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This Policy Perspectives summary is based 
on a report authored by Raphaël Jachnik 
and Randy Caruso at the OECD and Aman 
Srivastava at the World Resources Institute. It 
builds upon work conducted to date under the 
Research Collaborative on Tracking Private 
Climate Finance. The Research Collaborative 
is an OECD-led network of research 
organisations, international finance institutions 
and governments. It aims to contribute to the 
development of methodologies for estimating 
private finance mobilised by developed 
countries’ public interventions in support of 
low-carbon and climate-resilient activities in 
developing countries. 

This report places Research Collaborative 
findings to date both on approaches to 
estimating mobilisation and on the availability 
of underlying private climate finance data within 
an overarching framework. This framework 
outlines key decision points involved in 
estimating publicly mobilised private finance 
and assesses a range of methodological 
options to address these. Future work related 
to the Research Collaborative intends to further 
develop and test estimation methods within 
the context of pilot measurements for climate-
relevant sectors, in terms of different types of 
interventions/instruments, as well as at the 
levels of individual/ groups of countries and 
public finance institutions. 

The full report and additional information 
can be found at: 
www.oecd.org/env/researchcollaborative  

On behalf of the Research Collaborative, the 
OECD would like to thank Australia, Canada, 
Finland, France, Germany, Japan, the Nordic 
Council of Ministers, Switzerland, the United 
Kingdom and the United States for funding 
work conducted in 2013-14.

Estimating mobilised 
private climate finance: 
methodological approaches, 
options and trade-offs
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Key Messages

STATE OF PLAY: FINDINGS AND REMAINING GAPS

• A range and combination of public finance and policy interventions can mobilise and catalyse private 
climate finance in addition to the role played by enabling country and market conditions.

• More robust methodologies than currently used for individual projects are required to estimate private 
finance mobilised by developed countries in support of low-carbon and climate-resilient activites in 
developing countries.

• Private climate finance and its mobilisation by public interventions can be estimated both at the 
activity level and in aggregate using qualitative or quantitative methods.

•  All methodological choices to estimate mobilisation imply trade-offs between practicality, accuracy 
and the potential to standardise across entities and countries; a balance needs to be found while 
ensuring that the methodologies adopted incentivise an effective use of public interventions towards 
scaling up climate finance. 

•  There is a current lack of comprehensive data on private climate finance beyond large renewable 
energy project finance transactions; some of the many data gaps for other low-carbon, climate-
resilient activities as well as smaller and other types of financial transactions are likely to remain.

•  Proxy data and methods could help partly overcome such data and technical limitations to estimating 
private climate finance and its mobilisation by public interventions.

•  The development of more coherent and systematic climate finance monitoring and reporting systems 
is however needed in the longer run, requiring better data collection and methods.

SHORT-TERM PRIORITIES: TEST AND IMPLEMENT PRACTICAL METHODS; PROVIDE 

TRANSPARENCY

• Implement estimation methods that are practical and easier to standardise across entities and 
countries without undermining accuracy or disincentivising further climate action, which could occur 
by for instance underestimating or disregarding the mobilisation impact of certain interventions.

• Be transparent about underlying definitions and assumptions; engage and consult to build trust and 
common language among parties.

• Prioritise and co-ordinate the use of estimation methods that minimise the risk of double-counting 
financial flows between public interventions and entities involved in mobilising private finance.

• Consider reporting mobilised private climate finance collectively with no attribution to individual 
entities or countries to avoid problems of attribution and double counting. 

• Conduct pilot estimates of mobilisation based on available data or proxies and existing definitions to 
test as well as gather evidence and gain experience on methodological options and trade-offs.

LONGER-TERM ACTIONS: CONVERGE ON DEFINITIONS, BUILD DATA SYSTEMS, IMPROVE AND 

STANDARDISE METHODS

• Converge on defining core concepts, such as what counts as low-carbon, climate-resilient activities, 
and on key methodological assumptions for how to estimate private climate finance mobilisation.

• Build up the capacity of individual entities, countries and international data systems for more 
systematic data collection and reporting e.g. on private co-financing for publicly-supported climate 
activities.

• Encourage communication and foster relevant synergies between climate and development finance 
communities towards building coherent practices for estimating private finance mobilisation.

• Increase the depth and breadth of developed and developing country public interventions considered 
when estimating mobilisation of long-term climate finance.

• Explore possibilities to link the tracking of climate finance with the measurement of its outcomes in 
terms of reduced emissions and/or enhanced resilience.
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1Estimating the linkages 
between public interventions 
and private finance
The private sector has a critical role in financing the transition to low-carbon, 

climate-resilient (LCR) economies. While public interventions can mobilise 

significant levels of private capital, the current ability to estimate such 

mobilisation is limited. This is particularly apparent in the context of assessing 

the amount of private finance mobilised by developed countries, under the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), to 

address the needs of developing countries. 

Quantifying the linkages between public interventions and private finance 

flowing towards LCR activities is a technically complex and challenging 

endeavour. As a step towards addressing this complexity, the full report, which 

this Policy Perspectives summary is based on, outlines a four-stage framework 

that proposes a range of methodological options to address key decision points 

for estimating publicly mobilised private finance. It further discusses the 

performance of these options to enable a better understanding of the trade-

offs and implications of choosing certain methods over others. The intent in 

doing so is to guide the development and use of more robust methodologies 

as well as to inform future work (including pilot measurements) by relevant 

actors (countries, public finance institutions, researchers). 

Four-stage framework and overview of decision points to estimate mobilised private climate finance

Stage 2. Identify public interventions and instruments that can be credited for mobilising private climate finance 

Stage 4. Estimate private climate finance mobilisation

• Definition of climate change activities

• Definition of public and private finance

• Choice and conversion of currency

• Choice of point of measurement

• Valuation of different public interventions

• Type of public interventions used to mobilise private climate finance

• Specific instruments used for the intervention

• Assess causality between public interventions and private finance

• Attribution of mobilised private finance 

• Classification of developed and developing countries

• Determination of geographical origin of finance

• Boundaries and estimation of private finance involved

• Availability of climate-specific private finance data  
or proxies

Stage 3. Value public interventions and account for total private finance involved

Stage 1. Define core concepts

Options chosen at any given decision point will influence the availability and feasibility of options at other decision points. 
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Four-stage framework and overview of decision points to estimate mobilised private climate finance

Stage 1. Define core concepts

2Broad pros and cons 
of different approaches

The performance of available methodological options across the four stages and 

decision points of the framework can be assessed against four evaluation criteria 

that are relevant to the design and implementation of robust and credible methods 

to estimate mobilised private climate finance.

Criteria to evaluate methods and options to estimate mobilised private climate finance

Source: Adapted from Srivastava and Venugopal (2014).

• Encourages the 
use of public 
interventions to 
deliver climate 
benefits

• Promotes means 
to scale up 
climate finance

• Applies to various types 
of reporting entities

• Allows for aggregation 
and comparison

• Feasible with 
available data

• Time and cost 
efficient to report

• Reflects reality

• Avoids double countingAccuracy

Incentives
created

Practicality

Potential for
standardisation

Choosing certain options over others will have varied 

implications and involve trade-offs in relation to the four 

evaluation criteria. Broadly-speaking, project-level and 

case-based qualitative approaches may be accurate in 

capturing the mobilisation  effects of public interventions, 

but could be impractical to develop (time- and resource-

intensive) and will be difficult to standardise across 

contexts and actors. Aggregate-level and quantitative 

approaches may be more easily standardised and 

transferable; their use is however limited by a lack of data 

availability while their accuracy is dependent on sample 

sizes and robustness of the evidence on which they are 

based. Qualitative and quantitative approaches can be 

tested and implemented in a complementary manner 

towards increasing the overall accuracy of tracking  

over time.

The current availability of robust options to estimate 

mobilisation in Stage 4 of the framework decreases as 

the scope of the accounting boundaries (as defined in 

the previous three stages) expands. For instance, there are 

limited options for meaningfully and accurately estimating 

private finance mobilised by public policy interventions, 

over longer time periods, and/or across the full range and 

types of financial actors and transactions. Though options 

that include a broad range of relevant public interventions 

and instruments are likely to offer greater accuracy and 

create more positive incentives, they will be less practical 

to implement due to data limitations and difficulties to 

standardise across the full range of actors. On the other 

hand, more practical options, such as assuming blanket 

causality of public finance, might in some instances create 

incentives to provide more public finance to relatively 

well-established markets and more commercially viable 

technologies. This might be at the expense of providing 

public finance where it might be most needed or supporting 

the implementation of necessary policy interventions and 

market reforms. Thus, methods and options should not be 

considered in isolation and need to be carefully evaluated 

against all four criteria and stages of the framework.

© OECD ESTIMATING MOBILISED PRIVATE CLIMATE FINANCE . 5 



Decision-makers are faced with two overarching 

priorities: measure progress towards the fulfilment of the 

USD 100 billion commitment in a transparent, accurate 

and practical way; and increase the incentives for and the 

efficiency of public interventions to mobilise and scale-up 

private finance towards LCR activities in the longer run. 

Adopting different approaches and options in the short 

versus the longer term can offer a way to progressively 

work toward aligning and balancing these priorities. 

Implementable options in 

the short term

Quantifying mobilised private climate finance is 

technically complex, involves a range of potential 

methods, and is currently constrained by data limitations. 

Making partial estimates of and reporting mobilisation 

in the short term therefore involves implementing 

options that are practical and easier to standardise, 

including those for which data are available. However, 

care needs to be taken to ensure that the options 

selected for these reasons do not undermine the other 

two criteria (accuracy and incentives). Alternatively, 

studies of mobilisation should openly acknowledge such 

shortcomings where they exist. Several principles emerge 

from considering such options

• Provide transparency on key definitions and 

methods: Definitional and methodological 

transparency is needed to build trust as well as 

for data comparison purposes. This can involve 

providing an explicit list or referring to/adopting 

working definitions of LCR activities or standard 

definitions of public and private finance used by 

existing statistical bodies, which will facilitate 

coherence and aggregation of estimates across 

individual entities and countries. 

• Use options that minimise double counting across 

entities/countries: In particular, where multiple 

public interventions are involved in supporting the 

same LCR activity, the choice of method to attribute 

mobilisation of private finance needs to be  

co-ordinated to avoid double counting, 

misattribution and overestimation. For instance, 

avoiding double counting with full attribution of 

mobilisation to one intervention is only possible if 

other interventions involved do not also claim credit 

for mobilisation. Similarly, the use of methods for 

partial attribution to each intervention needs to be 

agreed on among those involved in order for their 

individually estimated mobilisation effects not to 

add up to more than one hundred percent. 

• Consider collective reporting of mobilised private 

climate finance: Entities/countries might need to 

estimate the mobilisation effect of their individual 

interventions to inform their stake-/shareholders, 

as well as be incentivised to replicate interventions. 

However, a more accurate short term approach for 

estimating mobilised private finance internationally 

might be to focus on collective reporting to minimise 

the margin of error and risk of double counting. 

Such risk arises with individual reporting under 

the current absence of agreement on standardised 

methods and attribution rules across entities 

involved on the ground. Collective reporting of 

mobilisation could complement without necessarily 

replacing existing requirements and guidance for 

developed country Parties to report financial flows 

individually under the UNFCCC.

• Tailor approaches: This involves public entities 

using differentiated approaches for addressing 

decision points based on current data availability, 

the size of the transaction and the type of financial 

instrument. For example, a tailored approach could 

make sense when estimating mobilisation. The 

partial causality assumption could be used where 

the relationship between public interventions and 

private finance is particularly complex and the 

underlying data required for such analysis available. 

3Potential ways forward

6 . © OECD ESTIMATING MOBILISED PRIVATE CLIMATE FINANCE
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Blanket causality of public finance could be assumed 

in the absence of identified public policies mobilising 

private finance for LCR activities combined with weak 

investment conditions, and a lack of information to 

conduct a deeper analysis.

• Conduct pilot estimates of mobilisation based on 

available data and existing definitions: It is crucial for 

relevant actors (countries, public finance institutions, 

researchers) to start conducting pilot measurements 

of mobilised private finance in order to test, as well 

as gather evidence and gain practical experience on 

methodological options and issues.

Applying the four-stage framework: an example based on the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
definitions and approach to measure amounts mobilised by selected public development finance instruments 

The DAC is working on new measures of development finance for post-2015 sustainable development goals, including towards 
collecting activity-level data on private finance mobilised by public development finance. In collaboration with development 
finance institutions to survey methods in use and data availability, a first set of instrument-specific methods have been developed 
for syndicated loans, shares in collective investment vehicles and guarantees. 

 

Framework stages

1. Define 
   core 
   concepts

2. Identify public
    interventions 
    and instruments

3. Value public  
    interventions 
    and account 
    for total 
    private finance 
    involved 

4. Estimate 
    private finance 
    mobilisation

Answers to decision points based on exercising DAC definitions and methods 

Climate change activities: Based on “Rio markers” for mitigation and adaptation.

Currency and conversion: Volumes of finance are reportable to the DAC in OECD currencies. 
OECD official exchange rates are used to convert into USD.

Type of public intervention and instruments: Public finance instruments only.

Country classification: Providers of development finance and DAC list of ODA-eligible countries 
(recipients).

Value of public interventions: Guarantees: Several options under discussion. Syndicated loans: 
face-value of the loan provided by each public participant in the syndication. Shares in CIVs: face 
value of the equity investment by each first-loss public participant in the CIV.

Causality: Guarantees: assumption that the private sector would not have invested in the project or 
activity without the presence of an official guarantee. Syndicated loans: assumption that the private 
sector would not have provided the loan without the public sector arranging/participating in the 
syndication. Shares in CIVs: assumption that the private sector would not have invested in the fund 
without the public sector taking on the first-loss risk.

Data availability: Activity-level data on private finance mobilised by guarantees for 2009 to 2011 
are available based on a DAC survey, which will be renewed in 2015. Formal DAC data collection for 
guarantees, syndicated loans and shares in CIVs is expected to start from 2016.

Public and private finance: Official transactions are considered public, as defined in the DAC 
reporting directives, when undertaken by public entities at their own risk and responsibility.

Point of measurement: Guarantees and syndicated loans: commitment date. Shares in CIVs: 
commitments during the fund-raising period.

Specific instruments: To date: guarantee schemes for development, syndicated loans, shares in 
collective investment vehicles (CIVs).

Geographical origin of private finance: Include - but separately identify where technically possible 
- all international and domestic sources of private finance.

Boundaries: Guarantees: full nominal value of the instrument (loan, equity) being guaranteed 
regardless of the share of this value covered by the guarantee. Syndicated loans: private finance 
within the syndication. Shares in CIVs: private investments in the CIVs.

Attribution: Guarantees: to the official guarantor (pro-rata if co-guarantors). Syndicated loans: 
Options considered to attribute amount mobilised to the arranger entirely or to pro-rate among 
participants. Shares in CIVs: Pro-rata to first-loss participants: 50% attributed to each participant 
equally and 50% in proportion to the participants’ financial share in the CIV.

The tables on the next two pages summarise possible 

options for each decision point across the four stages of 

the framework that are likely to be easier to implement 

in the short term. 

  © OECD ESTIMATING MOBILISED PRIVATE CLIMATE FINANCE . 7 



Possible short-term options to define core concepts (Stage 1)

There are several different dynamic and static lists 
available that could be used to classify countries as 
developed or developing. 

Handling multiple country ownership/funding: Either 
do not assign a country of origin or take a pro-rata 
approach (based on shareholdings or amounts 
of funds provided) on a case-by-case basis 
depending on information availability.

Static lists are readily available and reflect 
historical circumstances/responsibilities. 
Dynamic classifications are also practical to 
implement and likely to produce estimates 
that more accurately represent and incentivise 
flows to currently developing countries.

While a pro-rata approach would be 
appropriate for large multilateral development 
finance institutions and funds, it would likely 
be costly and unpractical for smaller private 
enterprises.

Available short-term option(s) Rationale

Defining LCR activities: Provide transparency on 
definitions used e.g. provide an explicit list; refer 
to existing approaches such as the OECD DAC 
Rio markers, joint-MDB positive list for mitigation 
activities.

Counting only part of an activity as LCR-specific: 
Take pro-rata share of total project (based on costs, 
time, net impacts) or a standard gradation.

Initiating a new multi-stakeholder engagement 
process to develop an agreed taxonomy of LCR 
activities is unlikely to be feasible in the short 
term.

These options may achieve a good balance 
between accuracy, practicality, and 
standardisation.

The ultimate parent approach might, on 
average though not always, provide a 
reasonable proxy for determining the country 
of origin of private finance. This information 
might however not always be available.

Possible short-term options to identify public interventions and instruments that can be credited for 
mobilising private finance (Stage 2)

Available short-term option(s) RationaleDecision point

Identification of type 
of public interventions 
and specific  
instruments 

Focus on public finance interventions for which 
data is available or can be collected in the short 
term (e.g. grants, loans, equity investments). This 
is likely to disregard the impact of public policies in 
mobilising private climate finance.

Current lack of robust methodologies for 
estimating mobilisation of private finance 
for most public policies. Prioritising the 
development of robust and credible 
methodologies to assess mobilisation from 
public finance can ensure appropriate methods 
are in place in the short term to measure the 
effect of at least some public interventions.

Possible short-term options to value public interventions and account for total private finance involved (Stage 3)

Measure finance at the point of commitment; cross-
check with disbursement data where available.

While commitment-based estimates of finance 
could differ significantly from the amount involved 
at the point of disbursement, comprehensive and 
reliable data on disbursement data is unlikely to 
be available in the short term 

Available short-term option(s) RationaleDecision point

Choice and conversion 
of currency

Choice of point of 
measurement

Build upon/make use of available international 
statistical standards to report in either the currency in 
which the finance was committed, or an international 
currency along with information on the exchange rate 
used and date of conversion. 

Such approach makes it possible to address the 
effects of inflation and exchange rate fluctuation 
between the actual and reported currencies, thus 
presenting a more accurate picture of public 
efforts to mobilise private finance over time.

Assigning a geographical origin: Use the headquarter 
location of the ultimate (if information available) or 
intermediate parent of the entity providing funds. 
Known cases of multiple country ownership/funding 
(e.g. MDBs) need to be considered separately.

Which geographical source of private finance to 
include: If/where assigning a country of origin 
is technically feasible and meaningful, run two 
scenarios in order to provide a range: one including 
in aggregate private finance mobilised from all 
origins; one including only private finance assigned 
to developed country entities.

Private finance often does not have a clear 
or unique country of origin due to diffuse and 
changing locations and ownership structures 
of private financiers, combined with how 
private finance may be channelled. Assigning 
a meaningful geographical origin is therefore 
likely to be technically difficult and often 
inaccurate. A range of estimates can hence 
provide an indicative picture.  

Decision point

Definition of 
LCCR 
activities 
and projects

Definition of public 
and private 
finance

Classification of 
developed and 
developing countries

Determination of 
geographical origin of 
finance

Large institutions/transactions: analyse the 
public/private nature of finance provided. Small 
institutions/transactions or joint ventures: take 
a practical approach (e.g. based on majority 
ownership); consider existing definitions in that 
process e.g. OECD DAC, Eurostat.

Undertaking a robust analysis of the public 
or private nature of finance provided by small 
institutions and/or small transactions would be 
time- and resource-intensive, and may also 
face lack of data.
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Possible short-term options to estimate private finance mobilisation (Stage 4)

Available short-term option(s) Rationale

Take a differentiated approach by assuming blanket 
causality where there is a clear argument for doing 
so e.g. absence of any relevant public interventions 
and weak enabling environment. Assign partial 
causality using default mobilisation factors for 
relevant public policies where the relationship 
between public interventions and private finance is 
particularly complex.

Assuming blanket causality of public finance 
is unlikely to be accurate in the case of every 
public intervention. However, a more robust 
assessment of causality may not be possible 
(e.g. due to lack of information) or appropriate 
for every intervention.

For public guarantees: Account for the total private 
finance instrument (loan, equity) to which the public 
guarantee applies.

Availability of LCR-specific private finance data: 
Combine data on private co-financing available from 
public financiers with cross-institutional datasets could 
provide the most accurate picture of total private 
finance.

In the absence of data: Producing rough estimates 
of volumes of private climate finance can provide 
indications and inform decision making. Neither 
bottom-up nor top-down proxy estimation approaches  
are however developed enough to produce verifiable 
estimates. 

There is a lack of information on volumes and 
sources of finance involved in equity funds, as 
well as of systems needed to prevent double 
counting across actors intervening at various 
points in the financial value chain.

Data-sets can be complementary. Relying 
solely on private co-financing data would limit 
the ability to measure private finance mobilised 
where no direct public finance is involved e.g. 
some cases of capacity building.

For syndicated loans involving a public actor: Account 
for all the private finance associated with the loan 
syndicate

Build upon/make use of approaches used or being 
developed by the development finance community 
e.g. OECD DAC. 

For public investments in equity funds: Only account for 
private finance at the direct fund-level.

Using only the amount covered by the 
guarantee may underestimate the amounts 
mobilised by public guarantees and 
disincentivise the use of such instruments. 
However, including all private finance involved 
could lead to double counting.

Accounting for only part of the syndication 
may ignore the public loan’s role in helping a 
project attract additional finance and could 
result in disincentivising syndicated loans e.g. 
compared loans from a single provider.

This would increase comparability between 
climate and development finance data.

Decision point

Estimation of causality 
between public 
interventions and private 
finance

Attribution of mobilised 
private finance (if blanket 
causality of public 
finance assumed)  

Attribution of mobilised 
private climate finance  
(if assessing causality) 

Benchmark commercial rates of return or 
lending rates for specific types of projects may 
not be readily available.

Case-study-based qualitative approaches make 
standardisation or avoiding double counting 
difficult. Quantitative approaches require 
comprehensive data series. Both need further 
methodological developments to be applied in 
a robust manner.

Excluding private finance that predates a public 
actor’s financing commitment could ignore the 
role public finance can play in helping reach 
financial close and may disincentivise allocating 
public finance to such purposes. Including 
private finance subsequent to the activity 
supported by the public intervention increases 
the risk of double counting.

Assessing causality for public finance: If a risk-based 
approach is selected, use simple rules based on the 
relative risk positions of public and private finance. 

Adjusting for the effects of LCR-specific public policies 
and/or broader country and market conditions: Where 
possible, use transparent assumptions (e.g. a default 
factor to attribute mobilisation to a policy intervention); 
report qualitatively on the presence/absence of 
indirect public interventions and policies otherwise.

Temporal issues: Consider private finance only within 
the direct scope of the activity supported by the 
public intervention. This can include private finance 
invested before or after public finance was committed 
where appropriate (apply declining mobilisation rate/
tapering factor).

Value of different public 
interventions

Definition of 
boundaries and 
estimation of total 
private finance involved

Availability of LCR-
specific private finance 
data
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Either no-attribution to individual entities/interventions 
(aggregate estimate and collective reporting of 
mobilisation) or attributing based on readily available 
information, such as taking a pro rata approach 
based on the volume of funding and type of finance 
provided. 

Collective reporting can help avoid double 
counting and does not require additional 
information and analysis required for attributing 
a share of mobilisation among actors. Risk-, 
role-, or time-based attribution requires 
additional information that may not be readily 
available. Full attribution to each actor would 
result in systematic double counting. 

The accuracy of each of these approaches 
would depend on the exact methods used, 
such as the quality and specificity of co-
financing ratios (e.g. whether they are available 
by country, technology, project size) or the 
relevance of environmental proxies available.



Longer-term actions

There are current definitional, methodological and 

data challenges that limit the availability of options 

to estimate mobilised private climate finance. Thus, 

a number of areas needing further work have been 

identified towards better understanding the drivers 

of private finance and improving estimates of its 

mobilisation. In contrast to the short-term focus on 

practicality and standardisation, working on longer-

term improvements will allow methods and resulting 

estimates to, over time, perform better against the other 

two evaluation criteria (accuracy, incentives) as well.

• Converge on defining core concepts: Building 

progressive consensus on the definitions of specific 

concepts would enable greater comparability of 

estimates of mobilised private climate finance 

and the development of more standardised 

methodologies for data collection and aggregation 

across public entities. Parties to the UNFCCC could 

for instance arrive over time at common lists of 

public interventions and instruments mobilising 

private finance and of LCR-specific activities, though 

the latter would be more difficult for adaptation. 

• Build data systems for monitoring and reporting 

more comprehensive data on private flows to LCR 

activities to and in developing countries: Improved 

tracking of LCR-specific private finance would 

allow the further development and improvement 

of methodological options to estimate private 

finance mobilisation. More and better quality data 

on LCR-specific private finance would also allow for 

methodological options to perform better across the 

four evaluation criteria. Building data systems will in 

particular require increased efforts by public finance 

institutions to measure private co-financing, both for 

the purposes of their individual reporting and to feed 

into cross-institutional reporting systems such as the 

OECD DAC. A parallel and possibly complementary 

approach could be to incentivise private data 

providers that track financial transactions to identify 

LCR-specific transactions within their datasets. 

Although it might be possible over time to compile 

more complete data series, some information 

gaps are likely to remain e.g. private finance 

for adaptation, and more broadly LCR-specific 

private finance flowing without public finance 

being involved (which will not be captured by the 

tracking of private co-financing). In such cases, the 

further development and use of proxy methods is 

likely to be needed.

• Increase communication between the 

development and climate finance communities: 

Increasing communication and, where relevant, 

collaboration between the climate and 

development finance practitioners could foster 

synergies on methods and data collection efforts. 

This is particularly relevant in the context of the 

post-2015 financing for development agenda, 

where the provision and tracking of development 

finance will be an essential part of implementation. 

• Design the architecture of a system for reporting 

private climate finance to the UNFCCC: Even 

if data for LCR-specific private finance and 

methodological options to estimate its mobilisation 

improve over time, the robustness of estimates 

and ability to prevent double counting will depend 

on the architecture of the overall system(s) in 

which they are executed and reported. Making 

recommendations for the design of a reporting 

system is not within the scope of this analysis. 

The choice of options to address decision points 

will, however, have implications for the type(s) of 

system(s) needed and compatibility with existing 

tools (e.g. UNFCCC Common Tabular Format). 

Conversely, the architecture for a UNFCCC 

reporting system will affect the types of methods 
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used by those reporting. Future discussions will 

be required to decide on the scale and level of 

standardisation needed to provide robust and 

complete results. 

• Increase the depth of information reported: The 

provision of more disaggregated data on mobilised 

private finance is desirable over time to provide 

further transparency and accountability of 

aggregate estimates.  It is, however, a challenging 

endeavour due in particular to technical issues 

and confidentiality restrictions. If decision-makers 

desire increased granularity (and thereby more 

transparency) in reporting than at present, additional 

resources will be needed to improve or create 

national and international tracking systems relevant 

for climate finance. This could for instance include 

improved measurement of climate finance within 

existing tracking systems for development finance, 

export credits, and foreign direct investment.

• Increase the breadth of both developed and 

developing country public interventions considered 

when estimating mobilisation of long-term finance: 

Considering the mobilisation effect of a wider 

range of public interventions (finance and policy 

interventions by both developed and developing 

countries) will improve comprehensiveness of 

coverage as well as accuracy of attribution. Doing 

so will incentivise a broader and more efficient 

use of interventions to mobilise long-term finance 

at scale. In particular, more holistic approaches 

need to consider the important role played by 

domestic policies (in the broader context of country 

and market conditions) in catalysing national 

and international private finance. While current 

methods to attribute mobilisation effects to public 

policy interventions as well as country and market 

conditions are not well developed, their use could 

contextualise and qualify the measurement and 

reporting of private flows mobilised by public finance. 

In doing so, decision-makers should keep in mind 

the value of estimating mobilisation more broadly 

than towards assessing progress towards meeting the 

USD 100 billion commitment. Accurately estimating 

mobilisation can also help better understanding 

the drivers of private finance, and thereby more 

effectively shift investments at scale to LCR 

activities.

• Explore possibilities to link the tracking of LCR-

specific finance with the tracking of climate 

mitigation and adaptation outcomes: As the 

scaling-up of finance is not an end in itself, making 

mobilisation more effective requires understanding 

the mitigation and adaptation outcomes of LCR-

specific finance, such as avoided or reduced 

emissions and increased resilience (as well as co-

benefits in other areas). Although a technically very 

challenging task, decision-makers could explore and 

consider options to link the tracking of LCR-specific 

finance with the tracking of its outcomes through 

more integrated Measurement, Reporting and 

Verification (MRV) frameworks and closer  

co-ordination with recipient country institutions. 

© OECD ESTIMATING MOBILISED PRIVATE CLIMATE FINANCE . 11 



www.oecd.org/env/researchcollaborative 

Contact: Raphael.Jachnik@oecd.org   March 2015

RESEARCH COLLABORATIVE AND RELATED 
REFERENCES

Bolscher, H., E. Veenstra and J. van der Laan (2014), “PILOT – Tracking Mobilised Private 

Climate Finance”, Triple E Consulting, http://tripleeconsulting.com/project/pilot-study-tracking-

mobilised-private-climate-finance-netherlands. 

Buchner, B., M. Stadelmann, J. Wilkinson, F. Mazza,  A. Rosenberg, D. Abramskiehn (2014), 

“The Global Landscape of Climate Finance 2014”, Climate Policy Initiative,  

http://climatepolicyinitiative.org/publication/global-landscape-of-climate-finance-2014. 

Caruso, R. and R. Jachnik (2014), “Exploring Potential Data Sources for Estimating Private 

Finance”, OECD Environment Working Papers, No. 69, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.

org/10.1787/5jz15qwz4hs1-en. 

Caruso, R. and J. Ellis (2013), “Comparing Definitions and Methods to Estimate Mobilised 

Climate Finance”, OECD/IEA, Climate Change Expert Group Papers, No. 2013/02, OECD 

Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k44wj0s6fq2-en.  

Hascic I., M. Cárdenas Rodríguez, R. Jachnik, J. Silva and N. Johnstone (2015), “Public 

Interventions and Private Finance Flows: Empirical Evidence from Renewable Energy 

Financing”, OECD Environment Working Papers, No. 80, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.

org/10.1787/5js6b1r9lfd4-en.

 

Illman J., M. Halonen (Gaia Consulting Ltd), S. Whitley and N. Canales Trujillo (Overseas 

Development Institute) (2014), “Practical Methods for Assessing Private Climate Finance Flows”, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.6027/TN2014-506. 

Mirabile, M., J. Benn and C. Sangaré (2013), “Guarantees for Development”, OECD 

Development Co-operation Working Papers, No. 11, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.

org/10.1787/5k407lx5b8f8-en.    

OECD DAC, On-going work on measuring the mobilisation effect of public development finance, 

www.oecd.org/dac/stats/mobilisation-effect-of-public-development-finance.htm.

Srivastava A. and S. Venugopal (2014), “Evaluating Methods to Estimate Private Finance 

Mobilised from Public Interventions”, Discussion paper, World Resources Institute www.oecd.

org/env/researchcollaborative/activities.htm. 

Stadelmann M. and A. Michaelowa (2013), “Contribution of the Private Sector to Climate 

Change Long-Term-Finance: An Assessment of Private Climate Finance Mobilized by 

Switzerland”, University of Zurich, www.oebu.ch/de/themen/politik/international/bafu-

contribution-of-the-private-sector-to-climate-change-long-term-finance.html. 

THIS POLICY PERSPECTIVES IS BASED ON

Jachnik, R., R. Caruso and A. Srivastava (2015), “Estimating Mobilised Private Climate Finance: 

Methodological Approaches, Options and Trade-offs”, OECD Environment Working Papers, No. 

83, OECD Publishing, Paris, DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5js4x001rqf8-en.

Research Collaborati ve
Tracking Private Climate Finance

www.oecd.org/env/researchcollaborative
mailto:Raphael.Jachnik@oecd.org
http://tripleeconsulting.com/project/pilot-study-tracking-mobilised-private-climate-finance-netherlands
http://tripleeconsulting.com/project/pilot-study-tracking-mobilised-private-climate-finance-netherlands
http://climatepolicyinitiative.org/publication/global-landscape-of-climate-finance-2014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5jz15qwz4hs1-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5jz15qwz4hs1-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k44wj0s6fq2-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5js6b1r9lfd4-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5js6b1r9lfd4-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.6027/TN2014-506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k407lx5b8f8-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k407lx5b8f8-en
www.oecd.org/dac/stats/mobilisation-effect-of-public-development-finance.htm
www.oecd.org/env/researchcollaborative/activities.htm
www.oecd.org/env/researchcollaborative/activities.htm
www.oebu.ch/de/themen/politik/international/bafu-contribution-of-the-private-sector-to-climate-change-long-term-finance.html
www.oebu.ch/de/themen/politik/international/bafu-contribution-of-the-private-sector-to-climate-change-long-term-finance.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5js4x001rqf8-en

