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1. Background and objectives 

Export credits are of interest to the scope of work of the Research Collaborative given their obvious touch 

points with private finance through the political, commercial or credit risks coverage they provide, and based 

on their contribution to financing activities that contribute to climate action. This note explores possible 

technical options which could be used to account for export credits and their possible mobilisation effect in 

the context of climate finance monitoring and reporting. First, it presents an overview of existing reporting 

practices under the OECD Export Credit Group (ECG), which do not include private investment that might have 

been (at least partly) enabled by the provision of export credits. Second, it explores possible methodological 

options to, where appropriate, account for the effect of export credits on private finance, and considers 

reporting implications, in particular in terms of avoiding double counting (a commonly agreed upon principle 

for accounting for climate finance). To do so, existing methodologies for measuring private finance mobilised 

by public finance instruments are applied as relevant to the corresponding instruments used by export credit 

providers (typically guarantees1 and less often direct loans). Such methodological options are illustrated 

through three scenarios applied to four project examples. 

2. Overview of existing reporting practices under the OECD Export Credit Group 

The OECD Export Credit Committees, i.e. the Participants to the Arrangement on Officially Supported Export 

Credits (the "Participants") and the Working Party on Export Credits and Credit Guarantees (ECG), are charged 

with carrying forward the work of the OECD in the field of officially-supported export credits. The Participants 

are responsible for maintaining, developing and monitoring the financial disciplines for export credits 

contained in the Arrangement on Officially Supported Export Credits (the "Arrangement") (OECD Trade and 

Agriculture Directorate, 2017). The Arrangement, which is updated on a regular basis, provides  a 

comprehensive framework for financial disciplines aimed at: (i) fostering a level  playing  field  for  official  

support; and (ii) encouraging  competition  among  exporters  based  on  the quality  and  price  of goods  and  

services  exported  rather  than  on  the  most  favourable  officially  supported  financial terms and conditions. 

As such, the Arrangement prescribes a regime of financial terms and conditions for standard export credits 

that must not be undercut. 

In addition to these financial disciplines for standard export credits support, the Arrangement also includes a 

number of so-called Sector Understandings, providing special terms and conditions for certain sectors. For 

example, special terms and conditions for renewable energy, climate change mitigation and adaptation, and 

water projects are defined in Sector Understanding Annex IV (CCSU). In practice, this means that Sector 

Understandings allow for closely defined “softer” terms than the standard regime, but do not prescribe them 

i.e. Participants may also use standard Arrangement (“harder”) terms for providing export credits to projects 

in any of these sectors. 

The ECG is responsible for discussing and co-ordinating national export credits policies relating to good 

governance issues, such as anti-bribery measures, environmental and social due diligence, and sustainable 

lending, as well as to Export Credit Agency (ECA) business, i.e. the programmes provided and the transactions 

supported. As a result, ECG Members provide confidential transaction-level reports to the OECD Secretariat, 

                                                             

1 The term “guarantee” is used throughout this working document to represent both a “guarantee” or “insurance”. While this terminology may 
not fully account for the differences in characteristics between the two instruments, it enables the core of the intended analysis.  

http://www.oecd.org/tad/xcred/theexportcreditsarrangementtext.htm
http://www.oecd.org/tad/xcred/theexportcreditsarrangementtext.htm
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which maintains an activity-level database for Members and periodically publishes aggregate statistics for 

wider dissemination. Importantly, this reporting mechanism only covers export credits provided in conformity 

with the terms and conditions of the Arrangement, meaning that it does not include any export credits that do 

not receive official support, official export credits with a repayment term of less than two years, or any export 

credits provided by the private sector. 

In terms of export credit instruments, where ECAs are providing export credits in the form of "pure cover" 

products, they are essentially insuring or guaranteeing that a financial institution lending money to an 

overseas buyer to purchase goods and/or services from a domestic exporter will be repaid over the life of the 

credit. Where ECAs are providing "official financing" support, they are in effect taking the place of a financial 

institution, but still expect to be repaid over the life of the credit. ECG reporting practices do not give 

consideration to private sector investment, which the provision of export credits might, in some instances, 

have contributed to mobilising.  

3. Methodological options 

While ECG practices provide a robust basis for reporting on officially-supported export credits, they do not 

fully address the information needs of the climate finance community. More specifically, ECG reporting 

practices do not cover all climate-related export credits and do not include information about private finance 

involved in export credit-supported transactions and projects.  

Against this backdrop, and using as a basis the Research Collaborative framework of decision points for 

measuring private finance mobilised for climate action (see Jachnik, Caruso and Srivastava, 2015), Table 1 

summarises ECG reporting practices and possible further options to account for climate-related export credits 

and their effect on private finance. Focusing on the latter, Section 3 then illustrates these options and their 

possible implications for climate finance measurement and reporting.    

Table 1: Overview of methodological options for the reporting of officially-supported export credits 

Stages ECG reporting practices Possible further considerations 

1. Define core 
concepts 

Climate change activities 
Four types of climate-relevant activities fall within the 
Arrangement’s CCSU scope: (i) Renewable energy (incl. 
large hydro); (ii) Mitigation projects: carbon capture and 
storage, fossil fuel substitution (waste-to-energy, hybrid 
power plants), energy efficiency (combined heat and 
power projects, district heating and/or cooling, smart 
grids); (iii) All projects with climate change adaptation as a 
primary objective; (iv) Water projects for human use and 
wastewater treatment facilities.  

Questions to be addressed include the following: (i) Can all 
export credits that qualify for the Arrangement CCSU be 
considered climate change activities either in full or in part; 
(ii) What are the climate change activities that are not 
covered by the CCSU? In addressing these questions, existing 
approaches for defining climate change activities (e.g. DAC 
Rio markers, joint approach and common principles by 
multilateral development banks) could be built upon or 
referred to. 

Public and private finance 

Official Export Credit Agencies (ECA) may be either 
government institutions or private companies operating on 
behalf of governments; however, all export credits they 
extend are labelled as “officially supported export credits, 
when subject to the rules of the Arrangement (see “Type of 
public intervention and instrument” below).  

Questions to be addressed include whether countries use 
export-credit-type instruments outside those covered by the 
Arrangement. If so, should these be considered as public or 
private finance, and on what basis? To help address these 
questions, the definition provided by the DAC statistical 
directive can be built upon: entities (and the finance they 
provide) are defined as public or private based on combined 
majority shareholding and risk coverage principles.2 

                                                             

2 “Official transactions are those undertaken  by  central,  state  or  local  government  agencies  at  their  own  risk  and  responsibility,  regardless  
of  whether  these  agencies  have  raised  the  funds  through taxation   or   through   borrowing   from   the   private   sector.   This   includes 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5js4x001rqf8-en
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Country classification 
Providers: All OECD countries, with the exception of Chile 
and Iceland, are ECG Members and subject to reporting of 
any export credits provided. Recipients: potentially all 
countries (with High Income OECD Countries (Category I) 
subject to different maximum repayment terms to others 
(Category II). 

If activity -level data is available, this would provide for the 
flexibility to use any list for classifying countries as 
“developed” or “developing” e.g. World Bank income group 
classifications and related list of ODA-eligible countries, 
UNFCCC Annex I, Annex II and non-Annex I lists. 

Geographical origin of private finance 

Not applicable since no private finance is reported under 
the Arrangement. 

Consistent with climate finance and DAC reporting practices, 
consider all international and domestic sources of private 
finance. If technically possible, separate out domestic, 
developing international and developed international. This 
could be done by using the concept of “residence” based on 
the provider’s centre of economic interest (rather than 
nationality or legal criteria), as defined under the Balance of 
Payments. 

2. Identify 
public 

interventions 

Type of public intervention and instruments 
The Arrangement shall apply to all official support provided 
by or on behalf of a government for export of goods and/or 
services, including financial leases, which have a repayment 
term of two years or more. 

All export credits defined as public finance under Stage 1, 
which contribute to the financing of climate-relevant 
activities in developing countries can be included. 

Specific instruments 
Those defined as “official support” in the Arrangement: (i) 
Export credit guarantee or insurance (pure cover); (ii) 
Official financing support (direct financing and refinancing, 
interest rate support); (iii) Any combination of the above. 

All export credits defined as public finance under Stage 1, 
which contribute to the financing of climate-relevant 
activities in developing countries can be included. 

3. Value 
public 

interventions 
and account 

for total 
private 
finance 

involved  

Currency and conversion 
Amounts are reported in the currency of credit and 
converted into USD or of special drawing rights (SDRs) for 
the database and public reporting. 

Refer to and use international statistical standards. Amounts 
are either reported in the currency of credit or converted 
into USD using OECD Official Exchange Rates.  

Point of measurement 

Export credit transactions are reported at the point of 
“Final Commitment”. 

Measurement of the overall volume of public and private 
finance in a given project can only be done after the financial 
close. Disbursement data can be considered where available 
although it would raise accounting difficulties for guarantees 
and insurances. 

Value of public interventions 

Face value for all forms of export credit instruments. 

While accounting for the face value of export credits as 
public finance may remain suitable for some instruments 
(direct lending, interest rate support); it can lead to double 
counting for export credit guarantees and insurances if also 
accounting for their effect on private finance.   

Boundaries of private finance considered 

Not applicable since no private finance is reported under 
the Arrangement. 

Building on on-going international efforts to define 
methodologies for measuring private finance mobilisation, 
various options can be considered depending on the form of 
the export credit e.g.: (i) For guarantees and insurances in 
simple transactions: narrow the boundaries to the face value 
of private finance instruments covered; (ii) For any form of 
export credit in complex financial structures: consider 
volumes of private finance in the entire project. 

Data availability 

ECG members report confidential activity-level data to the 
OECD ECG Secretariat, which maintains an activity-level 
database and periodically publishes aggregate statistics for 
wider dissemination. However, these aggregate-level 
statistics do not include any private investment that might 
have been (at least partly) enabled by the provision of 
export credits. 

In addition to internationally-comparable data available 
under the ECG, individual providers of export credits may 
have the opportunity to collect complementary information 
on climate-related export credits not captured by the 
Arrangement (repayment terms under 2 years and/or 
climate-related activities outside those covered by the 
CCSU), as well as on the private and other public financiers 
involved in the project financial structure. 

4. Estimate Causality 

                                                                                                                                                                                                       

transactions   by   public corporations i.e. corporations over which the government secures control by owning more than half of the  voting  equity  
securities  or  otherwise  controlling  more  than  half  of  the  equity  holders’  voting power; or through special legislation empowering the 
government to determine corporate policy or to appoint directors.” (OECD DAC, 2016)   

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/DCDDAC%282016%293FINAL.pdf


           Working document prepared for the 

    

Updated: 11/10/2017  Page 5 of 16 

private 
finance 

mobilisation 
Not applicable since no private finance is reported under 
the Arrangement. 

The provision of export credit financing to cover political, 
commercial and credit risks may, in some cases, be 
considered to have been decisive for private investors to 
participate in a specific portion of the project, or even for 
the entire project to materialise.3 

Attribution 

Not applicable since no private finance is reported under 
the Arrangement. 

In order to avoid double-counting of mobilised private 
finance, a coherent attribution methodology should be 
applied across all public interventions involved. The most 
practical option would be a pure volume-based attribution 
(as per the valuation of each public intervention); which, 
however, does not take into account the respective roles 
and risks taken/covered by each public actor. Doing the 
latter could be a more accurate option, which, however, 
requires lengthy activity-level analysis as well as data that 
may not be widely available. 

4. Overview of results from project examples 

Three scenarios are considered in order to illustrate alternative methodological options and resulting 

variations in amounts measured and reported respectively as public and mobilised private finance, as well as 

by specific public finance instruments and actors.  

· Scenario 1 is based on measurement and reporting of export credits according to existing practices 

under the ECG i.e. all export credit instruments extended by official ECAs are reported as public 

finance at face value with no consideration for the possible role they might have played in enabling 

private sector investment. 

· Scenario 2 applies instrument-specific methodologies for measuring and attributing mobilised private 

finance developed by the DAC.  This notably covers public guarantees, but also syndicated loans and 

direct investments in companies or collective investment vehicles.4 By way of example, for 

guarantees, the full value of the private finance tranche covered by the guarantee is considered 

mobilised (even if the guarantee is only partial). 

· Scenario 3 considers all public and private finance involved in the project financial close. It then uses a 

pure volume-based causality assumption and attribution method applied to all public finance 

instruments involved at the project-level, including export credits. It should be acknowledged that, in 

doing so, such an approach does not reflect the specific role played or risk taken/covered by various 

public finance instruments and providers. 

Table 2 presents an overview of results and considerations across project examples and scenarios, with details 

about each example available in the Annex. 

  

                                                             

3 In addition to the potential mobilisation of private finance, information on whether technology transfer is involved in the project could be 
investigated where relevant. 

4 For further details: www.oecd.org/development/stats/mobilisation.htm  

http://www.oecd.org/development/stats/mobilisation.htm
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Table 2: Overview of results and considerations across project examples 

Project example 

Results and considerations from applying scenarios 

Scenario 1: measurement and 

reporting of export credits 

according to existing practices 

under the ECG 

Scenario 2: DAC instrument-

specific methods for 

measuring mobilised private 

finance developed 

Scenario 3: pure volume-

based causality assumption 

and attribution applied to all 

public finance instruments  

Export credit instrument: 

Project finance guarantee of 

reimbursement to public 

banks 

Project: 300 MW wind farm 

with total project value of 

EUR 622 million consisting of 

EUR 530 million public 

finance and EUR 92 million 

private finance. The export 

credit guarantee covers EUR 

120 million public debt.  

The EUR 120 million export credit 

guarantee is reported as public 

finance. Other public finance of 

EUR 530 million is reported to 

mobilise EUR 92 million private 

finance. There is, therefore, a risk 

of counting both the value of the 

guarantee and the underlying 

debt that it covers. Consequently, 

total reported finance could be 

up to EUR 742 million (+ EUR 120 

variance to project value). 

Public finance of EUR 530 

million is reported to 

mobilise EUR 92 million 

private finance. The export 

credit guarantee is neither 

reported as public finance, 

nor as having had a 

mobilisation effect (since it 

guarantees public finance). 

Total reported finance is EUR 

622 million (no variance to 

project value). 

Public finance of EUR 530 

million is reported. The export 

credit guarantee is not 

reported as public finance but 

is attributed EUR 17 million of 

mobilised private finance. 

EUR 75 million mobilised 

private finance is attributed 

to other public finance 

involved. Total reported 

finance is EUR 622 million (no 

variance to project value). 

Export credit instrument: 

Buyer credit guarantee to a 

commercial bank 

Project: 50.6 MW windfarm 

with total project value of 

USD 100 million consisting of 

USD 72 million private debt 

and USD 28 million private 

equity. The export credit 

guarantees USD 68 million of 

private debt finance. 

The EUR 68 million export credit 

guarantee is reported as public 

finance. No other public finance 

is reported. Private finance of 

USD 100 million does not get 

reported. Total reported finance 

is USD 68 million (- USD 32 

million variance to project value). 

No public finance is reported. 

The export credit guarantee 

is considered for its 

mobilisation effect on private 

finance. It is attributed with 

the USD 68 million i.e. the full 

face value of the private debt 

instrument guaranteed. Total 

reported finance is USD 68 

million (- USD 32 million 

variance to project value). 

No public finance is reported. 

The export credit guarantee is 

considered for its mobilisation 

effect. In absence of other 

public actors, it is attributed 

as having mobilised the full 

USD 100 million private 

finance. Total reported 

finance is USD 100 million (no 

variance to project value). 

Export credit instrument: 

Credit guarantee of payment 

to a private exporter 

Project: 53 MW hydro 

installation with total project 

value of USD 131 million, 

consisting of USD 58 million 

public debt finance, USD 40 

million private debt finance 

and USD 33 million private 

equity finance. The export 

credit guarantees USD 13 

million payment to the 

private exporter. 

Both the USD 13 million export 

credit guarantee and USD 58 

million public debt are reported 

as public finance. Either USD 40 

or 73 million private finance is 

reported as mobilised by public 

debt provision (none by the 

export credit guarantee) 

depending on the approach taken 

(see Scenarios 2 and 3). Total 

reported finance is either USD 

111 or 144 million (- USD 20 

million or + USD 13 million 

variance to project value). 

The export credit guarantee 

is not reported as public 

finance. It is further not 

considered as having a 

mobilisation effect as it is not 

directly linked to the 

provision of private finance. 

Private equity finance of USD 

33 million is also unreported. 

Public debt finance of USD 58 

million is considered to have 

mobilised USD 40 million 

private debt finance. Total 

reported finance is USD 98 

million (- USD 33 million 

variance to project value). 

The export credit guarantee is 

not reported as public 

finance. It is further not 

considered as having a 

mobilisation effect as it is not 

directly linked to the 

provision of private finance. 

Public debt of USD 58 million 

is estimated to have 

mobilised all USD 73 million 

private debt and equity 

finance. Total reported 

finance is USD 131 million (no 

variance to project value). 

Export credit instrument: 

Guarantee of a private  

investment (equity) 

Project: 9 MW hydro 

installation with total project 

value of EUR 22 million 

consisting of EUR 15.4 million 

public debt and EUR 6.6 

The EUR 5.3 million export credit 

guarantee and EUR 15.4 million 

public debt are reported as public 

finance. Depending on the 

approach taken (see scenarios 2 

and 3), the EUR 6.6 million equity 

investment is either reported as 

purely private or a combination 

The export credit guarantee 

is not considered as public 

finance but is considered for 

its mobilisation effect. Public 

debt finance of EUR 15.4 

million and public equity 

finance of EUR 1.3 million are 

reported. There is a risk of 

The export credit guarantee is 

not considered as public 

finance but is considered for 

its mobilisation effect. All EUR 

6.6 million equity finance is 

considered private (since the 

JV is majority owned by a 

private company) and 
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million equity by a joint 

venture (JV) company (80% 

private, 20% public). The 

export credit guarantees EUR 

5.0 million of the private 

equity finance. 

of public and private finance. In 

both cases, there is a risk of 

double counting the EUR 5.0 

million export credit guarantee 

and underlying equity. There is a 

risk of further double counting 

the 20% public shareholding in 

the JV (EUR 1.3 million). Total 

reported finance is EUR 27.0 or 

28.3 million (+ EUR 5.0 to 6.3 

million variance to project value) 

double counting the private 

equity investment of EUR 5.3 

million as mobilised in full by 

the export credit guarantee 

and by the public equity 

investment. Total reported 

finance is USD 27.3 million (+ 

EUR 5.1 million variance to 

project value). 

attributed between the 

export credit guarantee and 

public debt. Total reported 

finance is EUR 22 million (no 

variance to project value). 

Export credit instrument: 

Direct lending (loan) 
Not covered here. For future consideration pending the identification of an appropriate example. 
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ANNEX: Detailed project examples 

EXAMPLE 1: EKF export credit guarantee of reimbursement to a public bank in a complex 
project finance structure: Lake Turkana wind farm project in Kenya 

Project description 

The Lake Turkana project, which reached financial close of EUR 622 million in 2014, is the largest wind farm in 

Kenya. Given the remoteness of the site in north-western Kenya, project finance contributed not only to the 

installation of 365 wind turbines, but also to a new electric grid collection system, high voltage substation, 

local village and road upgrades (Aldwych International, 2014; Thomson Reuters Project Finance International, 

2015). The Danish company Vestas supplied the wind turbines, which each have a capacity of 850kW. 

Table 3: Lake Turkana wind power project description 

Extending agency EKF Denmark’s Eksport Credit Agency * 

Recipient country Kenya 

DAC sector 

classification 

232 Energy generation, renewable sources \ 23240 Wind Energy 

Type of export credit 

provided 

Pure cover: Project finance guarantee of reimbursement extended to two multilateral development 

banks providing senior debt  

Reported under the 

Arrangement 

Yes 

Eligible for the CCSU Yes [Appendix 1: wind energy]  

* EKF is an independent Public Company owned by the Danish State under laws enacted by the Parliament of Denmark. The Danish Ministry of 
Industry, Business and Financial Affairs is compared with a sole shareholder. 

Financing structure 

Total financing of EUR 622 million consists of EUR 435 million in senior debt, EUR 37 million of subordinated 

debt and EUR 150 million of equity finance. The financial partners include a range public and private investors 

participating through various types of financial instruments, as detailed below: 

 Senior debt was mainly provided by public finance institutions including African Development Bank 

(AfDB) (EUR 135 million) and European Investment Bank (EIB) (EUR 200 million). EKF is involved 

through the provision of a project finance guarantee to EIB and AfDB, which covers up to 80% of the 

bank’s loss equivalent to DKK 858 million (EUR 100 million) for EIB and DKK 172 million (EUR 20 

million) for AfDB. A further EUR 95 million senior debt (not guaranteed) was provided by public 

institutions FMO (Dutch DFI), Proparco (French DFI), the Interact Climate Change Facility (ICCF, owned 

and funded by 11 European bilateral development finance institutions) and the Eastern and Southern 

African Trade and Development Bank (an African regional development financial institution commonly 

known as PTA Bank). A private institution, Triodos, provided EUR 6 million. 

 Subordinated debt (or mezzanine finance) of EUR 37 million was provided by public finance 

institutions DEG (German DFI), East African Development Bank (EADB), PTA Bank and AfDB.  

 Almost 60% of the equity finance was provided by institutions that have a majority private 

shareholding: Aldwych (EUR 38 million), KP&P (EUR 31 million), Vestas (EUR 16 million) and Sandpiper 

(USD 0.5 million). The remaining EUR 39.5 million was provided by bilateral development finance 

institutions Norfund (Norwegian DFI) (EUR 16 million), Finnfund (Finnish DFI) (EUR 16 million) and IFU 

(Danish DFI) (USD 7.5 million), plus a further EUR 25 million in preference shares by the European 

Union-Africa Infrastructure Trust Fund (EU-AITF). 

https://www.danwatch.dk/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Aldwych-Presentation-on-LTWP-2014.pdf
http://www.pfie.com/lake-turkana-gets-up-to-speed/21178007.fullarticle
http://www.pfie.com/lake-turkana-gets-up-to-speed/21178007.fullarticle
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Figure 1: Lake Turkana wind power project financing structure  

 

Source: Aldywch International (2014), Bloomberg New Energy Finance (2017), IJGlobal (2017), Thomson Reuters Project Finance International 
(2015) 

Illustration of methodological options and their implications 

The following table illustrates the methodological options pursued using the four-stage framework for 

measuring mobilisation by public finance, developed under the Research Collaborative. 

Scenario 1: measurement and reporting of export credits according to existing practices under the ECG 

The official export credit guarantee provided by EKF is reported as public finance at its face value of EUR 120 

million, but is not considered for its possible mobilisation effect on private finance. In climate finance reporting 

exercises (such as by countries or MDBs) the full value of senior debt, subordinated debt and equity finance 

provided by public institutions is reported as public climate finance, which in this case adds up to EUR 530 

million. The value of the EKF guarantee would, therefore, be captured in both ECG reporting (at face value) 

and climate finance reporting exercises (through the value of debt provided by AfDB and EIB). If finance from 

both sources was aggregated, this would lead to a EUR 120 million double counting of public climate finance.  

Scenario 2: DAC approach of instrument-specific boundaries, causality assumptions and attribution  

In this scenario, the EKF guarantee is not reported as public finance but instead considered for its potential 

mobilisation effect on private finance. There is, consequently, no risk of double counting of public finance in 

this scenario. In this case, however, EKF does not provide cover to private finance, but instead guarantees 

public finance from EIB and AfDB. As a result, no mobilised private finance is attributed to the export credit 

guarantee. Applying instrument-specific methodologies developed by the OECD DAC for other instruments, 

such as direct investment in companies (see OECD DAC, 2017), results in attributing mobilisation of all project-

level private finance to other public finance. Overall the reported volumes of public finance and mobilised 

private finance are EUR 530 million and EUR 92 million respectively. 
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https://www.danwatch.dk/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Aldwych-Presentation-on-LTWP-2014.pdf
http://www.pfie.com/lake-turkana-gets-up-to-speed/21178007.fullarticle
http://www.pfie.com/lake-turkana-gets-up-to-speed/21178007.fullarticle
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Scenario 3: project-level boundaries and pure volume-based causality assumptions and attribution 

As in Scenario 2, the export credit guarantee by EKF is not reported as public finance, and is instead considered 

for its potential mobilisation effect on private finance, which avoids double counting risks when reporting the 

public climate finance component. Project-level private finance is attributed to public finance actors and 

instruments (including the EKF guarantee) according to the volume of finance provided by each. For the sole 

purpose of such attribution, the EKF guarantee is, like all other public finance instruments involved, considered 

at its face value i.e. EUR 120 million. On that basis, it is estimated that the guarantee provided by EKF 

mobilised EUR 17 million private finance while other public finance mobilised EUR 75 million. 

Table 4: Summary of amounts estimated as mobilised based on different scenarios for Lake Turkana (example 1) 

 
Amounts reported as public 

finance in the form of… 

Amounts reported as private 

finance mobilised by… 
Total 

Variance compared to 

the EUR 622 million 

total project value  Export credits 
Other public 

finance 
Export 
credits 

Other public 
finance 

Scenario 1 EUR 120 million 
EUR 530 
million 

0 
EUR 92 
million 

EUR 742 million  + EUR 120 million 

Scenario 2 0 
EUR 530 
million 

0 
EUR 92 
million 

EUR 622 million 0 

Scenario 3 0 
EUR 530 
million 

EUR 17 
million 

EUR 75 
million 

EUR 622 million 0 

 
 

EXAMPLE 2: EKF buyer credit guarantee: Balabanli wind farm in Turkey 5 

Project description 

Balabanli is a 50.6 MW onshore windfarm in north-western Turkey, which reached financial close of USD 100 

million in 2014. The project is owned by Borusan EnBW Enerji, which is a 50:50 joint venture between the 

German energy supplier EnBW and the Turkish industrial group Borusan. The company was established in 2009 

with the aim of developing a total of 2 000 MW renewable energy in Turkey. Balabanli is the second out of a 

series of projects launched by Borusan EnBW Enerji and is designed to supply energy to 43 000 households. 

The wind turbine manufacturer, Siemens Wind Power, provided 22 turbines for the windfarm. 

Table 5: Balabanli wind power project description 

Extending agency EKF Denmark’s Export Credit Agency * 

Recipient country Turkey 

DAC sector 

classification 

232 Energy generation, renewable sources \ 23240 Wind Energy 

Type of export credit 

provided 

Pure cover: Buyer credit guarantee covering the export loan provided by a commercial bank 

Reported under the 

Arrangement 

Yes 

Eligible under CCSU Yes [Appendix 1: wind energy]  

* EKF is an independent Public Company owned by the Danish State under laws enacted by the Parliament of Denmark. The Danish Ministry of 
Industry, Business and Financial Affairs is compared with a sole shareholder. 

                                                             

5 Turkey is on the OECD DAC list of ODA recipients (upper middle income country category, based on the World Bank’s Country and Lending 
Groups). Under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Turkey is, however, not included in the list of non-Annex I Parties. 
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Financing structure 

The Balabanli project can be considered a typical example of a guaranteed wind power-related transaction 

financed by a commercial bank. Like most of the wind transactions supported by EKF in the country, the 

financing is built around a local (Turkish in this case) project financing entity. In terms of private finance 

provision, Borusan EnBW Enerji provides USD 28 million as the equity sponsor and Yapi ve Kredi Bankasi A.S. 

and UniCredit Bank are lenders contributing USD 4 million and USD 68 million respectively. EKF is the only 

public actor involved in the transaction by offering UniCredit Bank a guarantee in the form of a buyer credit. 

The EKF share is, therefore, 95% of senior debt equivalent to USD 68 million. 

Figure 2: Balabanli wind power project financing structure 

  
Source: Authors based on EKF (2017) 

Illustration of methodological options and their implications 

Scenario 1: measurement and reporting of export credits according to existing practices under the ECG 

Under ECG reporting practices, the guarantee by EKF is reported as public finance at face value of USD 68 

million. There is no other public finance at the project-level. Consequently, there is on the one hand no risk of 

double counting public climate finance, but on the other hand no mobilised private finance reported. Some 

methodologies for estimating mobilisation may consider the USD 100 million private finance as mobilised by 

policies providing financial support (a domestic feed-in-tariff of USD 0.073/kWh in this case, see for instance 

McNicoll et al., 2017) or as catalysed by upstream capacity building activities, although these are not 

considered in this note. 

Scenario 2: DAC approach of instrument-specific accounting boundaries, causality assumptions and attribution 

The export credit guarantee by EKF is not reported as public finance, and is instead considered for its 

mobilisation effect on private finance. Based on the DAC methodology for measuring private finance mobilised 

by guarantees, it is assumed that the full value of the UniCredit tranche is mobilised by EKF i.e. USD 68 million. 

Since the EKF guarantee covers only UniCredit debt, debt provided by Yapi ve Kredi Bankasi A.S. and equity by 

Borusan EnBW Enerji remain unreported. 

Scenario 3: project-level boundaries and pure volume-based causality assumptions and attribution  

As in Scenario 2, the guarantee by EKF is not reported as public finance, and is instead considered for its 

mobilisation effect on private finance. Since the guarantee by EKF is the only public finance instrument 

provided at the project-level, a volume-based attribution suggests that EKF mobilised the full USD 100 million 

private finance involved in the project.   
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http://www.ekf.dk/en/WhatWeDo/Pages/Balabanli.aspx
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Table 6: Summary of amounts estimated as mobilised based on different scenarios (example 2) 

 
Amounts reported as public 

finance in the form of… 

Amounts reported as private 

finance mobilised by… 
Total 

Variance compared to 

the USD 100 million 

total project value  Export credits 
Other public 

finance 
Export credits 

Other public 
finance 

Scenario 1 USD 68 million 0 0 0 USD 68 million - USD 32 million 

Scenario 2 0 0 USD 68 million 0 USD 68 million - USD 32 million 

Scenario 3 0 0 USD 100 million 0 USD 100 million 0 

 

EXAMPLE 3: OeKB export credit guarantee (of payment to an exporter) for the Mtkvari hydro-
electric power plant in Georgia 

Project description 

The overall project comprises the construction and commissioning of Mtkvari hydro-electric power plant 

(HEPP), a 53 MW run-of-river hydropower plant to reduce energy scarcity, increase the share of 

renewable energy within the energy mix and therefore contribute to the decarbonisation of the energy 

supply in Georgia. The part of the project covered by OeKB includes engineering, delivery and putting into 

operation of the electromechanical equipment for the power plant. The project area is located in 

southeast Georgia along Mtkvari River near Akhaltsikhe City. The project owner is Mtkvari HESI LLC, a SPC 

established by Georgian Co-Investment Fund (GCF), a Private Equity Fund. 

Table 7: Mtkvari HEPP project description 

Extending agency Oesterreichische Kontrollbank Aktiengesellschaft (OeKB), Austria * 

Recipient country Georgia 

DAC sector 

classification 

23065 – Hydro-Electric Power Plants (Including power-generating river barges.) 

Type of export credit 

provided 

Pure cover: guarantee extended to an exporter 

Reported under the 

Arrangement 

No [below the 2 years minimum tenor] 

Eligible for the CCSU Yes [Appendix 1: hydro power]  

* OeKB acts as Austria's official export credit agency and is owned by commercial banks (100%). 

Financing structure 

The Mtkvari project can be considered a typical example of an export-related pure cover transaction. The 

project funding of USD 131 million consists of USD 33 million equity finance, contributed by Georgian Co-

Investment Fund (private sector), and USD 98 million debt finance, including USD 58 million from OPIC (public 

sector) and USD 40 million from other commercial banks (private sector). OeKB, acting as handling agent on 

behalf of the Austrian Ministry of Finance, provides pure cover for Austrian direct deliveries and services to the 

project (approximately 10 % of total project volume).  
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Figure 3: Mtkvari hydro power project financing structure 

   

Source: Authors based on data from OeKB (2017), OPIC (2011) 

Illustration of methodological options and their implications 

Scenario 1: measurement and reporting of export credits according to existing practices under the ECG  

Although the export credit guarantee extended by OeKB is not reported under the OECD Arrangement, 

applying ECG reporting practices would imply accounting for it as official (“public”) finance at face value of 

USD 13 million. In climate finance reporting exercises the full value of project-level debt finance provided by 

OPIC (USD 58 million loan) is also reported as public finance. Depending on the approach taken for measuring 

mobilisation (see Scenarios 2 and 3 below), between USD 40 million and USD 73 million private finance could 

be reported as mobilised by OPIC. If the latter, then also accounting for and reporting the OeKB guarantee 

would result in an overestimate of total climate finance made available for this project by USD 13 million. 

Scenario 2:  DAC approach of instrument-specific accounting boundaries, causality assumptions and attribution 

The OeKB export credit guarantee is not reported as public finance but considered for its mobilisation effect 

on private finance on the basis of the DAC methodology for measuring private finance mobilised by 

guarantees. However, in this example, the guarantee is extended to the exporter itself rather than to a finance 

provider, which implies there is no direct link to private finance provision as such. As a result, no private 

finance is attributable to OeKB. On the basis of the DAC methodology for direct investment in companies, the 

USD 40 million provided by commercial banks are considered as mobilised by OPIC. This scenario does not 

account for the USD 33 million invested by the Georgian Co-investment fund. It further does not feature the 

OeKB guarantee, which is neither reported as public finance nor considered as having mobilised private 

finance. 

Scenario 3: project-level boundaries and pure volume-based causality assumptions and attribution 

This scenario considers all project-level finance involved in the financial close i.e. public and private debt as 

well as private equity. As such, it disregards the role played by the export credit guarantee, which is extended 

to the exporter rather than a provider of finance as such. Since the OPIC loan is the only public finance 

instrument at the project-level, a volume-based attribution suggests that OPIC mobilised the full USD 73 

million private finance involved in the project (USD 40 million commercial debt and USD 33 million private 

equity). While this scenario does not feature the OeKB guarantee (which is neither reported as public finance 

nor considered as having mobilised private finance), it accounts for the total project value of USD 131 million. 
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https://www.opic.gov/press-releases/2011/opic-board-approves-58-million-hydropower-project-georgia
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Table 8: Summary of amounts estimated as mobilised based on different scenarios (example 3) 

 
Amounts reported as public 

finance in the form of… 

Amounts reported as private 

finance mobilised by… 
Total reported 

Variance compared 

to the USD 131 

million total project 

value 
 Export credits 

Other public 
finance 

Export 
credits 

Other public 
finance 

Scenario 1 
USD 13 
million 

USD 58 million 0 
USD 40 million or 

USD 73 million 
USD 111 million or 

USD 144 million 
- USD 20 million or 

+ 13 million 

Scenario 2 0 USD 58 million 0 USD 40 million USD 98 million - USD 33 million 

Scenario 3 0 USD 58 million 0 USD 73 million USD 131 million 0 

 

EXAMPLE 4: OeKB export credit guarantee (of investment) for the Lengarica hydro-electric 
power plant in Albania 

Project description 

The project involves the construction and operation of Lengarica HEPP, a 9 MW run-of-river hydropower plant 

close to Permet city in south Albania. Two similar projects are to be developed by the same project company 

at Klosi north and south on Mati river, 30km north-east of Tirana. As well as reducing energy scarcity and 

increasing the share of renewable energy within the energy mix, the latter will also be used for irrigation 

purposes. The concession for the HEPP Lengarica project was issued in 2008 and acquired in 2010 for 

development by the Austrian company Enso Hydro Gmbh via an Albanian Holding "Enso Hydro Energji sh.p.k.". 

In 2012, IFC joined the holding as a 20% equity shareholder. 

Table 9: Lengarica HEPP project description 

Extending agency Oesterreichische Kontrollbank Aktiengesellschaft (OeKB), Austria * 

Recipient country Albania 

DAC sector 

classification 

23065 – Hydro-Electric Power Plants 

Type of export credit 

provided 

Pure Cover: export credit guarantee covering a private investment (equity ownership) abroad 

Reported under the 

Arrangement 

No [investment guarantee] 

Eligible for the CCSU Yes [Appendix 1: hydro power]  

* OeKB acts as Austria's official export credit agency and is owned by commercial banks (100%). 

Financing structure 

Project funding of EUR 22 million consists of EUR 6.6 million equity contributed by the JV (80% Enso Hydro 

Gmbh, 20% IFC), and EUR 15.4 million debt finance from the Green for Growth fund Southeast Europe (GGF) 

and the Austrian Development Bank (OeEB) as shown in Figure 4. Since the JV is majority owned by Enso Hydro 

Energji, which is a private sector organisation, it is itself considered a private entity in this analysis. By contrast, 

debt finance is committed by public entities. OeKB involvement is via a guarantee covering 95% of the 80% 

investment by Enso Hydro Gmbh into the JV i.e. 95% * 80% * 6.6 million = EUR 5.0 million. 
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Figure 4: Lengarica hydro power project financing structure 

     

Source: Authors based on data from OeKB (2017) 

Illustration of methodological options and their implications 

Scenario 1: measurement and reporting of export credits according to existing practices under the ECG 

Although the export credit guarantee extended by OeKB is not reported under the OECD Arrangement, 

applying ECG reporting practices would imply accounting for it as official (“public”) finance at face value of EUR 

5.5 million. In climate finance reporting exercises (such as by countries or MDBs) the full value of project-level 

debt finance provided by public institutions is reported as public climate finance, which in this case adds up to 

EUR 15.4 million. Depending on the approach taken as detailed below in Scenarios 2 and 3, the equity 

investment is either reported as EUR 5.3 million private finance from Enso Hydro Gmbh mobilised by IFC’s EUR 

1.3 million public finance, or as EUR 6.6 million private finance mobilised by the project-level public debt (by 

OeEB and GGF). In both cases, total project value is overestimated by EUR 5.0 million as the reported value of 

OeKB’s guarantee is also included in the private equity investment by Enso Hydro Gmbh. Further, in the latter 

case (i.e. using Scenario 3 approach for non-export credit finance), IFC will report its 20% equity investment in 

the JV as public finance, thus leading to potential further double counting of EUR 1.3 million.   

Scenario 2: DAC approach of instrument-specific accounting boundaries, causality assumptions and attribution 

The export credit guarantee by OeKB is not reported as public finance, and is instead considered for its 

mobilisation effect on private finance. Based on the DAC methodology for measuring private finance mobilised 

by guarantees, it is assumed that the full value of finance provided by Enso Hydro Gmbh to the JV is mobilised 

by OeKB i.e. EUR 5.3 million. According to the DAC methodology for direct investment in companies, finance 

provided by Enso Hydro Gmbh to the JV is mobilised by IFC’s investment (20%*EUR 6.6 million = EUR 1.3 

million). The value of the Enso Hydro Gmbh investment of EUR 5.3 million would therefore be double counted 

if both methodologies were aggregated. The DAC is, however, in the process of developing approaches for 

cases of interaction of multiple public finance interacting in mobilising private finance. Such an approach might 

also give consideration to the role played by standalone loans provided by OeEB and GGF, which, in this 

Scenario are accounted for as public finance (EUR 15.4 million) but are not attributed a share of mobilised 

private finance.   

Scenario 3: project-level boundaries and pure volume-based causality assumptions and attribution  

As in Scenario 2, the guarantee by OeKB is not reported as public finance, and is instead considered for its 

mobilisation effect on private finance. In a project-level analysis, the full EUR 6.6 million equity investment by 
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Enso Hydro Energji is considered as private finance (despite the minority stake held by IFC). A volume-based 

attribution across all public finance instruments involved suggests that the GGF loan mobilised EUR 3.2 million 

private finance, the OeEB loan EUR 1.8 million and OeKB guarantee (valued at EUR 5.0 million for the sole 

purpose of attributing private finance) EUR 1.6 million. This scenario, therefore, accounts for the total project 

value of EUR 22 million.    

Table 10: Summary of amounts estimated as mobilised based on different scenarios (example 4) 

 
Amounts reported as public 

finance in the form of… 

Amounts reported as private 

finance mobilised by… 
Total 

Variance compared to 

the EUR 22 million total 

project value  
Export 

credits 
Other public 

finance 
Export 
credits 

Other public 
finance 

Scenario 1 
EUR 5.0 

million 
EUR 16.7 

million 
0 

EUR 5.3 million or 
EUR 6.6 million 

EUR 27.0 million or 
EUR 28.3 million 

+ EUR 5.0 million or + 
6.3 million 

Scenario 2 0 
EUR 16.7 

million 
EUR 5.3 
million 

EUR 5.3 million EUR 27.3 million  + EUR 5.1 million 

Scenario 3 0 
EUR 15.4 

million 
EUR 1.6 
million 

EUR 4.9 million EUR 22 million 0 
 

 


