indeed, 
some apparently climate effective projects can be seen to provide development benefits 
without any decrease of greenhouse gas emissions. For example, a renewable energy 
project may produce clean energy added to other energy sources without replacing them. 
Similarly, improved efficiency may lead to a “rebound” effect, due to a boom in the use of 
energy because it becomes much more cost-efficient. Low carbon models or water 
management techniques may be successful to the point where their multiplication cancels 
the increase in resource use efficiency. From a mitigation point of view, the situation with 
or without project should indeed be taken into account: although low carbon models may 

 
45  Fairtrade, organic, Rainforest Alliance/UTZ,… 
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be implemented, do they result in lower greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions than existed 
before the project or do they only contribute to limit GHG emission rise. However, the 
absence of elaborate monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes makes it difficult to 
estimate the significance of such type of effects. 

A further debate concerns how far energy efficiency projects which persist in using 
hydrocarbons to produce energy but produce more energy for similar GHG emissions can 
be considered as climate action. Ultimately, the debate revolves around whether there is 
any sense in replacing a polluting technique with a less polluting one (but continue adding 
pressure on the climate) and how rapidly and to what extent we should reduce CO2 
emissions. It is not the evaluation’s role to answer that question, but data do point to the 
fact that temporarily subsidising gas to limit deforestation can in some instances be a 
relevant transition measure because it will not be possible to replace wood at very short 
term in some areas. Moreover, gas can provide co benefits because it lessens the need for 
women to collect wood and reduces emissions as gas stoves are more efficient than 
wooden ones. The transitional character of gas support should however exclude 
investments in infrastructure which result in stranded assets. 

FPS HFSCE provides very limited amounts of ICF46 but, beyond the technical 
assistance it finances, it possesses specific expertise (Climate policy, emission 
inventory…) and nurtures an extensive network both nationally and internationally. 
This enables it to play an important role as a facilitator and mainstreamer of 
climate action in Belgian development work. It participates in negotiations on ICF at 
international level, follows UNFCCC activities and tries to link climate negotiations with 
development work. As a result, FPS HFSCE is visible in terms of climate action and climate 
policy discussions despite managing small amounts of ICF. 

Despite the importance and variety of these results (and bearing in mind that they 

remain largely unquantified -with the exception of energy related reductions in CO2 
emissions), they do not appear to be in line with the extent of the climate 
challenges (though Belgium does not fare worse than other countries in this respect). In 
the case of Senegal, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) projections 
indicate that large parts of Siné-Saloum will be regularly flooded in the next 20-30 years 
due to the effects of rising sea levels, meaning that agricultural activity will be very 
compromised. Coastal erosion predictions are already pushing the government to relocate 
certain populations. In these conditions, adaptation action, whilst useful, may just not be 
enough; and the impact of current efforts remains to be confirmed. 

 Transformational change 

Though it is still limited, one can consider that Belgian climate action has a 
transformational dimension. 

Transformational change can be considered to have been reached when barriers to 
implementation faced by future climate-related programs/projects have been meaningfully 
removed and such interventions are made easier to implement in the future. Creating 
conducive environments for climate action is therefore key to transformational change. 

Though the impact is still limited a set of Belgian climate actions can be considered as 
transformational. FPS HFSCE’s strengthening of national climate institutions, for example, 
clearly facilitates the implementation of future climate action. Indeed, the NDC partnership 
which FPS HFSCE supports defines itself as “a global coalition of countries and institutions 
collaborating to drive transformational climate action through sustainable development”. 

At a more limited scale, a set of other actions can be considered as bearing 
transformational potential: 

- “Governance projects”, such as those supported by FPS HFSCE but also various 
other development actors, by building institutional capacity of actors involved in 
climate action and providing policy support at national or local level, create an 

 
46  Indicatively 200 to 400 000 euros annually. 
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environment more prone and capable of addressing climate action. Changes in 
national policies tend to be the most transformational actions. National policies can 
create the kind of environment that allows concessionality to have larger, catalytic 
effects on mitigation and resilience building. Moreover, such policies may help 
mobilize additional domestic and international capital to address climate change. 

- By improving training as well as academic cooperation on issues related to climate 
change adaptation and/or mitigation, “education (and research) projects” create a 
conducive human resource and knowledge environment for climate change. 

- “Humanitarian aid projects” may have similar effects through strengthening 
preparedness to future crises or for mitigating their effects. 

- Supporting water management approaches and policy such as was done in Senegal 
also represents a form of transformational action. 

Though they often only produce indirect climate effects, the transformational dimension 

of such projects is one of their significant added values. Indeed, a transformational 

programme may have higher ultimate value than one that focuses only on the maximum 

avoidable losses. 

Other interventions with apparently more concrete results such as energy infrastructure 
or structuring low carbon agricultural value chains and economic activity may increase 
returns to scale by reducing future costs and therefore also favour the multiplication of 
similar investments in the future. This also represents transformational change. 

The extent of such transformational change is nevertheless difficult to estimate, by the 
current lack of monitoring and evaluation processes (see 5.5.3 below). 

 Monitoring and evaluation of climate action 

Too little attention is given to monitoring and evaluating the results and impact 
of climate action. 

Monitoring systems are project-specific. How far monitoring systems target climate-
related results therefore depends on each project. With climate often being a secondary 
consideration at the moment of project identification and formulation, criteria specific 
to climate action are only rarely identified. Stored and avoided CO2 emission are 
major indicators in mitigation projects such as BIO’s renewable energy investments (Ten 
Merina, Kikagati) or Bos+’s Environmental management of strategic forest areas in a 
sustainable, inclusive and participatory way (EMSFA) project; but outside such 
interventions, climate specific indicators are only rarely integrated in monitoring systems. 
In addition, beyond greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, no specific climate related criteria 
are used by Belgian federal cooperation projects, let alone shared criteria crosscutting to 
a set of interventions. Various actions include indicators to measure increases in resilience, 
but these are only indirect ways of evaluating climate action. 

At institutional level, no Belgian development actor proposes a unified climate 

monitoring system crosscutting to all its interventions. Moreover, only Bos+ 
declared thinking of developing such an internal system. 

As a rule, the monitoring and evaluation systems designed by the climate 
relevant interventions financed by the Belgian federal government do not 
integrate a climate dimension. This gap goes beyond Belgian cooperation. Indeed, the 
NDC Partnership support unit indicates that it was recently discussed during the NDC 
Partnership 2021 annual retreat. The support unit recognises that adequate Key 
Performance Indicators (KPI) are not available and that actors involved in climate action 
are not in a position to assess impact well enough, particularly in terms of adaptation for 
which results are harder to measure and objectives are not as tangible as they are for 
mitigation (largely based on emission monitoring). Moreover, the NDC Partnership support 
unit indicates that countries find it harder to elaborate, detailed and concrete adaptation 
plans. The challenges associated to climate change adaptation monitoring also go some 
way to explain why donors and the private sector tend to prefer financing climate change 
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mitigation which is more straight forward, and provides clearer returns and communication 
opportunities. 

Without minimising the challenge posed by the determination of good climate action 
indicators, this is not conducive to effectiveness. Indeed, a lack of clear goals or climate 
related key objectives from the inception phase of projects is a key limitation to 
obtaining results. Moreover, clear evaluation of results is a good way of 
supporting scale up potential (GIZ, 2013). 

Possibly more importantly, though climate effects are forthcoming for projects registered 
as climate action, the lack of more rigorous and detailed monitoring and evaluation 
of climate effects makes it very difficult to assess how far results could have been 
more significant if projects had been undertaken in different ways. In the same 
way as efficiency, the effectivity of Belgian climate action can therefore only be generally 
estimated. 

Need to monitor the carbon footprint of an entire value chain to properly 

estimate impact 

The “Agropole” centre promotes carbon neutral forms of product transformation. However, 

although this is positive in itself, to properly understand the impact of such a model, not 

only should the centre itself be followed but the agricultural modes of production which 

procure agricultural products to the Agropole should also be evaluated to see how far the 

concerned value chains (foreseen to be close to 10) can really be associated with climate 

friendly investments. 

To be fair, it must be underlined that Enabel is currently concluding a process of definition 
of a ToC concerning its climate change and environmental action and corresponding to a 
recently defined climate change and environment strategy. It defines 5 area of 
intervention: 

Sustainable cities and their territories; 

Sustainable water management; 

Sustainable energy; 

Sustainable forest and natural area management; 

Sustainable food systems. 

A global set of shared (and comparable) key climate and environment specific indicators 
is associated to the ToC as well as adapted to each area of intervention. They should be 
used across all future Enabel interventions in the future, allowing their performance with 
respect to climate action to be compared. The process has built on a synthesis of climate 
results at the level of 65 of its interventions conducted by Enabel’s evaluation office. The 
monitoring and evaluation gap observed over the evaluation period therefore appears to 
be in the process of being filled. This will further be the case if other development operators 
conduct a similar exercise as that of Enabel’s or adapt Enabel’s tools to their own climate 
action. 

Additional existing efforts can also be underlined. In particular, the FPS HFSCE invests in 
structurally building the national systems for the monitoring of climate policies in partner 
countries, i.e. in the context of the Partnership on Transparency in the Paris Agreement 
(PATPA). 

In addition, BIO indicates that it participates in the European Development Finance 
Institutions (EDFI) harmonisation initiative which attempts to define standardised 
indicators of impact including in relation to climate action. Apart from existing emission 
reduction monitoring, the results of these efforts are however not clear in terms of climate 
action. 

Beyond Belgian development cooperation, the NDC Partnership support unit notes that, 
whereas no indicators of progress were associated to the first NDC plan because they were 
established at the last moment and focused on urgent implementation, an evaluation 
framework is foreseen for the revised NDC plan. This responds to the guidelines 
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established in the COP 24 in Katowice, to be implemented by 2024. In addition, with FAO 
support, a consultant has been hired to support the identification of indicators for the 
revised NDC. This was planned to occur in the course of the month of April 2021 (though 
the evaluation team has not been able to confirm that it materialised). 

Presently, there is a big demand from countries concerning NDC tracking in relation to 
adaptation and mitigation. To follow emissions, it is possible to follow the Low emissions 
Analysis Platform (LEAP) model which models future increases in greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions with respect to various sectors: transport, deforestation… 

 ToC analysis: Gaps in the climate action framework and logic 

Limitations in terms of effectiveness and impact may be explained by an incomplete 

implementation of the entire set of actions and outputs initially envisaged as part of 

Belgium’s climate action. When analysing the reconstructed ToC presented in part 2.2, 

one notices a set of gaps in terms of expected outputs. These limit the level of attainment 

of expected outcomes. 

In terms of the first expected outcome related to climate mainstreaming, the following 

gaps are noticed: 

Climate-related development results have not been monitored & evaluated in a systematic 
way as initially foreseen; 

Whereas “Belgian development partner country strategies (may be) tailored towards 
environment & climate change”, climate strategy documents are not given sufficient 
attention by Belgian development actors; 

The “Increased visibility of climate issues in joint strategic frameworks per country (NGA)” 
has not materialised over the evaluation period although it is hoped that it is currently 
doing so with the present drafting of a new set of Joint Strategic Framework 
(JSF/CSC/GSK); 

The expected “Learning process with Belgian development partners to better integrate 
environment & climate change” has materialised but it has not done so in a structured way 
and could most probably have been more thorough as has been argued in part 5.4.2. 

Moreover, there has not been enough time to for possible effects linked to Enabel’s 
thematic letter of instruction to materialise. 

In terms of the second expected outcome related to increasing climate finance levels, the 

following gaps are noticed: 

No specific calls for proposals for climate projects have been launched for NGA; 

The evaluation has not noticed that specific attention has been given to climate research 
& development initiatives as expected. The MMR database indicates that climate research 
related interventions only represent 2,36% of ICF over the evaluation period. Moreover, 
no coordinated research strategy exists in terms of identifying promising lines of action 
for climate action. 

Whereas BIO has indeed maintained, and possibly increased, its focus on renewable 
energy; it has not succeeded in launching very significant support for sustainable 
production & consumption processes, despite interesting investments in certification 
schemes (Fair Trade Access Fund, Alterfin...). 

In terms of the third expected outcome related to increased coherence, the following gap 

is noticed: 

In the absence of clearer guidance in terms of climate policy and action, climate policy 
cannot be considered to have been integrated in development cooperation agreements 
with partner countries. 

As a result, the three outcomes identified through the ToC reconstructed by the evaluation 

team can only partially be considered as having been reached: 
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1) The capacity of partner countries, particularly of LDCs, to attain their NDCs and 

SDG13, and to monitor, adapt to and mitigate climate change have been 

strengthened; but this could have been done in a much stronger way; 

2) Increased attention and resources have been given to climate action, NDC and 

SDG13 at both public and private level; and climate activities have been 

mainstreamed in the design, implementation & monitoring of programmes and 

projects of the Federal Government at bilateral and multilateral level; but the 

commitments remain in many ways below levels needed to rise to the challenges 

associated to climate change; 

3) Coherence of the Belgian climate policy with other policies and between federal, 

regional and Belgian development partner policies remains acceptable but could be 

much stronger. 

Similarly, there is progress in relation to the expected impacts: i) Partner country capacity 
to respect NDC; ii) Increased agricultural resilience and food security; iii) Sustainable 
water management capacity; and iv) increased share of renewable energy in partner 
country energy consumption. However, mechanisms are not in place to ensure that the 
extent of the progress fully rises to climate change challenges. 

  Lessons learned from comparative analysis  

As part of the evaluation, a comparative analysis with Luxembourg, the Netherlands and 
Denmark was conducted focussing on the effectiveness of their channels and instruments 
for ICF. The detailed fact sheet of the countries can be found in Annex 5. Below we present 
several key lessons learned of the analysis for Belgium, as well as relevant similarities and 
differences. 

Channels of cooperation  

Collaboration between implementing actors. In the federal climate finance 
architecture of Belgium, all actors have their own role and mandate to work on bilateral 
climate action, which enhances the continuity and predictability of the programmes. To 
illustrate this, the NGA’s mandate is laid down in the Joint Strategic Framework 
(JSF/CSC/GSK), and Enabel implements the climate priorities as instructed in their 
thematic instruction letter. Notwithstanding the fact that Enabel also has the capacity to 
work with different partners, in the Netherlands, we observed a different approach that 
aims to maintain a flexible choice of channels and instruments. Except for some multi-
annual commitments, such as the commitment to the Dutch Fund for Climate & 
Development (DFCD), The Netherlands can consider on an annual basis which partners to 
work with to obtain the best fit with the local context and sectoral expertise. The 
Netherlands Enterprise Agency (RVO) and the Dutch Development Bank (FMO) are the 
main leads in these partnerships. 

It should however be recalled that Belgian recently experienced a similar holistic approach 

in the form of the Belgian Food Security Fund which had the advantage of integrating 
various actors in their efforts to contribute systemically to complementary objectives (with 
a view to strengthening food security in this specific case). However, coordinating such 
action proved complex. 

Collaboration between institutions. In Denmark, we observed a clear 50/50 split in 
the ‘Climate Envelope’ with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs working mainly on climate 
adaptation projects in LDCs and the Ministry of Climate, Energy and Buildings on mitigation 
in emerging economies (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2021). This system allows 
Denmark to cover a broad portfolio of needs and contexts. In Belgium, DGD manages the 
largest part of the climate envelope, partly through Enabel (between 13-31 M€ annually) 
and the NGA’s (ranging from 9-35 M€ annually, while FPS HFSCE’s contribution ranged 
between 157-381 000 (see Annex 9, Figure 9). Considering that currently, it remains at 
the discretion of the other actors to involve FPS HFSCE, it is difficult for the FPS HFSCE to 
have a concrete impact on its role as facilitator or consultant on technical and diplomatic 
climate finance issues. The interdepartmental provision of 12 M€ per year could possibly 
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foster a more balanced resource allocation between the FPS Foreign Affairs and 
Environment.  

Multilateral channels. For the institutions from The Netherlands (FMO), Luxembourg 
(LuxDev) and Belgium (Enabel), it was confirmed that the GCF’s policies remain too 
stringent for Development Finance Institutions (DFI) of their size. The large focus on 
country ownership was mentioned as the main advantage of the GCF that fits with the 
priorities the three countries. From a diplomatic perspective, the structural divisions in the 
Board may jeopardise the ability of the countries to effectively pursue their advocacy 
efforts. These developments, together with the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
framework that is still under development, should be followed closely.  

Instruments 

Climate mainstreaming. A major similarity between the Netherlands and Belgium lies 

in the mainstreaming approach of climate in development activities, with a large focus on 
the sectors water, agriculture (food security) and infrastructure. The Netherlands designed 
'country climate change profiles’, which could be helpful for DGD to further integrate 
climate action into sectoral development work in a structured way.47 

Blended finance. Denmark and the Netherlands show several best practices related to 
the mobilisation of private finance. For both countries, this was traditionally more in the 
mitigation sphere, exemplified by the Climate Investor One fund for The Netherlands and 
risk mitigation of large-scale energy projects by the Danish Investment Fund for 
Developing Countries (IFU), thus not matching the Belgian priorities. However, there is an 
emerging focus on blended concessional finance in the adaptation sphere in both The 
Netherlands and Denmark. The Netherlands introduced a climate fund with an overall 
adaptation focus of 65%, which also attracts co-finance from the private sector. Denmark 
has piloted the ‘high-risk, high-impact’’ investment, which, through the support to the 
African Guarantee Fund, targets smaller adaptation projects while fitting the private sector 
risk acceptance. These are promising developments to track for Belgium.  

Dedicated climate fund. National climate funds exist in the Netherlands and 
Luxembourg, while in Denmark several sectoral national funds exist with a climate element 
(e.g., Agri fund), as well as a regional Nordic Climate Facility. Advantages of these funds 
exist of the continuity, predictability and visibility of the countries’ climate ambition, while 
the risks of such funds lie in overhead costs and inefficiencies if not well managed. 
Although the transposition of a national climate fund in Belgium is difficult, amongst 
others, due to the complex institutional architecture, it could be beneficial to explore the 
advantages of such funds. Therefore, a short analysis is provided in the box below.  
 

Evaluators’ assessment of the opportunities for a Belgian Climate Fund 

 
Funds dedicated to ICF have multiplied over the past years. Following the suggestion raised by 
Belgian cooperation actors and the examples mentioned in the country fact sheets for the 
comparative analysis with The Netherlands, Luxemburg and Denmark; see Annex 5), this section 
explores the potential for a Belgian climate fund. It delineates the rationale for building such a 
fund, the potential risks and assets with regards to key aspects of Belgian ICF and offers elements 
to consider in order to design an institution that fits the Belgian context. 

 
Rationale for considering a unique Belgian fund 
 

A unique ICF fund offers three key advantages: 
 
• Clarity and readability. By providing a focal point to third parties, a fund acts as a one-

stop-shop and clarifies the ICF policy and funding offer, which reveals particularly valuable in 

the complex Belgian regional system; 

• Enhanced cooperation between climate finance actors. In clarifying the national ICF 

approach, a fund offers the opportunity to formalize the collaboration between development 

actors involved in climate action, facilitating the division of labour between the different steps 

of project-building; 

 
47  https://www.government.nl/documents/publications/2019/02/05/climate-change-profiles 

https://www.government.nl/documents/publications/2019/02/05/climate-change-profiles
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• Additionality. The fund may overcome the debate on additionality of ICF, by clearly ear 

marking climate-related funding. 

Potential impact of a fund on Belgian priorities 
 
A dedicated climate fund could promote Belgian ambitions in priority areas (e.g. adaptation, 

nexus with biodiversity, mainstreaming in humanitarian aid (Minister for Development 
Cooperation Kitir, 2020). The criteria for selecting projects may clearly champion these priorities 
without narrowing the overall Belgian climate action: other Belgian development actors would 
retain their broader and development-oriented approach, thus ensuring that all aspects of climate 
action are mainstreamed in projects. As the experience of the Norfund suggests, the focus on key 
priorities is particularly incentivized and efficient in funds with a limited capacity (Norfund, 2020). 
 

In the Belgian context, it is worthy to note that a unique fund ensures the predictability of 
climate action, disregarding national political evolutions affecting the annual budgetary cycle (see 
the Luxemburg example of the Climate and Energy Fund, Annex 5, Factsheet 1). This 
strengthened predictability might however affect the flexibility of climate action, as an efficient 
fund is likely to require a one-fits-all approach for project management. The Norfund however 
shows that high impact investments, whereby investments are made in riskier contexts (e.g. with 

additional support to project development), may retain flexibility despite limited staff (Nordfund, 
2020). 

 
At the project development level, the creation of a one-stop-shop may decrease transaction 
costs for Belgian development actors and for recipients of funding. Further in the pipeline, a 
unique fund may facilitate the implementation of a landscape approach (PBL, 2015). As the 
experience of the Dutch Fund for Climate & Development (DFCD) suggests (see the fact sheet for 

The Netherlands, Annex 5, Factsheet 2), the mandate of a unique fund is well-suited to develop 
integrated interventions, by partnering with a variety of public and private actors and creating a 
value-chain between different projects. This is likely to support the sustainability and efficiency 
of interventions, by creating an enabling environment tailored to climate action. 
 
Institutional considerations for designing a fund 
 

The efficiency of a unique fund highly depends on its institutional and organizational 
features. Typically, the Dutch innovative support to adaptation projects (see The Netherlands 
country fact sheet, Annex 5, Factsheet 2) clearly derives from the structure and mandate of 
the Dutch Fund for Climate & Development (DFCD), whereby NGOs (World Wildlife Fund -WWF 
and Netherlands Development Organisation - SNV) screen resilience-relevant projects to build the 

Fund’s portfolio. The relations and division of labour between the fund and other development 

actors are further influenced by the fund’s mandate and investment practices. A best practice 
example for the implementation of a national climate fund can be found in Luxembourg, whereby 
LuxDev (equivalent to Enabel) has the mandate to act as a national implementing entity that 
serves all three ministries responsible for ICF. Alternatively, an unclear mandate might result in 
an unclear division of labour with BIO, Enabel and other development actors. Specific priorities 
and financing practices should thus distinguish the fund from other institutions and clearly 
complement their action. In the case of the Nordic Climate Facility, projects are selected based 

on a call for proposals on specific themes. Themes are of high relevance for the Nordic 
Development Fund, which manages the facility: the facility is thus used to test climate-related 
solutions, which may then be scaled-up by the Development Fund. 
 
Additionally, the relations between institutions depend on the origin of funding. Funds untied 
to development cooperation entities, such as the Luxembourgish National Energy and Climate 
Fund which relies on Emissions Trading System (ETS) and CO2 tax revenues are likely to be more 

independent from their counterparts (see the Luxembourgish example of the Climate and Energy 
Fund, Annex 5, Factsheet 3). 

 
A specific mandate, which does not overlap with national climate funds, may further allow the 
creation of a regional or multi-country fund (e.g. Scandinavian countries in the Nordic Climate 
Facility). By contrast, the fact that the Netherlands and Luxembourg already possess national 

funds with innovative scopes (see country fact sheets for The Netherlands and Luxemburg, Annex 
5, Factsheets 2 and 3) limits the possibilities for Benelux cooperation in an additional entity. 

The experience of the Belgian Food Security Fund would also need to be taken into account if a 
Belgian Climate Fund was to be considered. The relevance of setting up a fund rather than a 
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programme on the model of the We Hub It platform launched by Enabel to support digital 
technologies-based projects in partner countries, should also be analysed. 

EQ6 Sustainability 

Following a general response to EQ6, this section presents a set of significant elements 
linked to the sustainability of Belgian climate action. In particular, it touches upon the 
economic sustainability of climate results, their environmental sustainability and their 
institutional, social and political sustainability. 

EQ6: To what extent are the results obtained likely to persist beyond the project 
implementation period? 

General response to EQ6 

Globally climate results appear sustainable although institutional sustainability is given 
scant attention. 

The fact that climate issues are global, and therefore beyond the exclusive scope of 
Belgium and its partner countries, introduces an additional degree of uncertainty in terms 
of climate result sustainability. 

Besides, too limited attention is provided to assessing sustainability specific to climate 
effects, particularly in relation to climate adaptation projects. This is associated with the 
difficulty of differentiating between climate specific effects and more global development 
ones. As there are strong links between climate action sustainability and the sustainability 
of more straightforward development work, sustainability is believed to be satisfactory but 
additional analysis is needed to confirm this. 

Limited (if any) attention is paid to sustainability specific to climate action results. 
However, outside Rio marker 2 projects, it is difficult to differentiate between climate 
action and more traditional developmental impacts. As a result, sustainability of climate 
effects is similar, at least for climate adaptation projects, to that of the general 
sustainability of the intervention as a whole. 

In general, mechanisms to ensure the sustainability of Belgian interventions 
appear in place, though they tend to be set up after project implementation has begun. 
However, though interventions mostly appear sustainable, it is necessary to look at the 
sustainability of climate change effects in function of the type of project considered. 

Moreover, Belgian climate action has a transformational dimension, though it was still 
limited and did not receive enough attention (see section 5.5.2). 

 Economic sustainability of climate results 

Economic profitability is clearly a sustainability determinant in all projects. This also applies 
to climate effects. Economic sustainability of climate adaptation and mitigation 
action generally appears satisfactory. In the case of water and sanitation, health, 
education or environment (waste management), economic management of infrastructure 
and services may however depend on the social and institutional organisation of local 
communities. 

Most renewable energy projects are economically sustainable. Country case studies 
indicate that sustainability is promising in terms of solar energy generation. Moreover, 
such investments should spread with decreasing technology costs: in 2017 Ten Merina 
cost 40 M€ for a 30 MW production whereas in 2019, a similar investment cost 22 M€ for 
35 MW (less than half the cost per MW). The hydropower project studied also came out as 
sustainable and more generally, the fact that sustainable energy is a significant area of 
private investment indicates that the activity is sustainable from an economical point of 
view. 



Evaluation of the international climate finance by the Belgian federal government 

  66 

Economic profitability of solar energy 

Oxfam Solidarité indicates that “At project level (they) have some evidence of longer-term 

savings generated by environmental measures. Specifically, for solar pumping on wash 

projects in comparison to fossil-based pump systems, solar systems have higher capital 

costs but are cheaper over the life of the system. Evidence shows that the breakeven point 

(at which solar becomes advantageous over diesel) is on average 2-4 years and for small 

systems sometimes less than 1 year, and this will continue to improve as solar prices 

continue to come down. Seeing that the average life span of a refugee camp is now 24 

years it is Oxfam policy to start with solar even in a rapid onset emergency.” 

Beyond the profitability of the activities themselves, adaptation projects often tackle the 
issue of resilience building through the diversification of activities (agriculture, forestry, 
beekeeping, transformation…). The diversification of revenues supported economic 
sustainability in both Tanzanian projects (NRM4LED48, EMSFA49, SAKiRP50, and Disaster 
Risk Reduction Tanzania) and Senegalese projects (PARERBA51 (BARVAFOR52) and Eclosio 
programme). 

Sustainable management of natural resources can also be supported by economic profit. 

Eclosio uses such logics to contribute to ensuring the sustainable management of 
mangroves in the Siné-Saloum by ensuring that local populations are made aware of the 
fact that mangroves contribute to preserving fish populations and therefore have positive 
co-benefits for fishermen by ensuring higher volumes of catches and therefore good fishing 
revenues. 

Low-carbon practices with economic co-benefits 

Oxfam Solidarité also indicates that it contributes to the sustainability of some of its 

sanitation work by generating income from fuel briquettes made from human waste. 

However, this technique still has to be perfectioned as they “have not yet managed to 

cover all the collection and production costs for the briquettes and till now see the product 

more as a subsidy to a sanitation programme (which is still very useful) although the aim 

is to cover all the costs by selling the briquettes.” 

 Environmental sustainability of climate results 

Climate action is generally associated to environmental sustainability whatever 
the project category. Agricultural and water and sanitation projects related to climate 
change generally aim at managing natural resources (water and soil) in a sustainable way 
which points to environmental sustainability. Governance projects tend to strengthen 
capacities to manage environmental issues sustainably. Renewable energy projects focus 
on lessening the exploitation of non-renewable resources. 

However, agricultural and water management projects can be affected by issues that go 

well beyond the control of Belgian development cooperation (rising sea levels, sustainable 
management of water tables…). In Senegal’s Siné-Saloum, most agricultural or mangrove 
related activities are strongly dependent on predicted levels of sea rising. If current 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) predictions materialise, agricultural 
action and mangrove management could see their results suffer strongly in the next 20 to 
30 years. It is accepted for instance that the infrastructure built by one of Enabel’s water 
management projects (BARVAFOR) has not been calibrated to sustain the predicted sea 
level rise. 

 
48  Natural Resources Management for Local Economic Development 
49  Environmental management of strategic forest areas in a sustainable, inclusive and participatory way 
50  Sustainable Agriculture in the Kigoma Region Project 
51  Projet d’Appui à la Réduction de l’Émigration Rurale dans le Bassin Arachidier 
52  Projet de Bassin de Rétention et de Valorisation de Forages dans les régions de Diourbel, Fatick, Kaolack, 

Kaffrine et Thiès 
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 Institutional, social and political sustainability 

Other dimensions of sustainability often depend on the capacity which producers or water 
users have of organising themselves to manage the activity. These social aspects of 
development are generally well managed by the Belgian development 
cooperation which also points to sustainability. 

However, in the case of water table management, the stakes for all the various water 
users are so high that political will may be put to strain when arbitration shall be 
required. This sheds a further doubt on the long-term impact of such interventions. 

Similarly, water and sanitation infrastructure built by the PASEPAR appears sustainable, 
but its functioning will strongly depend on Senegalese authorities’ capacity to manage 
water tables in a sustainable way. This is also true of agriculture production. At this stage, 
uncertainties remain as to the sustainability of the management of certain key 
water tables. 

However, in general Belgian general development cooperation know-how appears 
adequate to ensure sufficient institutional strengthening and capacity building 
of local communities to ensure institutional sustainability at a local level. 

The existence of co-benefits to climate change results is another major source of 
sustainability. In the Disaster Risk Reduction Tanzania project, the set-up of efficient 
cooking stoves benefited the security of women and girls, who could limit the number of 
walks to fetch firewood53. Similarly, interviews with local representatives from an area in 
which Bos+ implements an environmental management of forest areas project (EMSFA) 
revealed that tree planting yielded practical co-benefits in the form of soil stabilisation; as 
a consequence, markets places and major streets became accessible during the rainy 
seasons. Such immediate and tangible benefits contribute to sustain changes in 
communities. 

Beyond sectoral level dimensions of institutional sustainability, a potential gap in the 
sustainability of climate change effects is related to wider institutional levels. Indeed, 
support to existing institutions in charge of climate change is lacking for them to 
acquire more protagonism and support the consolidation of current climate change results. 
In Senegal and Tanzania, for instance, in the absence of FPS HFSCE, no Belgian actor 
entertains any relationship with the institutions in charge of climate change at a national 
level. 

As explained by the NDC Partnership support Unit and FPS HFSCE, it is desirable to 
strengthen and support national climate change frameworks. In particular, current 
partner country climate specific institutions receive very little support to acquire 
more protagonism to defend and consolidate current climate change results. In 
particular, aside from FPS HFSCE, they are hardly implicated at all in Belgian Federal 
Government climate action. 

Indeed, the national context is a key sustainability factor. In Tanzania, the country case 
study indicated how limited linkages between the project and national policies limit overall 
sustainability of climate action. 

 
53  Disaster Risk Reduction Phase I Project (DRR-1) in the Lake Region Final Evaluation, 2020 (Shared by Oxfam 

Solidarité). 
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6 Conclusions 

This section presents the evaluation’s overall assessment, followed by three global 
conclusions and underlying specific conclusions. They are based on the findings and 
responses to the evaluation questions, presented in chapter 5.  

They relate to the way federal climate finance objectives were implemented. The 

evaluation did not aim at assessing these objectives as such, nor at examining what a fair 
Belgian contribution to international climate finance should be or the way in which climate 
finance is calculated, as per the Terms of Reference. 

Overall assessment 

The following overall assessment emerges from the evaluation, as a response to the 
central evaluation question “Do the (regulatory, strategic and operational) frameworks 
and the channels and instruments used by the federal government to contribute to 
international climate finance make it possible to meet the needs of the intervention 
countries in this area, and to make an impact in line with federal priorities?”. 

 

 

Belgium demonstrated a strong commitment at the international level associated to high 

level theoretical, conceptual and technical expertise as well as a significant climate 

diplomacy capacity. This resulted in Belgium being a respected, active and influential 

actor on the international climate diplomacy scene. 

However, resources and guidance dedicated to federal climate action implementation 

did not match these diplomatic efforts. Personnel was lacking to orientate and 

coordinate climate action. No shared climate vision encompassing all federal entities 

(and ideally regional ones) had been officially determined. The tools put at the disposal 

of development cooperation actors to mainstream climate action were not sufficiently 

hands-on and were largely under used. Over the evaluation period, financial tools have 

not been focused enough on climate action. 

The Belgian federal development cooperation regulatory, strategic and operational 

frameworks in the area of climate change, though relevant and rightly focused on 

adaptation and LDCs, did not yet support climate specific action and mainstreaming 

sufficiently directly/explicitly. The absence of a shared and jointly agreed climate policy 

as well as more explicit and structured climate mainstreaming formulation, 

implementation and monitoring processes and tools limited the climate dimension and 

impact of Belgian federal projects. 
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Conclusion 1: Belgian climate action responded to needs, 
presented an added value largely grounded in the Belgian 

general approach to development but is was not 
sufficiently mainstreamed within development work and 
lacked climate specific focus 

C1.1:  Belgian climate action rightly focused on adaptation and LDCs and 

responded to needs and climate challenges of partner countries 

Despite the fact that partner country climate related national framework documents are 
not major reference documents and do not determine Belgian development cooperation 
work, interventions correspond to climate challenges and are relevant to the needs of the 
partner countries and their populations. Belgian actors are present in most of the major 
thematic areas related to climate change, with the exception of transport and to a lesser 
extent urban development. The agricultural focus of Belgian interventions matches 
national policies and corresponds to Belgium’s prioritisation of climate adaptation 
interventions. Focus on climate adaptation corresponds to the needs of partner countries 
and working with LDCs is relevant considering the significant challenges these countries 
face in terms of conducting climate action. Through its contributions to the multilateral 
funds, such as the Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF) and the GCF, Belgium also 
supports countries in fulfilling their NDCs and broader Paris Agreement commitments.  

C1.2: Added value of Belgian climate action related to general 

development cooperation know-how and practice but was not 

specific to climate interventions 

Belgian development actors are valued for possessing extensive field experience, nurturing 
close contacts with local partners and offering detailed knowledge of local context. They 
are also recognised for their flexibility. Such characteristics enable to adapt to specific 
needs and contexts, understand the needs of their various partners, and thus undertake 
efficient and cost-effective work. This added value extends to Belgium’s climate action 
particularly as Belgium tends to develop it through mainstreaming climate issues within 
wider development action. 

Belgium’s ICF also possesses a ‘qualitative’ dimension in the sense that it is mostly 

implemented through grants. Moreover, the NDC partnership support unit indicates that 
Belgium operates in what it considers as some of the “most difficult” countries. 

C1.3: Belgian cooperation often opted for geographical concentration 

and territorial approaches, which are conducive to climate results 

A characteristic of Belgian governmental and non-governmental cooperation is that it 
frequently concentrates on specific local regions with a multi-dimensional approach. This 
is an element of its added value, as per conclusion C2.2 below. Indeed, geographical 
concentration helps achieve impact with limited resources. It also strengthens knowledge 
of context, actors and dynamics, and is conducive to a territorial approach. Territorial 
approaches enable to work in a systemic way and are favourable to multisectoral 
challenges such as that of climate change. They are also conducive to participation of local 
communities and to maximising synergies. More specifically, a territorial approach is 
inherent to an effective implementation of several low carbon and resilient developmental 
models which contribute to addressing climate adaptation and mitigation challenges. 
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C1.4: Climate related institutions and frameworks in partner countries 

received too limited attention from Belgian development actors 

Reinforcing national climate change institutions supports the coordination and the 
mainstreaming of climate issues within development action. Furthermore, partner country 
climate institutions support more robust climate policy and frameworks as well as country 
ownership. 

However, despite positive upcoming evolutions in Palestine and through the regional 
thematic programme for the Sahel, Belgium development actors, even when involved in 
climate action, do not dedicate enough efforts to strengthening partner country climate 
institutions and climate action frameworks. Presently, such action is largely limited to FPS 
HFSCE. Also, other actors hardly support local climate institutions at all. Coordination of 
climate action at national level by dedicated institutions within partner countries is limited.  

Moreover, while Belgian climate action has a transformational dimension, it was still limited 
and did not receive enough attention. This conclusion is in line with the evaluation of 
climate finance of other contributing countries, such as Denmark. In the recently published 
evaluation on climate adaptation (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2021), it is 
mentioned that a transformational contribution of climate finance is highly dependent on 
committed national and local leadership in partner countries. Sustaining such change is 
critical and the sustainability of the outcomes of many short-term climate-related projects 
within the Danish portfolio remains uncertain without continuing external assistance and 
a supporting political economy. 

Conclusion 2: Belgian development actors lacked a clear 
vision and guidance as to the extent of prioritisation of 
climate goals with respect to wider development 
objectives 

C2.1: Belgium development actors involved in climate action lacked 

strategic guidance and criteria for delivering climate action and 

mainstreaming it effectively in wider development interventions 

Clearer criteria to characterise shared climate related goals, the specificities of climate 
action and/or the expected added value of bilateral and multilateral channels are needed. 
The Belgian federal government has not determined a shared Belgian climate vision and 
mission, with clear objectives and a well-thought approach, encompassing all federal 
entities (and ideally regional ones). This weakens the climate dimension of Belgian federal 
projects. 

It must be noted that several climate specific financial lines and initiatives exist: 

- BIO has been receiving 25M€ every year specifically for climate action, 

- A bi-multi development cooperation has been launched this year specifically for 

climate action, 

- A specific budget line for multilateral climate funds exists, 

- Enabel is setting up a thematic portfolio on climate in the Sahel, 

- Enabel is also preparing a new programme for Palestine which has renewable 

energy and circular economy as one of its two pillars, 

- Finexpo just set up a new financial tool for renewable energy, 

- NGOs have finished their Resilience Joint Strategic Framework (JSF/CSC/GSK) 
which will lead to new NGO climate programme’s being funded by the end of this 
year, 

- The federal government has approved the 12M€/year interdepartmental provision 
for international climate action which will lead to new programmes with multilateral 
partners. 
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Nonetheless, without clearer criteria to define climate action there is a risk that these 
initiatives will not contribute to climate action as rigorously as they could. Indeed, the 
current procedures for classifying climate finance as such are relatively loose and 
approximative meaning the limit between classic development work and climate action is 
vague. Moreover, climate finance whether additional or not is only a limited portion of 
global development finance. Wider development work currently lacks clear climate action 
criteria to ensure that it mainstreams climate issues effectively and does not just limit 
itself to “ticking off” the cross-cutting environment and climate change issue through 
pointing out how its action contributes to a limited set of climate adaptation or mitigation 
related effects without quantifying them or replacing them within a wider economic 
development context which may include negative (direct or indirect) climate impacts not 
captured by the project. 

C2.2: Climate results are diverse and significant but, despite rising focus 

on climate issues, do not reach their full potential as climate 

mainstreaming lacks method 

Climate related effects of Belgian cooperation projects are diverse and encompass both 
climate mitigation and adaptation (water retention, forest expansion, energy production, 
soil management, coastal protection...). Moreover, attention given to climate change has 
significantly risen over the evaluation period. Nonetheless, mainstreaming climate action 
within Belgian Federal cooperation could however be more systematic and structured 
which would enable to intensify effects. 

Outside from energy projects, Belgian climate action mainly addresses climate adaptation 
needs with climate mitigation results emerging mostly as co-benefits of more general 
development processes. 

Amongst Belgian development actors, whereas Enabel and NGAs are more focused on 
obtaining climate adaptation results and impact, BIO and the FPS HFSCE contribute more 
to climate mitigation related effects. 

However, the evaluation team admits that the lack of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of 
climate results makes it difficult to assess the extent of results. In particular, potential 
negative counter effects (rebound effects to economic growth caused by a successful green 
technology…) are not well captured. This phenomenon is further amplified by the fact that 
the evaluation does not encompass non-climate action. 

Conclusion 3: Belgian climate action lacked operationality 
at the field level 

C3.1: Belgian development actors lacked operational channels, tools and 

instruments for delivering specific climate action and 

mainstreaming it effectively in wider development interventions 

Despite the various climate specific financial lines and initiatives mentioned under 
conclusion 5, climate mainstreaming formulation and implementation processes are not 
explicit enough. Although development actors, projects and contexts are all different and 
a one size fits all method cannot be proposed for mainstreaming climate change or for 
designing climate specific actions, actors involved in climate action would benefit from a 
toolbox which offers a set of much more operational options for tackling climate issues. 

Currently, the Klimos toolbox is designed to make development cooperation actors think 
about what they should consider when formulating and implementing climate action 
(whether mainstreaming it within larger development work or designing specific climate 
action). Whereas the evaluation does not advocate for a ready-made toolbox with a list of 
solutions fit for implementation, it does believe that the equilibrium between conceptual 
and operational guidance can be shifted more towards the operational. 
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C3.2: The model whereby specific climate expertise is called upon on an 

ad hoc basis at key moments of an intervention, but not 

internalised within Belgian development institutions, was efficient 

Federal development cooperation institutions have strengthened their climate change 
expertise over the last few years. However, none of the Belgian actors (outside FPS HFSCE) 
declared possessing specific in-house experts on climate change although they may 
harbour environmental experts. They maintain a cross cutting approach to climate action 
and are conscious of not being climate change specialists, but feel they master the basic 
foundation knowledge which development personnel should have so as to manage climate 
change adaptation and mitigation in a satisfactory way and identify when it is necessary 
to call upon external specialised expertise. Enabel for instance has created a ‘climate circle’ 
which represents a sort of working group on climate. This model is efficient as it limits 
personnel costs whilst enabling agencies to access a wide diversity of climate expertise 
which they may not need on a continuous basis. However, the question of the basic 
foundation knowledge which development personnel should have is not dealt with 
adequately. 

C3.3: Belgian actors possess a high level of conceptual climate expertise 

and diplomatic capacity but less hands-on expertise in terms of 

field work 

Belgian institutions related to climate action are active in international fora and lead 
discussions around climate diplomacy. However, a lack of operational and climate specific 
expertise and tools limits the efficiency and effectiveness of their field action. 

Beyond climate mitigation through renewable energy or energy efficiency projects, BIO 
demonstrates limited capacity to identify climate action. Enabel admits itself that, till 
recently, it has attached much more importance to general environmental issues (natural 
resource management, biodiversity...) rather than specifically to climate change 
adaptation and mitigation. It indicates currently being in a process of building its climate 
action capacities. NGOs tend to consider that they have integrated climate change within 
the developmental models they promote but such issues could most probably be more 
rigorously tackled. Though considered, they are not at the centre of project identification 
processes which tend to prioritise general resilience. Besides, NGOs do not appear to 
develop any climate specific formulation processes; nor do they back up their assertions 
in terms of climate action integration by any significant climate specific monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) processes. 

C3.4: Coordination of climate action between Belgian actors and with 

partner country actors was too limited and prevented the 

emergence of a satisfactory level of synergies between 

development actors involved in climate related interventions 

In theory, the various Belgian development cooperation operators involved in climate 
action are complementary; bilateral and multilateral levels of action could also present 
synergies. Moreover, Belgian policies are coherent among each other. However, presently, 
coordination between Belgian federal actors in terms of climate action remains ad-hoc and 
limited. Too few climate-related synergies or partnerships between Belgian interventions 
and/or actors are noted. Greater coordination in the Belgian institutional context is 
hindered by a lack of dedicated resources, differing institutional mandates and logics, as 
well as a lack of incentives, among others. None the less, thematic portfolios (regional 
programmes & a thematic Joint Strategic Framework - JSF/CSC/GSK) initiated by the 
current government offer opportunities to intensify climate action in a coordinated way. 
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C3.5: Belgian climate action leveraged insufficient amounts of private 

international climate finance 

Despite the importance given to the mobilisation of private ICF in official declarations, 
private sector climate related investments remain very largely focused on the energy 
sector. Though Belgian operators have developed partnerships linked to climate action 
which generate multiplier effects, they do not leverage much private finance. Adequate 
tools to remove the obstacles to private financing of climate action are lacking. 

In May 2021, the Council of Ministers approved the creation of a new instrument for 
Finexpo aimed at specifically supporting Belgian small and medium enterprise (SME) 
exports in the renewable energy sector. It enables the promotion of Belgian renewable 
energy projects towards Low- or Middle-Income countries through concessional credit to 
projects up to 700 000 euros in order to increase export opportunities for these companies 
whilst contributing to the development of the partner countries and greening their energy. 
Despite the interest of this new tool, one has to note that it is exclusively focused on 
renewable energy. A more diverse set of climate related private investments should be 
supported. 

BIO’s more general portfolio, as well as investments by other Development Finance 
Institutions (DFI), indicates that agricultural (and forestry) projects also receive private 
investment (in fruit and vegetable or poultry production for instance); but, with the 
exception of certification schemes, such investments are not made in relation to climate 
friendly modes of production. Beyond energy, few climate mitigation and adaptation 
investment opportunities suitable for the private sector, have been identified. 

C3.6: Monitoring and evaluation is not given sufficient attention making 

climate results difficult to estimate 

Despite the fact that in some rare cases systematic M&E processes exist, such as is the 
case with renewable energy projects with BIO, in general, M&E of climate action is too 
superficial. The limited M&E processes focused on climate action means that estimating 
effects and impact in terms of climate change mitigation and adaptation is hazardous. This 
is a major limitation for determining how to improve future climate action.  
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7 Recommendations 

The findings and conclusions of the evaluation allow us to formulate the following 
recommendations. These recommendations address the implementation of federal climate 
finance objectives; they do not address directly an assessment of those objectives or of 
the level of contribution of Belgian international climate finance, as per the Terms of 
Reference.  

The recommendations were discussed in a stakeholder workshop with a view to clarify, 

fine-tune and adjust them for ensuring their usefulness.  

An overview of the set of recommendations is provided in the figure below. It also indicates 
the correspondence with conclusions. Details are provided hereafter.  
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Figure 5 – Conclusions and recommendations 

 

Recommendation 1: Clarify priorities and provide 
guidance and adequate resources to development actors 
involved in climate action 

R1.1: Strengthen strategic guidance by defining a Belgian climate action 

vision and related criteria 

Importance: High priority  

Concerned actor: DGD and FPS HFSCE 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C2.1 and C3.6 

Stronger focused climate action guidance implies defining (i) clearer criteria to characterise 
shared climate related goals for Belgian development actors, (ii) the specificities of climate 
action mainstreaming beyond development action with a link to climate change and (iii) 
what type of results are expected to be obtained through the support of climate finance. 
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Although climate action is closely linked to wider environmental concerns, a clearer line 
should be drawn between environmental objectives as a whole and what constitutes 
specific climate mitigation and adaptation action with a view to maximising climate effects 
and putting Belgian climate action in line with global climate objectives. 

A global shared Belgian federal vision and strategy specific to climate action, and not 
amalgamated within more global environmental issues as was the case in the 2013 
strategic note on environment, needs to be agreed at the level of both FPS Foreign Affairs 
and FPS HFSCE and officially accepted at federal (or national) level. This should clarify the 
importance of climate objectives with respect to wider development goals and support 
stronger climate action mainstreaming. Beyond mainstreaming climate change within 
development work, this could also clarify how far climate mitigation should aim at limiting 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in a context of economic growth or actually result in a 
net reduction of GHG emissions. More generally, such a vision should define how climate 
action should be mainstreamed within other policy areas. 

The climate action vision and strategy should be integrated within a broader global 
strategy for development cooperation as it is carried out by development actors with 
broader development goals. Such an integration should provide a conducive framework 
for climate action to be effectively mainstreamed throughout all development work as well 
as beyond, also encompassing wider economic relations between Belgium and partner 
countries. More precisely, a clear idea of what climate mainstreaming in development 
action means is needed. This implies defining more clearly what type of development 
models are coherent with global climate change related objectives and how far economic 
development can still accommodate increasing GHG emissions in the North and in the 
South. In terms of the energy sector, this implies conveying a clearer idea of what a stable 
electrical grid implies and what a healthy energetic mix may be. In the agricultural sector, 
it implies clearer guidelines as to what types of agricultural models should be supported: 
what levels of input use are acceptable? How far can water be extracted from the various 
types of water tables? What type of agricultural marketing models are coherent with 
climate action? In the environmental sector, levels of expected recycling associated to 
waste management should be more clearly indicated, as well as acceptable levels of 
pollution and human footprint, particularly GHG emissions, associated with economic 
development. 

With development cooperation being mostly carried out by DGD, through its budget lines 

and through the implementing agencies (multi, Enabel, BIO, NGOs, Finexpo, etc), strategic 
lines for development cooperation are being set out at the level of the DGD. Any climate 
vision should be in line with these wider orientations. However, climate change adaptation 
and mitigation dynamics are affected well beyond the strict remit of development 
cooperation. To ensure its global coherence and effectiveness, Belgian international 
climate action needs to accept that it is only part of the puzzle – and a relatively small one 
at that- and needs to be integrated within a wider climate vision which incorporates both 
traditional development work and wider economic relations and should be supported well 
beyond DGD by a wide set of governmental authorities. As ambitious as this may seem, it 
is the only path towards coherence and effectiveness of climate action. 

Climate action criteria need to be integrated within Enabel and BIO’s management 
contracts as well as within NGAs and institutional actors’ Joint Strategic Frameworks. 

Such specific climate action criteria should also be integrated within project selection 
procedures to ensure integration of climate related measures from project identification 
and formulation stages. 

This work should be coordinated at the level of DGD (i.e., MD8) and the FPS HFSCE. 

Moreover, as Belgian climate action can potentially develop a transformational dimension, 
it deserves closer attention. It is recommended to develop specific guidance on what 
constitutes transformational change and how programmes and projects can contribute to 
it. 
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R1.2: Rise to the global climate challenge and operationalise guidance 

by aligning Belgian institutions’ resources with their mandate 

Importance: High priority 

Concerned actor: Federal Government, and Belgian actors 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C2.2, C3.1 & C3.3 

All current indications are that the international community is presently not in line with 

current international climate objectives. This calls for a recognition that even though 
current efforts are commendable they are just not sufficient. In addition, to defining a 
Belgian climate vision in coherence with global climate challenges there is a need to 
demonstrate even stronger political will than has presently prevailed in order to align 
intentions with institutional capacity and operationalise the guidance provided by 
recommendation 1.1 through the allocation (or reallocation if they cannot be stretched) of 
resources according to development actor mandates. 

There is a general consensus that human resources are overstretched particularly at the 
level of MD8 and FPS HFSCE, but also at a field level. The evaluation team is conscious 
that budgetary restrictions, and the current target of a 2% annual reduction in operating 
expenses at the level of all FPS, imply that just increasing personnel is not a realistic 
option. However, assessing how far various institutions possess adequate resources to 
comply with a given mandate and, if this is not the case, either reformulating the mandate, 
defining clear focus and priorities, or reallocating resources across a wider range of 
institutions is possible and deserves to be considered. Mobilisation of external expertise 
may also be envisaged (see R2.4).  

Such resource allocation reflects (or should do so) the government’s prioritisation of 
climate action. 

As an example, it is currently unrealistic to believe that MD8 can adequately cover the 

whole range of its mandate, on the long run, in a context of growing Belgian ICF both at 
a bilateral (regional portfolio, interdepartmental provision…) and multilateral level 
(increase in GCF contribution…). Indeed, there is a risk that the already limited level of 
coordination of climate action be further reduced by an incapacity to take part in meetings 
with other climate stakeholders due to the necessity of focusing on internal administration 
and management. Moreover, current staffing limitations prevent any significant 
investment in capacity building and knowledge production. 

One should also recognise that the extent of human resources available at the level of 
federal public actors involved in climate action strongly conditions the capacity to 
implement recommendation 1.2 related to specific climate action mechanisms. Indeed, 
DGD is reluctant to develop climate specific financial lines for NGA for instance because, 
despite the advantages of such mechanisms, it considers that they would represent a 
significant administrative burden. 

Aligning resources to mandates may require carrying out an analysis of institutional 
capacities in the field of climate change integration covering all Belgian cooperation 
stakeholders, with a view to identifying training needs, building bridges between the 
expertise demand and offer, the opportunities for exchanging experiences and good 
practices, as well as improvements which may be made to decision-making and 
management processes. 

If federal climate finance were to increase, multilateral channels are efficient and effective 

vehicles for scaling up climate finance and addressing gaps that cannot be covered by the 
Belgian institutions. From an efficiency perspective, funding to the GCF, Least Developed 
Country Fund (LDCF) and Adaptation Fund does not come with larger transaction costs 
and overhead at the Belgian level, thus providing a cost-effective option to disburse funds. 
Furthermore, these multilateral funds finance projects in sectors for which Belgium lacks 
the internal expertise and resources, such as sustainable urban development and 
infrastructure. Moreover, they play a vital role in scaling up finance effectively, including 
from private sources (see also R3.3). We recommend using the existing multilateral 
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channels (GCF, LDCF, Adaptation Fund) to channel additional climate finance, as Belgium 
has an established role in the governance of these funds and diplomatic influence. The 
broad coverage of the GCF and its potential to leverage funding from other public and 
private organisations should be followed closely in the coming years, as the monitoring 
and evaluation (M&E) framework is currently unsatisfactory.  

By pooling resources, multilateral funds also allow Belgian actors to contribute to larger 
projects, which could not solely rely on bilateral funding. In turn, the participation to 
multilateral flagship programmes may offer a showcase for Belgian action, and a platform 
to influence international climate action. 

Recommendation 2: Be strategic by leveraging Belgian 
operational field experience, best practice and recognised 
added value 

R2.1:  Maintain focus on adaptation, LDCs and mainstreaming climate 

action within general development action 

Importance: High priority  

Concerned actor: DGD and Belgian development cooperation operators 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C1.1 & C1.2 

LDCs are amongst the countries which will be most affected by climate. They are therefore 

in strong need of adaptation measures. The focus on adaptation therefore corresponds to 
Belgian partner country needs. It is all the more relevant to focus on LDCs that they are 
also amongst the countries with the least capacities to face the climate challenge despite 
the fact that they are only marginally responsible for it. Belgian focus on adaptation 
and LDCs should therefore be maintained. 

In addition to this, Belgian partner countries are in strong need of development support 
which is understandably the main priority of their national policies. In such a context, it 
is therefore also coherent for Belgium to pursue its policy of prioritising climate 
mainstreaming within larger development dynamics and action rather than focus 
on climate specific action. 

R2.2: Capitalise on Belgian developmental field experience to provide 

examples of best practice which can provide references to other 

development partners, support policy dialogue and leverage 

additional climate funds 

Importance: High priority  

Concerned actor: DGD and Belgian development cooperation operators 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C1.2, C1.3 & C3.1 

Belgian developmental practice and knowledge of the field is one of its recognised added 

values. On the basis of this recognition, Belgian development actors involved in climate 
action should capitalise their experience demonstrating its effects so as to support its wider 
climate action through bi-multi climate finance tools, support to multilateral climate funds 
or climate diplomacy. 

Indeed, although Belgian financial means may not be sufficient for it to directly become a 
dominant climate actor through the size of its international climate finance, the quality of 
its climate related interventions should enable it to significantly influence climate action 
dynamics. Belgian bilateral climate experience should help strengthen its position in 
multilateral fora whether through dialogue with multilateral agencies in the framework of 
its growing bi-multi financial lines or through dialogue at the level of the administrative 
boards of multilateral climate funds. More generally, it should have a demonstrative effect 
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and provide references to other development partners to influence their own climate 
action. 

R2.3:  Promote a territorial approach to climate portfolio design 

Importance: Medium priority 

Concerned actor: Belgian development cooperation operators, particularly Enabel and 

NGA & IA, as well as national counterparts and partner governments 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C1.2, C1.3, C3.1 & C3.4 

A territorial approach to climate finance should aim at a detailed knowledge of local climate 
related issues, intensification of local community participation as well as to maximizing 
synergies across the Belgian climate portfolio (within a given operator and without) as well 
as with respect to partner country initiatives and other Development Partner’s actions. It 
could lead to further collaboration with other development partners to leverage impact. 

Such a territorial approach should support tackling climate issues in a systemic way and 

addressing them in ways which make them relevant to local communities (i.e., talk about 
resilience rather than climate adaptation) so as to facilitate a participative debate around 
how to develop climate action. In principle, the thematic portfolio for the Sahel region 
should go some way towards responding to this preoccupation but this approach should 
be generalised beyond the Sahel. 

Forward-looking estimates of the situation of a given territory in 20-25 years under a 
business-as-usual scenario should be used to catalyse discussions with local actors and 
determine adaptation measures. 

The GIRE approach, a water table territorial approach currently adopted by DGD in relation 
to water management, should be confirmed and, if need be, further institutionalised. 

BIO should develop climate related strategies and partnerships that can be adapted to the 

context and needs of its partner countries. This would limit the disadvantages associated 
to BIO’s inability to develop a programmatic or territorial approach, because BIO has no 
country representatives and manages its activities through thematical teams based in 
Belgium. 

At country level, Belgian development actors should develop a programmatic approach 
based on a shared climate related plan of action based on the NDC and concerted with 
local authorities. 

A further best practice which could contribute or blend into a territorial approach could be 
inspired from the Netherlands’ practice of designing “climate change profiles”54 for the 
countries it works with, so as to help integrate climate actions into development 
cooperation activities. These profiles give insights in the (1) climate change effects and 
impacts, (2) the policies, priorities and commitments of the countries concerned and (3) 
key climate-relevant activities that are financed with international assistance already in 
place in the countries. They can also be adapted to work at a sub-national or regional 
level. This information could be integrated in the existing Klimos Environmental 
Sustainability Toolkit, pointing out to the finding that mainstreaming tools exist, but they 
are not optimally used by development actors. 

The multilateral finance channels also target a territorial approach. For multilateral funds 

and organisations, the way forward is to focus on NDC and long-term strategy support 
that is integrated into broader country development strategies. The engagement of key 
sector ministries and ministries of finance and planning at the local level is key in this 
process. We recommend continuing using multilateral channels not only from a scaling-up 
climate finance perspective, but also to respond to the knowledge & capacity building need 
at the partner country level. With Enabel being accredited to the GCF, they could play a 
vital role in this process. 

 
54  https://www.government.nl/documents/publications/2019/02/05/climate-change-profiles 

https://www.government.nl/documents/publications/2019/02/05/climate-change-profiles
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R2.4:  Strengthen entities overseeing climate action in partner countries 

Importance: High priority 

Concerned actor: FPS HFSCE, Enabel, NGA & IA 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C1.4 (and to a lesser extent C1.1 & C3.4) 

National climate change institutions in partner countries and their corresponding regional 
entities should be institutionally strengthened and more systematically integrated as 
partner institutions within Belgian climate related interventions. National climate change 
institutions should be accompanied in acquiring more protagonism to defend and 
consolidate current climate change results. This should contribute to promote a more 
global coordination of climate action at national level. It should go hand in hand with a 
tighter integration of national climate change strategies and policy papers (NDC, National 
Adaptation Plans -NAP...) when planning Belgian development cooperation projects. 

The FPS HFSCE is a good candidate to support such institutional strengthening. Its 
expertise is complementary to that of other Belgian actors and by jointly planning its 
activities with them, it has the potential to contribute significantly to the global coherence 
of Belgian climate action and its support to partner countries in attaining their SDG 13 and 
NDC related objectives. 

Intensifying the work with National climate change institutions implies expanding the work 

of FPS HFSCE as well as ensuring other Belgian development actors, particularly 
implementing agencies, collaborate more systematically with these institutions and 
participate in building their capacities, in collaboration with FPS HFSCE. This in turn implies 
that they should be more systematically involved in development work identification, 
formulation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. The UNFCCC focal point in Niger 
for instance indicated that he would wish to be more implicated in the identification of 
Enabel’s actions, possibly through a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU). However, such 
considerations go to the core of how governmental development cooperation programmes 
are set up and are not limited to climate action. 

The Sahel thematic portfolio is likely to contribute to such action as it foresees coordination 
at national level with national authorities responsible for climate change, as well as a 
regional component which will include cooperation with regional environmental entities. In 
the new governmental programme for Palestine (under preparation) the FPS HFSCE is also 
a key partner. 

In designing institutional support, the context of the specific partner country should be 
considered. Indeed, institutional strengthening comes with a number of challenges, 
especially in contexts of high fragility or high levels of corruption. As a result, institutional 
strengthening may be more feasible in some contexts than in others and objectives or 
rhythms of work may have to be adjusted accordingly. 

Besides, institutional strengthening of local actors should be associated with awareness 

raising of local populations with respect to the likely consequences of climate change on 
their livelihoods. This can be undertaken through work with partner country climate change 
institutions but also through events embedded within Belgian development intervention. 
Such activities will contribute to participative dialogue and planning of climate action. The 
dialogue and awareness raising should also touch upon the co-benefits of climate action 
on livelihood assets, particularly the preservation of natural resources (water, soil, forest, 
fisheries…). 

The multilateral funds Belgium is contribution to (GCF, Least Developed Country Fund 
(LDCF) and Adaptation Fund), also play a vital role in the institutional strengthening of 
recipient countries of climate finance. The advantage of the multilateral channels is that 
they possess a wide range of financial instruments, complemented by country-knowledge 
to enhance policy dialogues and an enabling environment. They fund systemic 
interventions rather than fragmented limited-scale projects in one and the same country.  
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Recommendation 3: Strengthen the Belgian climate 
action operational framework 

R3.1:  Strengthen practical guidance through the development of clearer 

climate mainstreaming procedures and specific financial 

mechanisms for climate action 

Importance: High priority 

Concerned actor: DGD and FPS HFSCE 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C2.2 & C3.1 

Climate action mainstreaming procedures need to be better specified for development 
work in general. This implies building on existing tools such as Klimos, providing a more 
hands on, structured and operational toolbox than the current one, going beyond a 
checklist of issues to bear in mind and providing practical guidance as to ways of tackling 
the issues and quantitative results expected to be achieved in relation to them. In 
particular, clearer ex-ante climate-mainstreaming processes should be proposed to 
Belgian development actors. It must be based on a common checklist of climate adaptation 
and mitigation criteria. 

In addition, financial mechanisms specifically aimed at climate action also need to be 
developed to further intensify Belgian climate action. This implies setting up channels for 
ICF which are conditional on implicit climate objectives as Luxemburg and the Netherlands 
do (see comparative country fact sheets). These can take the form of financial lines 
dedicated to specific climate action or top-up funds (see part 5.4.3) geared at 
mainstreaming climate issues more strongly within development work. They could be 
coupled to the possibility of requesting technical assistance specific to climate action. 

As presented in the comparative analysis, Luxembourg and the Netherlands have their 

national climate fund to earmark budget lines to climate action. For the Netherlands, the 
main sources of funding consist of ODA (160 M€ over 4 years and public and private co-
finance). For Luxembourg, the National Energy Climate Fund is financed through CO2 tax 
and EU Emissions Trading System (ETS) credits. It would merit looking deeper into 
proposals for a national fund for Belgium, probably set up at the level of DGD. However, 
the political feasibility in the Belgian political context is probably rather limited, so this 
should not be taken for granted in the short term (see 5.5.5). The Climate Action 
Enhancement Package (CAEP) of the NDC Partnership presented by the NDC Partnership 
support unit as successful at delivering, fast track support to countries to enhance the 
quality, increase the ambition, and implement NDCs, could serve as inspiration for a 
federal fund geared towards responding flexibly to new climate action opportunities 
(transition towards low carbon economy…). Indeed, the package appears to effectively 
match flexible finance with expertise from a wide range of partners supported by a 
Technical Assistance Fund. A discussion needs to be held in relation to additionality, to 
ensure that such a Belgian national climate fund is additional to existing development 
cooperation. The comparative analysis with Denmark showed the functionality of the 
shared “Climate Envelope” of the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of 
Climate Energy and Buildings for a clear division of roles between the two ministries in 
providing ear-marked & additional climate-specific finance. 

In the past, specific calls for proposals for climate projects directed towards NGOs were 
envisaged. Though such calls for proposal would most probably further strain DGD human 
resources, the evaluation team believe that their relevance and effectiveness in promoting 
climate action should lead to materialising such lines of action. Moreover, how far Enabel 
could support MD8 in operationalising such calls for proposal should be explored. 

It is possible that the resilience Joint Strategic Framework (JSF/CSC/GSK) which have just 
been prepared by NGOs and the bi-multi and interdepartmental provisions go some way 
to responding to this recommendation but how far they can play the role of a more classical 
call for proposal in spearheading climate action should be assessed once they are in place. 
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Despite the existence of the scientific programmes of the Royal Museum for Central Africa 

- Tervuren and of the Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Science (Cebios), similar 
considerations should apply to climate research, particularly applied research, which has 
not been the object of sufficient attention.  

In the case of BIO, as is apparently already being discussed, it is necessary to enable it to 
diversify its climate-related portfolio beyond the energy sector. It therefore needs to have 
the possibility of taking greater risk on its investments and lowering its return-on-
investment criteria as well as increasing the concessional dimension of its action by 
increasing its capital subsidy (code-5) envelope. So as to support this diversification, in 
accordance with its 2019-2023 revised strategy, BIO should develop its technical 
capacities in the areas of forestry, green agriculture, certification schemes55, and 
sustainable cities. 

Tools to support climate change specific entrepreneurship and forms of green and circular 
economy should also be promoted. Beyond BIO, Enabel as well as Non-Governmental 
Actors and Institutional Actors (NGA & IA) should be given the means (or mandate) to 
develop financial tools in that sense so as to strengthen their capacity to accompany 
private sector initiatives. The Enabel programme for Palestine currently being developed 
and foreseeing a pilar on renewable energy and circular economy (with close to a 5 M€ 
yearly budget) could provide some guidance. 

R3.2: Improve access to specific and hands-on climate expertise 

Importance: High priority 

Concerned actor: DGD, FPS HFSCE, Enabel, BIO, NGA umbrella organisations (ACODEV 

and ngo-federatie), VLIR-UOS, ARES and APEFE 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C3.2 & C3.3 (and to a lesser extent C1.2 & 

C2.2) 

Whilst maintaining a cross-cutting approach to tackling climate change, access to specific 
climate expertise should be facilitated at a federal level for Belgian development 
cooperation operators. 

This could take the form of a pool of specialised personnel or consultants which could be 

called upon to accompany Belgian operators in identifying, implementing and evaluating 
their climate action. It could be linked to one of the additional financial tools, more specific 
to climate change, mentioned as part of recommendation 3.1. Such issues should be taken 
into account in the current discussions which DGD is having on the future of the Policy 
Supporting Research tool, through which the Klimos and the Climate & Security Task 
Force, in collaboration with Universities, are working for DGD. 

It should be considered that in some cases, financial tools to support access to specific 
expertise are already available. However, existing tools may require a degree of procedural 
simplification to make them fully operational. This is the case of BIOs technical assistance 
fund for example; it appears to be under used because it is considered administratively 
burdensome, especially considering the small amounts involved. 

In addition to more classical technical assistance, an experience-sharing system or climate 
change related capacity building network could be developed at the level of Belgian 
development cooperation actors involved in climate action. 

With the support of FPS HFSCE and the Klimsec platform, DGD should determine a corpus 

of basic practical and operational knowledge and know-how which development 
cooperation personnel56 should have so as to manage climate change adaptation and 
mitigation in a satisfactory way and identify when to call upon more specialised expertise. 
Training courses could be provided to key Belgian staff within climate related institutions 
and project teams to ensure this foundation knowledge is shared. 

 
55  Fairtrade, organic, Rainforest Alliance/UTZ, etc. 
56  In general, not limited to climate action. 
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Despite the emphasis on maintaining a systemic and crosscutting approach to climate 

action, expertise could be developed in specific thematical areas. In particular, Enabel’s 
efforts to develop its capacities in relation to sustainable cities and urban development 
should be supported and extended to other actors. Expertise in circular economy 
development and climate change advocacy also deserves further support. 

Urban planning, coastal preservation, and flood control, appear all the more relevant as 
Belgium is developing its Belgian specific expertise internally to tackle its own problems of 
adaptation in this respect: in spatial planning, water and flood management (Plan PLUIES, 
SIGMA plan), and coastal areas (coastal safety master plan). 

Belgium should build on the Klimsec platform to consolidate the setting up of a permanent 
advisory service accessible to all climate stakeholders. DGD should ensure this service has 
a significant degree of autonomy in the advice it provides, in order to allow it to remain 
within a purely methodological, technical and scientific expertise role. Such a service could 
be associated to a network of experts which could be mobilised at short notice as a 
complement to this permanent service. The service could also assume an exchange and 
training platform dimension. Again, these issues should be taken into account in the 
current discussions which DGD is having on the future of the Policy Supporting Research 
tool. 

Finally, combining local and international climate expertise should be promoted as it 

contributes to adapt and tailor Belgian expertise to local situations, to frame climate 
change as a relevant topic for locals rather than as a donor’s concern; and to strengthen 
ownership. 

R3.3: Institutionalise exchanges on climate action at the level of Belgian 

International Cooperation actors (at Belgian and partner country 

level) 

Importance: Medium – High priority 

Concerned actor: Belgian development cooperation operators (Enabel, BIO, NGA & IA 

and FPS HFSCE partners at partner country level; DGD and FPS HFSCE along with 

Belgian cooperation operator representatives at Belgian level). 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C3.4 (and to a lesser extent C1.4 & C2.2) 

Representatives of the main Belgian development cooperation institutions active (or 
potentially active) in climate change (Enabel, BIO, Non-Governmental Actors and 
Institutional Actor (NGA & IA) representatives, FPS HFSCE, MD8) should meet at least 
once every 3 to 6 months to exchange in relation to their portfolios’ links with climate 
action. This should support closer coordination of the various Belgian development 
cooperation actors in pursuit of greater climate action synergies and complementarities. 
In view of their closer link to DGD, BIO and Enabel could envisage a specific coordination 
committee limited to their climate activities so as to better identify opportunities for 
collaboration. 

FPS HFSCE through its specific expertise and network -which are complementary to those 
of FPS Foreign Affairs development institutions- could play a stronger role as a facilitator 
and mainstreamer of climate action in Belgian development work, as a partner to MD8 
which has climate mainstreaming at the core of its mandate. The exact modalities of such 
collaboration would need to be specified. However, the 12M€/year interdepartmental 
provision which requires coordination between the FPS Foreign Affairs and FPS HFSCE57 

could possibly be linked up to such meetings so as to offer an additional incentive for 
collaboration. 

More widely, the institutional link between Belgian development cooperation operators and 

FPS HFSCE could be the object of a degree of reflection with the object of ensuring that 
regular consultation on climate issues (and more widely environmental ones) occurs in a 

 
57  Although the actual decision is the sole competence of the Minister of Development Cooperation 
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satisfactory, albeit unburden some, way, as climate and environment take up more space 
within the development agenda. Currently, it remains at the discretion of DGD actors to 
involve FPS HFSCE or not; without an institutional link and a clearer definition and 
recognition of the FPS HFSCE’s role, it will be difficult for the FPS HFSCE to materialise its 
facilitatory or consultative role in a systematic way. 

At country level such meetings should also be institutionalised. Even in the absence of 
additional human resources, a 6-monthly meeting of a “climate commission” at the level 
of the Embassy appears realistic despite the fact that the evaluation team is aware that 
various Belgian actors are low on resources. If climate coordination is to aim at higher 
levels of collaboration and analysis, additional expertise may be required but most 
institutions should be in a position to accommodate a half day common bi-annual review 
of their respective climate related portfolio associated to a reflection of how it could be 
jointly improved. To make this approach effective, all concerned Belgian institutions should 
integrate climate change as a cross cutting issue. 

Such meetings could feed into the programmatic approach elaborated with national 
authorities based on a shared climate related plan of action and of the NDC (as mentioned 
in part 7.2). 

Coordination of Belgian actors at country level could also go in the direction advocated by 

Burkina Faso’s authorities which infer that the technical assistance provided by FPS HFSCE 
should be associated to a Belgian engagement to implement the NDC plan through its 
other development cooperation actors. In fact, the FPS Foreign Affairs indicates that this 
is envisaged for the thematic portfolio in the Sahel region. 

R3.4:  Support private sector climate investment, by clarifying strategic 

priorities for engagement with the private sector and supporting 

the identification of a more varied set of climate mitigation and 

adaptation investment opportunities suitable for private actors 

Importance: Medium - High priority  

Concerned actor: BIO, Enabel, NGA and Institutional actors (particularly University 

Cooperation) 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C3.5, C2.1 & C2.2 

Leveraging wider financial flows managed by the private sector is key to mobilising the 

scale of resources – in the trillions – needed to realize developing countries’ national 

determined contributions, national adaptation plans, and other climate strategies. 

This involves clarifying the strategic priorities for engagement with the private sector – 

which range from micro, small or medium enterprises (MSME) to financial institutions and 

institutional investors – through a dedicated approach with clear guidelines. 

There is significant potential for an increased private sector role in climate investment, 

including diversifying from strong renewables engagement to build leverage in other 

sectors, particularly for adaptation. 

This should not oversee the many challenges to private sector investment in Belgian 

cooperation countries. Indeed, LDC’s both in Central Africa and the Sahel generally present 

unfavourable business climates and security problems which discourage private 

investment. Moreover, for private sector investment to have positive environmental and 

social impacts, it must generally take place in a context where private sector activities are 

regulated; given the governance problems in many Belgian partner countries such 

regulation is most often very limited. Besides, it is unclear what climate change adaptation 

activities could be profitable enough to interest the private sector. 

Nonetheless, in terms of climate adaptation activities, it can be underlined that resilience 

of local populations seems to benefit from micro-finance (which can support access to 

more climate resilient or climate smart agricultural practices for instance) or agricultural 
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insurance (which protects producers from extreme climate effects on their crop). Both 

these types of activities can be private sector led. 

More generally, the strategic approach can aim to address key barriers to private 

investment in climate action and be built on three pillars: mitigating risk for climate impact, 

supporting climate-oriented financial systems and acting as a market maker for climate 

transformation. A particular programming focus may be testing models for increased 

private sector investment in adaptation and resilience. Another may be working through 

novel public-private partnerships on structuring investments that mobilize private finance 

in new sectors and geographies, including through de-risking to support innovative 

business models or attract institutional sources of capital. 

Addressing key barriers to private investment in climate action may involve the following: 

- Fixing market failures (such as removing disincentives created by distortive tax 

systems that promote fossil fuels). Providing long-term public finance for on-

lending can adjust for financial markets that fail to provide sufficient volumes of 

affordable, long-term debt (which is what BIO already does and could be further 

strengthened by providing additional concessional funding (code-5) and amended 

guidelines -allowing, for instance, higher code-5 investment, as it is currently 

limited to 3 M€ per project). In addition, credit enhancement in the form of 

governmental guarantees can reduce the risk of adaptation-related lending to 

smaller enterprises for lenders. Public auctions of credit guarantees to commercial 

banks can further reduce the burden to public finance institutions and reduce the 

cost of borrowing to micro, small or medium enterprises (MSMEs) or corporations, 

which has a knock-on effect of freeing up capital for further investment in other 

activities. 

- Addressing Positive Externalities of Adaptation-Related Investments: Such as using 

grants or subsidies to internalise the social benefit of a public good. Positive 

externalities can be internalised through financial instruments, such as taxes or 

subsidies that capture the value of the positive externality and provide 

reimbursement to the investor. This will improve the return from the investors’ 

perspective and could bring it closer to the true value (“social rate of return”) of 

the adaptation activity. 

- Building institutional capacity (such as building advisory capacity, creating a 

functioning regulator for energy markets or improving building regulations). 

- Generating information or innovative spill-overs (such as demonstrating the 

viability of a technology in a country or reducing the cost of a given technology 

through learning-by-doing or economies of scale) and on climate impacts. Raising 

awareness of adaptation risks, costs and options strengthens capacities to identify 

and invest in appropriate adaption measures. 

Belgian actors have expertise and mandates for addressing such challenges to various 

extent. It would be useful to examine further what they are best positioned to do in this 

respect, how they could do it, and what synergies there may be among them and with 

other actors. DGD’s private sector development service (D 2.4) for instance has its own 

resources and various tools (such as the Shift); such tools could be analysed to see how 

to optimise their use for climate change.  

Since 2015, the multilateral funds are increasingly using public funds from contributing 

countries to leverage additional funds (including from the private sector). It is evident that 

the Paris Goals cannot be achieved without a massive scale-up of private sector-led 

investments in climate change, and multilateral channels can help here. The current mix 

of multilateral climate finance channels of Belgium seems to align with this need, with 

funding to the GCF that could help to leverage investments from the private sector and 

other multilateral channels, and the funding to the Adaptation Fund and Least Developed 

Country Fund (LDCF) to foster direct access for recipient countries to adaptation funding 

and support to the most vulnerable countries respectively.  
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R3.5:  Develop a climate specific monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

framework  

Importance: Medium priority 

Concerned actor: DGD (MD8) with Enabel, BIO, NGA & IA representatives (ACODEV, 

ngo-federatie and Fiabel) and FPS HFSCE 

Contextual justification or related conclusion: C1.1, C2.1, C2.2 & C3.6 (in particular) 

Building on the definition of climate action specific criteria (Recommendation 1.1), the 
DGD and FPS HFSCE in association with the Klimsec research platform should develop a 
common cross cutting climate indicator framework to assess climate relevance ex ante 
and climate effects ex-post for all their partner institutions. 

This should build upon the current Enabel initiative which has seen it develop a climate 
change strategy, related ToC, and corresponding indicators. It should aim at providing 
Belgian development cooperation actors involved in climate action with a set of shared 
indicators and a related systematic data collection and analysis system, allowing to 
synthesise and aggregate climate results at the level of all Belgian federal actors involved 
in climate action (and possibly beyond). Such a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
framework should as far as possible and practical also seek alignment with EU and UNFCCC 
frameworks & metrics. 

Such a system would constitute a valuable tool not only for measuring effects of Belgian 

climate action but also for steering the action through a results-based approach and further 
refining the regulatory, strategic and operational frameworks and the channels and 
instruments used in climate action so as to maximise their effectivity and efficiency. 

It should also integrate indicators aimed at estimating the sustainability of climate action 
effects. 

In addition, and despite the advantages of such an overall M&E framework, it should 
nonetheless also be borne in mind that a flexible approach to designing and using the 
framework should be maintained. Indeed, not all actors have the same M&E capacities and 
may not be in a position to collect exactly the same data. In addition, not all actors work 
in similar contextual settings meaning similar criteria (particularly in terms of adaptation) 
may not have identical thresholds according to circumstances. More generally, some 
climate indicators need to be tailored per project reflecting the contextual specificities. 

In addition, institutional specificities may exist according to different development 

cooperation actors. For instance, BIO is as much as possible trying to align with its 
European Development Finance Institutions (EDFI) peers. This is commendable but should 
not prevent it from also considering a common Belgian framework when assessing climate 
effects. 

The Danish evaluation of climate change mitigation in developing countries emphasises 
the recommendation regarding a climate specific M&E framework to measure the effect of 
mitigation efforts on emissions reductions (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2021). 
Such a system should include information on how baseline conditions relevant to mitigation 
will be described; define expected mitigation outcomes and criteria and indicators for 
assessing progress towards them; and provide a full account of arrangements for 
monitoring and reporting progress towards those outcomes. The evaluation describes the 
GCF as a promising international institution to further develop information systems on 
mitigation efforts. Belgian actors could consult the GCF and other knowledge holders, such 
as think tanks and NGOs, to further develop their own climate-specific M&E system. 

Finally, monitoring climate mitigation action could be supported by the satellite imagery 
of sentinel 5 which can provide almost real-time information on GHG emissions. 
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The Sentinel-5 mission: real time monitoring of greenhouse gas (GHG) 

The SENTINEL-5 mission is part of the European Earth Observation Programme 

"Copernicus" which is a coordinated and managed by the European Commission (EC). The 

space component of the Copernicus observation infrastructure is developed under the 

aegis of the European Space Agency (ESA). 

Sentinel-5 (and other sentinel missions) serves the specific needs of the Copernicus 
Atmospheric Monitoring Services (CAMS). These services provide coherent information on 
atmospheric variables in support of European policies and for the benefit of European 
citizens. In particular, they cover ozone and surface UV, air quality, and climate 
applications. SENTINEL-5 is focused on air quality and composition-climate interaction with 
the main data products being Ozone (O3), NO2, SO2, HCHO, CHOCHO and aerosols. 
Additionally, SENTINEL-5 will also deliver quality parameters for CO, CO2, CH4, and 
stratospheric O3 with daily global coverage for climate, air quality, and ozone/surface UV 
applications. 

This data is available at a global scale and goes back in time to mid-2018 with a daily 
frequency. In short, Sentinel 5 can support real time monitoring of GHG emissions, 
including CO2, CH4, SO2, o3, nitrogen dioxide.  




