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Abstract

Agriculture is both “villain and victim” when it comes to
climate change. The sector contributes an estimated 13.5%
of global greenhouse gas emissions and land use change for
food production is responsible for 75% of deforestation
worldwide, while also driving land degradation. But
agriculture will be heavily impacted by climate change,
with severe implications for livelihoods, the availability

of food and economies. Multilateral climate funds have
channelled $744 million to support agriculture, with an
overwhelming focus on adaptation and resilience building.
These sums are relatively modest compared with the role
Official Development Assistance (ODA) plays in the sector.
Climate funds target geographic regions with the highest
potential for emission reductions and most likely to suffer

from the impacts of climate change. However, there are
untapped opportunities in highly food-vulnerable fragile
states and the highest agricultural GHG emitters. Given the
challenges in mobilising public and private climate finance
at scale, the broad suite of sectors needing support and

the scale of reported bilateral agricultural ODA available,
this paper recommends climate finance should take a more
integrated approach, with greater incentives to capture
and support both mitigation and adaptation outcomes. In
addition, climate finance should focus on mainstreaming
climate mitigation and resilient approaches in countries
and regions with high potential, or in countries where
there are significant levels of non-climate specific ODA or
domestic spend on agricultural development.
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Climate change, food
production and livelihoods

Agriculture is both “villain and victim” when it comes to
climate change. An estimated 13.5% of global greenhouse
gas emissions (GHG) including nitrous oxide from
chemical fertiliser and methane from livestock result from
agriculture (IPCC, 2014; Grist, 2015; Hedger, 2011) and
land use change for food production is responsible for 75%
of deforestation worldwide. These emissions also drive
degradation and peat fires, which result in major emissions
(FAO, 2014).

However, as agriculture depends on water availability
and specific temperature ranges for plant growth, the sector
will also be heavily impacted by climate change, with severe
implications for livelihoods, the availability of food and
economies (Grist, 2015). A third of the world, including
some of its poorest people, depend primarily on agriculture
for their livelihoods. Projections suggest that at least 50%
more food needs to be produced to feed the anticipated 9
billion people by 2050 (IPCC, 2014), but food production
and security are ultimately hampered by a combination
of post-harvest storage losses, overconsumption and
waste, with nearly one third of food produced for human
consumption lost or wasted annually (HLPE, 2014).
Average yields of key staple crops including maize, rice and
wheat are projected to fall between 5% and 20% by 2050
as a result of climate change. Here, the most pronounced
effects are likely in least developed countries (OECD; 2014;
Cline, 2007; Parry et al., 2007; Nelson et al, 2014; IPCC,
2014). One in eight people (some 842 million worldwide)
are still suffering from chronic hunger (UN 2014, Grist,
2015) and it is therefore clear that more climate resilient
systems for food production are needed. These should
focus on increasing efficiency, reducing emissions, restoring
degraded land and minimising post-harvest losses.

At the same time, climate finance remains a relative
newcomer to the agricultural sector and still plays a minor

role compared to wider Official Development Assistance
(ODA) supporting the non-climate specific development
goals. Since 2002, climate compatible agricultural investment
has been growing, albeit slowly (see Figure 1), and is now
poised to play an important role in this sector, with the
potential to reduce emissions and build resilience, as well as
maintain food security in the face of a changing climate.

The links between food, livelihoods and climate change
are clear and strong, and the need to invest in solutions
at this nexus is indisputable (The New Climate Economy,
2014). This working paper considers the role of dedicated
multilateral climate funds on these issues. It builds on ODI’s
analysis on the effectiveness of multilateral climate funds
and distils lessons from more than a decade of international
multilateral fund experience in supporting developing
countries to address climate change, with more than $12
billion mobilised over the past six years alone (Nakhooda
and Norman et al, 2014). It reflects on opportunities for
international public climate finance to transform a high
GHG emitting sector into one that has more climate
compatible practices and is resilient to the effects of climate
change. Finally it presents the types of activities supported
by dedicated climate funds to date and compares the
approach to wider climate-tagged bilateral ODA.

This working paper is largely based on data collected
through the ODI and Heinrich Boell Stiftung Climate Funds
Update (2015), as well as international public support
for climate change actions through official development
assistance channels (as recorded in the OECD Creditor
Reporting System database). It aims to shed light on the
growing importance of climate finance for agriculture,
along with support efforts to strengthen the role of climate
finance to secure food and livelihoods on a warming planet.
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Figure 1: The emerging growth of climate finance for agriculture
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How have dedicated
multilateral climate funds
financed agriculture to

date?

1. Multilateral climate funds have
channelled modest levels of finance to
support food production and livelihoods,
with an overwhelming focus on adaptation
and resilience building

There is significant potential to support climate compatible
and resilient development through food production
(FAOSTAT, 2014) and efforts that promote sustainable
livelihoods. ! Despite this, dedicated climate funds
programmed very modest sums of finance for agriculture
over the last decade, compared with other sectors.
Between 2006 and July 20135, eight dedicated multilateral
funds tracked through ODI and Heinrich Boell Stiftung
Climate Funds Update approved over $744 million across
112 projects with a primary focus on agriculture.? This
represents just 7% of approved finance from dedicated
climate funds over the period. As a comparison, dedicated
multilateral climate funds allocated 10% of the overall
$10.6 billion in approved finance to forestry focussed
projects and activities and 33% to climate compatible
energy generation and supply over the same period.

The majority of finance for agriculture (96 %) supports
adaptation activities, with just 2% of finance approved by
climate mitigation and forestry/REDD+ focused funds and
an additional 2% supporting both mitigation and adaption
outcomes within the agricultural sector (Figure 2).

This reflects the fact that the majority of finance has

been provided by adaptation focused, dedicated climate
funds. The Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture
Programme (ASAP), launched by the International Fund
for Agricultural Development (IFAD) in 2012 is the largest
dedicated climate fund focusing 100% of its approved
finance on supporting the adaptation of poor smallholder
farmers to climate change. ASAP was set up to mainstream
climate change adaptation within IFAD investment
programmes (see Figure 3).

Other significant dedicated funds include the Least
Developed Countries Fund (LDCF), which specifically
supports the lowest income countries to adapt to
climate change through identifying key vulnerabilities
and adaptation needs, as well as raising awareness and
promoting learning. The LDCF has programmed around
33% of its approved finance on agriculture, food security
and sustainable/improved land management outcomes.

Agriculture is also supported by the following funds, albeit
with collective finance playing a more minor role to date:

¢ Adaptation Fund

¢ Pilot Programme for Climate and Resilience (PPCR)
¢ Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF)

¢ Global Climate Change Alliance (GCCA)

¢ Global Environment Facility (GEF)

¢ Amazon Fund.

1 Livelihoods of individuals and households include their capabilities, tangible assets and means of living (Chambers and Conway, 1992). Well-being and
livelihoods are therefore key elements that set the stage for sustainability, resilience and adaptability of people to change (Kofinas and Chapin, 2009).

2 Agriculture’ is used in the wider sense, including all aspects of terrestrial food production using crops, trees and livestock.

Food and livelihoods in a changing climate 9



Figure 2: How dedicated climate funds finance food production and agriculture (by percentage share 2006-July 2015)
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Figure 3: Climate finance approved by dedicated climate funds for primary focus agriculture projects (US$ millions), as
of July 2015.
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Notes: “Approvals” are a stage in the funding process for dedicated multilateral funds and represent finance that has been officially approved or
earmarked to a specific project or programme. This differs from ‘Pledges’, which are more common with bilateral funding and represent verbal
or signed commitments from donors to provide financial support for a particular fund.
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Other climate funds not currently tracked specifically in
this paper include the BioCarbon Initiative for Sustainable
Forest Landscapes, which became operational in
November 2013 at the Warsaw Conference of the Parties
and has now mobilised $360 million as of July 2015. The
fund will eventually spend a significant amount of finance,
especially when compared to the eight multilateral climate
funds primarily discussed in this paper. The fund is only
operational in the Oromia region of Ethiopia (with up to
$50 million pledged for results-based payments for verified
emission reductions, ultimately supporting a climate
change mitigation outcome) and Zambia. However, other
proposals are currently under consideration, with likely
recipients to include Colombia and Indonesia. It aims
to test jurisdictional approaches that integrate reducing
deforestation and degradation with climate resilient
agricultural practices to green supply chains, through
results-based payments.

In addition, food production and livelihoods are
supported by a range of other financial sources. These
include bilateral public Official Development Assistance
(ODA), as well as a country’s own domestic spend on
agriculture. Table 1 highlights information on the overall
levels of finance spent on agriculture by source and
timeframe. The level of overall public international and

domestic finance for agriculture is significant, dwarfing
climate-specific finance, which suggests climate-specific
finance needs to be strategic to add value within this
broader financing context.

2. Climate funds target geographic regions
with the highest potential for emission
reductions and most likely to suffer from
the impacts of climate change

More than half of the multilateral climate finance for
agriculture has targeted recipient countries in sub-Saharan
Africa in the last decade, with 16% of finance funding
projects in East Asia and Pacific region (Figure 4). The
Middle East and North Africa, South Asia, Latin America
and the Caribbean are to receive between 8% and 10%, with
Europe and Central Asia to receive 5% of approved finance.

Such a focus on sub-Saharan Africa and East Asia is
relatively strategic given that both regions are expected to
be hardest hit by the impacts of climate change. Two thirds
of the growth in overall food demand is expected to come
from the regions with decreases in agricultural productivity
estimated at between 15% and 35% (Stern, 2006; Cline,
2007; IPCC, 2014).

Table 1: Comparison of international and domestic sources of finance for agriculture, including data source and

timeframe
Source of Finance Finance in billions of US$ Data Source Timeframe
Total international bilateral Official Development Assistance (ODA) for agriculture  31.3 OECD CRS* 2006-2013
(disbursed)
Total international multilateral outflows of Official Development Assistance (ODA)  10.6 OECD CRS** 2006-2013
for agriculture (disbursed)
International bilateral Official Development Assistance (ODA) for agriculture 1.2 OECD CRS 2006-2013
supporting climate mitigation as a principal or significant objective (disbursed)
International bilateral Official Development Assistance (ODA) for agriculture 1.8 OECD CRS 2006-2013
supporting climate adaptation as a principal or significant objective (disbursed)
International bilateral Official Development Assistance (ODA) for agriculture 1.1 OECD CRS 2006-2013
supporting both climate mitigation and adaptation as a principal or significant
objective (disbursed)
Dedicated multilateral climate finance for agriculture 0.74 Climate Funds Update ~ 2006-2015
(approved)
Developing Country domestic spend on agriculture 520 |FPRI SPEED™** 2006-2012

Notes:

*Conversions based on OECD exchange rates.

**The Creditor Reporting System is a database that records official development assistance at the project level and in the agriculture context. It

includes agricultural production and agricultural policies, agriculture education/ research/ services, agricultural water resources, forestry, fisheries

and agricultural inputs (OECD; Lowder and Carisma, 2011).

***[FPRI SPEED data covers levels of domestic government spending for agriculture (including forestry, fishing and hunting) and follows the

International Monetary Fund’s categories for agriculture (IMF, 2002; Lowder and Carisma, 2011).
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Figure 4: Climate Finance approved by dedicated climate funds for primary focus agriculture projects by recipient
region (by percentage share 2006-2015)
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Figure 5: Regional projections for growth rates in population, wealth and meat production and consumption, 2005-2050
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Sub-Saharan Africa has seen a doubling of population
since 1980, with the population expected to reach 3 billion
by 2050 if fertility remains constant. Poverty in rural areas
in sub-Saharan Africa decreased slightly from 65% in 1998
to 62% in 2008, but it is still double the prevailing average
in developing countries in other regions of the world.
Agriculture remains the main economic activity in terms
of employment share, with over 98% of food production
relying on rain, crops and livestock (IPCC, 2014).

Projections for population growth, meat production/
consumption and wealth (through GDP per capita as a
percentage per annum) indicate that Asia and Sub-Saharan
Africa are regions with the greatest growth rates and could
have a high potential to reduce emissions (Figure 3).

3. There are untapped opportunities in
highly food-vulnerable fragile states, Small
Island Developing States (SIDS) and the
highest agricultural GHG emitters

Finance for food production and livelihoods target a
number of the most food-vulnerable countries. Thirteen
of the top 20 developing countries most vulnerable to
food production, security and nutrition (ND-GAIN, 2013)
are receiving finance from dedicated multilateral climate
funds, with 32 of the top 50 most vulnerable supported.
Dedicated climate funds are expected to spend 27% of
approved finance in the top 20 most food-vulnerable

and 58% in the top 50. However, there are a number of
untapped opportunities in some of the most vulnerable
countries. Fragile and small island developing states are
currently receiving less finance from dedicated multilateral
climate funds (see Figure 6 and Table 2).

On the mitigation side, climate funds have been less
effective at targeting climate finance to the highest
developing country GHG emitters in terms of their
national emissions from agricultural and food production.
Around 17% of finance has supported the top 20 highest
developing country emitters (from agriculture),
with around 45% of finance targeting the top 50 of

emitters (see Figure 7). Dedicated climate funds have
therefore not specifically focused on delivering mitigation
outcomes through agriculture interventions. This may
result from the fact that, in many regions, non-climate
policies related to macroeconomics, agriculture and the
environment have a larger impact on agricultural
mitigation than climate policies (Smith et al., 2007).
However, there is a strong argument for financing low
emission food production practices and considering the
role agricultural soils can play in global carbon
sequestration, which is likely to amount to between 700
and 1,600 Mt CO2e per year by 2030 (Dickie et al., 2014).
Based on an analysis of the highest emitters in terms
of national agricultural emissions and food vulnerability,
Table 2 highlights some priority recipient countries.
Multilateral climate finance is disproportionately lower
in the most fragile states, where it can be very difficult to
spend money and take action on the ground to deliver
effective results. Corruption, lack of project continuity,
insufficient institutions, lack of qualified staff and qualified
service providers can ultimately lead to low levels of
disbursement and low-performing programmes. This is
not unique to agricultural investment and has been the
experience across sectors over the last decade (Nakhooda
and Norman et al., 2014). However, dedicated climate
funds have shied away from supporting efforts to mitigate
agricultural emissions in the high emitting, fast growing
economies such as China and Brazil, which are Upper
Middle Income countries, as well as in countries with
significant levels of bilateral support for agriculture
through Official Development Assistance, as in the cases of
Ethiopia, Indonesia and - to a certain extent — Tanzania.
The climate finance gap is further evidenced by the
proportion of finance spent on agriculture compared with
a country’s agricultural GDP. Nigeria, Indonesia, Argentina,
the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Tanzania
are all cases in which the finance spent on agriculture is less
than 10% of agricultural GDP. More innovative or tailored
financing approaches may be needed, which could work
in a range of implementation environments if dedicated
climate funds are able to deliver impact in these countries.
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4. Bilateral ODA for agriculture has
predominantly funded agricultural
development with multilateral climate
funds supporting capacity building,
crop intensification and water efficiency
measures

Bilateral climate-tagged ODA for agriculture has been
spent across a number of the OECD sub-sector or purpose
codes for agriculture. However, the majority of this
bilateral ODA has supported agricultural development
(Figure 8). Finance has also targeted research around issues
relating to the following:

plant breeding

ecology disease control and biotechnology

policy and administrative management, which includes
policy and planning, as well as capacity development
and institutional strengthening.

Much of the programming and spend in the bilateral
ODA contributions for agriculture reflect individual donor
country approaches to financing agriculture. The top five
bilateral donors (in terms of ODA for agriculture) include
the US, Japan, France, Germany and the EU institutions
that collectively account for around 63% of total finance
disbursed for agriculture since 2002. Crop intensification
and food security have been core issues for most donors,
including the EU institutions and the US, which called
for countries to do more to address food insecurity in
2009, mobilising more than $22 billion in assistance
for agriculture, food security and nutrition (USAID,
2009). In addition, donors such as Germany and France,

for example, have overwhelmingly focused finance on
small-scale farmers, supporting their development from
subsistence farming to producing a marketable surplus for
national and international markets. This is done through
improved irrigation and value-chains, as well as inclusive
models for contract farming (SEEK Donor Tracker, 2014).

The high level of financial support for research (see
Figure 8) reflects France’s strong backing for mobilising
research and science innovation, with almost 50% of
French ODA for agriculture spent on research (SEEK
Donor Tracker, 2014). In addition, establishing economic
relationships with large-scale agribusiness, including
public-private partnerships while ensuring a fair share of
the value added for small-scale farmers, has also been a
core target for France, Germany and Japan. Other projects
have sought to bring together public authorities, producers
and processors to reduce post-harvest losses and ensure
international quality standards.

Donor climate-specific bilateral ODA for agriculture
demonstrates the strong commitment to use climate
finance to deliver multiple benefits, such as biodiversity
and gendered co-benefits. Climate change is already having
an impact on biodiversity and is projected to become a
progressively more significant threat in coming decades
(Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity,
2010). As recognised in Millennium Development Goal 7,
biodiversity is important for the wellbeing of all humans
on the planet. As such, roughly $1.8 billion of the bilateral
ODA climate finance for agriculture disbursed between 2006
and 2013 has also supported biodiversity objectives. This
suggests that around 44 % of bilateral climate tagged ODA
for agriculture has also targeted biodiversity outcomes.

Figure 8: Bilateral ODA spend on agriculture sub-sectors (2006-2013)
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The impacts of climate change and climate variability
are differentiated by gender (Grist, 2015). Programmatic
interventions designed to improve resilience to climate
change have different impacts within the community,
which are often significantly gendered in terms of:

¢ specific activities undertaken

¢ implications for income sources and opportunities
for women and men

¢ livelihood diversification

e access to and power over resources

¢ implications for quality of life (ASAP Progress Review,
2015 forthcoming).

Roughly $2.3 billion of the bilateral ODA climate
finance for agriculture disbursed between 2006 and
2013 has also supported gender objectives. This suggests
that around 58% of bilateral climate tagged ODA for
agriculture has also supported gendered agricultural actions.

In reviewing the project documents for dedicated
climate fund agriculture projects, the following categories
of agricultural activities were developed to accurately
highlight how finance has been allocated to support a
range of actions to date. More than 66% of agriculture
projects at least partially support institutional capacity
and policy development (see Figure 9). Just under half of
the projects approved between 2006 and July 2015 focus
on intensification and diversification of agricultural crops.

Other core foci include water efficiency and irrigation
practices, as well as soil fertility/water retention.

Dedicated multilateral climate finance has therefore been
relatively well targeted towards strengthening the resilience
of agricultural systems, as well as their resource efficiency
(particularly in terms of water management), which are
important in adapting to climate change. For example,
the ASAP has focused on diversifying agriculture and
improving cassava horticulture and red meat production
with more efficient water management. This has occurred
through the pro-poor value chain development project in
the Maputu and Limpopo corridors of Mozambique. The
IPCC reports that agricultural adaptation could improve
yields by 15 to 18%, although effectiveness of more local
yield results are highly context specific.

However, efforts to reduce emissions from food
production have been limited. Livestock are a significant
source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions worldwide
(Hristov et al., 2013), accounting for between 7%
and 18% of global GHG emissions, depending on the
accounting and emissions included (IPCC, FAO, EPA or
others). However, livestock management focused projects
funded between 2010 and 2015 have not specifically
sought to reduce emissions, instead focusing on resilience
building. For example, the same ASAP pro-poor value
chain project in Mozambique also provides training on
livestock dry feeding techniques to help local people adapt
to the changing climate.

Figure 9: Percentage of dedicated multilateral climate finance projects supporting different agriculture and food

production activities, 2006- June 2015
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While some funds have started to develop market entails clarifying land tenure and ownership, as well as

access and more effective links between smallholder ensuring better access to finance, which can also reduce the
farmers and commercial agribusinesses, more focus pressure to encroach on natural forest. In addition, more
could be placed on incentivising private investment in focus could be placed on reducing food losses after harvest
sustainable food production. Important elements of this during processing and consumption, where 1.2-2 billion
approach include structural changes and creating the tonnes of food are estimated to be lost annually (New
right enabling conditions for private finance at scale. This Climate Economy, 2014).

Case Study: How are climate mitigation and adaptation funds financing food production in the Sudan?

Sudan’s vulnerability to climate change reflects the fact that food security is mainly determined by rainfall,
particularly in rural areas where more than 65% of the population lives. Millet yields are predicted to decrease
15-62% between 2030 and 2060, with sorghum yield decline between 29 and 71% in the Kordofan region.*

By 2060, temperatures are expected to increase by between 1 and 3 degrees centigrade, with average rainfall
expected to decrease by 5% during the rainy season, affecting traditional farmers and pastoralists. Increases in
temperature and variability in precipitation, combined with growing socioeconomic pressures, are likely to intensify
the ongoing process of desertification in the Kordofan region. Food security is therefore threatened and local income
is expected to decline. Effective water management will be critical in adapting to the projected climate change.

Dedicated climate funds have focused their support to Sudan on improving water efficiency and management,
climate risk finance and making livestock management more resilient. IFAD’s ASAP and the LDCF have both
focused on reviving Sudan’s livestock industry, while tackling poverty by raising the incomes of poor households
through improving market access. IFAD/ASAP support is therefore aimed at addressing domestic and export value
chains that presently generate very low demand for livestock, as well as declining productivity of rain-fed farming
and extensive livestock husbandry. The LDCEF intervention has focused on building from and complementing the
IFAD/ASAP investment programme. It has done this by introducing an innovative participatory planning process
involving smallholder farmers, to strengthen resilience, reduce vulnerability, increase productivity and conserve or
restore the natural resource base.

The LDCEF has also sought to improve access to financial resources. This can create an enabling environment that
will incentivise more effective climate risk management of smallholder farmers and pastoralists in rain-fed areas.

It includes developing an effective climate observation infrastructure to enable climate change resilient decision-
making in local communities. At the same time, the LDCEF is seeking to create a regulatory framework to develop
and deliver micro credit and climate risk insurance services. Meanwhile, the GEF has focused on promoting the use
of electric water pumps for irrigation and replacing the diesel based irrigation system to reduce emissions.

Bilateral climate-related development finance tracked through the OCED DAC (and only available for 2013)
suggests that just $200,000 was pledged to the Sudan from Japan, Korea and Norway, with finance focusing on
the OECD sub-sectors developing agricultural land resources and agricultural development. Finance has supported
lectures on the developing of an agricultural strategy and supporting a Drylands Coordination Group to help
communities in drylands ensure food security. Bilateral climate-related development finance for Sudan in 2013
was low but other Official Development Assistance to Sudan between 2006 and 2013 totalled more than $493.4
million. However, information is limited on how this is programmed and the extent to which climate finance plays
a complementary role to wider development assistance in Sudan.

Source: *Bashir Nimir and Elgizouli, 2011
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What role should dedicated
climate funds play in

agriculture?

Given the challenges in mobilising public and private
climate finance at scale and the broad suite of sectors
needing support, as well as the scale of reported bilateral
agricultural ODA available, what role should climate
finance play in agriculture? What questions remain
and what options are there for taking a more strategic
approach to financing climate compatible agriculture?
The following issues and options warrant further
research and consideration:

¢ Climate finance could be structured to take a more
integrated approach, with greater incentives to capture
and support both mitigation and adaptation outcomes.
What that would specifically mean in different local
contexts requires further consideration. Climate funds
could aim to scale up finance specifically for food
production and agriculture, along with more holistically
focusing projects on reducing emissions within crop
and livestock production. They could, at the same
time, increase yields and train farmers on how to alter
management practices with shifting weather patterns
and soil salinity, as well as reduce encroachment into
and destruction of natural forest. This would require
significant additional levels of climate finance and would
need to consider the most effective ways to spend the

finance to achieve the mitigation and adaptation impacts.

¢ Given significant levels of ODA supporting agriculture,
there may be a more strategic role for climate finance,
with dedicated climate funds focusing their efforts
on mainstreaming climate mitigation and resilient
approaches across wider development financial flows
in key contexts. This might include countries and
regions with high climate mitigation and adaptation
potential or in countries where there are significant
levels of non-climate specific ODA or domestic spend
on agricultural development. Such an approach would
provide a way to shift other development aid towards
more climate compatible investments in agriculture. It
would also involve multilateral funds playing a strong
coordination role in developing countries to promote
complementarity across donors and encourage climate
risks and opportunities to be considered in project
planning and spend. This approach could leverage an
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average of $5 billion annually (in ODA for agriculture)
to ensure this international public finance is spent in a
climate compatible way.

In the context of mainstreaming climate compatible
investment into broader ODA spend on agriculture,
dedicated funds could also look to focus on effectively
catalysing private finance, as well as shifting current
investment in agriculture towards more climate
compatible and sustainable practices. For example,
forthcoming research highlights that private actors

are already investing in intensifying and diversifying
agricultural production, but there remain a number

of regulatory and fiscal barriers preventing private
investment at scale (Norman et al., forthcoming).
Dedicated climate funds might focus more on effectively
incentivising such private finance through addressing
regulatory and fiscal barriers in key contexts.
Dedicated funds could also continue to fund policy
development and institutional strengthening in Low
Income countries not receiving significant additional
ODA and where domestic spend on agriculture remains
low. Countries like Sudan and the DRC are examples
and could benefit from additional public multilateral
finance spent specifically on policy development,
institutional strengthening and more climate resilient
agriculture. Such a focus might need to be provided
through special funding programmes awarded more
flexibility on spending timing and delivery with

special safeguards in place and extra capacity from the
dedicated climate fund.

More research may be needed to consider how climate
finance can support the most food vulnerable areas
and highest agricultural emitters. How might dedicated
funds more effectively finance food production and
livelihoods in fragile states? Is there a role for public,
multilateral climate finance in Upper Middle Income
countries with fast growing economies? In this context,
the scope for climate funds to take more innovative
financing approaches and use a wider range of
instruments to support climate adaptation interventions
in food production, including in high emitting Middle
Income countries, could be considered further.
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