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Foreword by EBA

Climate change is a defining challenge of our era, and the world’s nations,
through the Paris Agreement, have pledged to tackle it through both
emissions’ mitigation and adaptation strategies.

Sweden has emphasised development cooperation as a key instrument to
aid developing countries in their climate change responses. Successive
Swedish administrations have prioritized aid directed towards climate
change mitigation and adaptation. As of May 2023, the Swedish
government adopted a new strategy for climate, environment, and bio-
diversity, allocating a budget of SEK 8 billion through 2026.

In this working paper, Otto Williams presents an analysis of Swedish
climate aid, utilizing data reported to the OECD and Openaid. The report
offers an initial insight into Swedish climate aid — including funding
channels, sectors involved, primary recipients, and Sweden’s partnerships
in this domain. Notably, it reveals details about the financial aid for
mitigation and adaptation initiatives, as well as their geographical and
sector-wise distribution. Additionally, the paper contains case studies of
Swedish climate aid portfolios in Zimbabwe and Bosnia and Herzegovina,
helping us to understand the specifics of interventions supported by
Sweden.

We anticipate that this working paper will be valuable not only to us at
the EBA, but also to our colleagues at Sida and the MFA who work on
climate-related issues within Swedish development cooperation.

EBA working papers are shorter studies that investigate a question of
limited scope or that complements a regular EBA study. Working papers
are not subject to a formal decision from the expert group but instead
reviewed by the secretariat before publication. The authors are, as with
other EBA publications, responsible for the content of the report and its
conclusions.

Stockholm, June 2023

Jan Pettersson, Managing Director



Introduction

Swedish climate aid is likely to increase in the coming years. In line with
the commitments of the Paris Agreement, and in recognition of the central
role that rich countries play in supporting climate change mitigation and
adaptation efforts in low-income contexts, successive Swedish
governments have pledged to increase climate spending. The previous
Social Democrat government promised in 2021 to double Swedish climate
aid by 2025 compared to 2019 levels, raising total climate aid spending to
15 billion SEK (c. 1.45 billion USD) annually by the middle of the decade,
a nearly twofold increase on current levels of spending. Sweden’s new
government — while not reaffirming itself to the same level of spending —
has similarly sought to increase climate aid, with the government’s
appropriation letter to the Swedish International Development Agency
(Sida) for 2023 instructing the agency to boost levels of climate aid
spending.!

Despite this focus on the quantity of climate aid, little attention has been
paid to the substance of it. This is despite the existence of a multitude of
data sources on its composition; from Sweden’s reporting to the OECD,
its submission of Biennial Reports to the UNFCCC, to data made available
(to limited degrees) on Openaid, a government website that publishes
information on development cooperation. This report seeks to provide
indicative answers to some of the questions those interested in both
climate aid policy and practice might pose; for example, what does
Swedish climate aid look like, what sectors does it work in, who are the
largest recipients of climate aid, and who are Sweden’s partners in this
field? In doing so, it primarily relies on data made available by Sweden to
the OECD and focuses on bilateral and regional flows to aid recipients,
rather than Sweden’s contributions to multilateral bodies, funds, and
development banks, which are both harder to track and whose allocation
is difficult to distinguish from that of other donors. Moreover, the bulk of
Swedish climate aid is disbursed in the form of regional and bilateral flows.
To ensure a broader view of climate aid and consider possible trends in
the data, the years 2017-2021 are examined.

This Working Paper commences by explaining how Sweden measures
climate-relevant development cooperation, before calculating the Swedish
climate aid portfolio for the period examined. Key trends are then

! Regeringen, Regleringsbrev f6r budgetaret 2023 avseende Styrelsen f6r internationellt
utvecklingssamarbete (Sida), 2023.



examined regarding the allocation of aid by geography and sector. To
better understand what climate aid looks like in practice, common
modalities of project/programme support are explored, with the study
providing deep-dive analysis on the climate aid portfolios of two
substantive recipients of climate aid: Bosnia and Herzegovina and
Zimbabwe. By looking closely at the Swedish climate portfolios in both
countries we are better able to understand what the Swedish climate aid
portfolio consists of — i.e., the type and scope of interventions that work
towards either climate aid mitigation or adaptation, or both.

The report concludes by suggesting possible avenues for additional study.
These suggestions primarily relate to how climate change mitigation aid is
allocated, with the data suggesting that mitigation aid is ineffectively
allocated between countries, and how elements of the climate portfolio are
calculated. Of particular interest — and concern — is how elements of the
portfolio (those interventions with climate as a ‘significant objective’) are
calculated, with a possible area of further research being the degree to
which elements of the climate aid portfolio should be understood as
working with climate, if at all. This may have potential consequences for
how Sweden calculates its total climate aid portfolio.

Determining what is climate aid

To measure climate-relevant development cooperation, Sweden uses the
OECD-DAC’s Rio marker system, which indicate whether development
finance targets themes of the Rio Conventions. There are four Rio
markers: i) Biodiversity, ii) Desertification, iii) Climate Change Mitigation
and iv) Climate Change Adaption. All potentially relevant actions (often a
project) are screened to determine whether the marker can be considered
a principal, or significant, objective of the action. If an action is marked as
either Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) or Climate Change Mitigation
(CCM), a part or all of it can be considered climate aid.

To qualify as a ‘principal objective,” the objective (for example, climate
change adaptation) must be explicitly identified as fundamental to the
design, or motivation for, the action. In short, the activity is unlikely to
have been funded (or structured in the way that it is) but for that objective.
To qualify as a ‘significant objective’, the objective should be an important
element of the project, though not central to the activity’s undertaking.



Table 1. OECD DAC Rio Markers

Rio Marker Meaning

Principal An activity can be marked as principal when the objective
(climate change mitigation or adaptation) is explicitly stated
as fundamental in the design of, or the motivation for, the
activity.

Significant An activity can be marked as significant when the objective
(climate change mitigation or adaptation) is explicitly stated
but it is not the fundamental driver or motivation for
undertaking it.

Not targeted  The activity was examined but found not to target the
objective (climate change mitigation or adaptation) in any
significant way.

Source: OECD DAC Rio Markers for Climate Handbook. 2

100% of the value of an action can be attributed as climate aid if either
Climate Change Adaptation or Climate Change Mitigation is recorded as
the principal objective of the action. For actions where neither are found
to be the principal objective, though either Climate Change Mitigation or
Climate Change Adaptation are described as a significant objective,
40% of the action can be attributed as climate aid.

Table 2. Calculation of climate finance based on Rio Markers

Rio Marker CCM cCm CCVm
(Principal) (Significant) (Not targeted)
CCA (Principal) 100% of action is 100% of action is 100% of action is
climate finance climate finance  climate finance
CCA (Significant) 100% of action is 40% of action is 40% of action is
climate finance climate finance  climate finance

CCA (Not targeted) 100% of action is 40% of action is 0% of action is
climate finance climate finance  climate finance

Key: CCA = Climate Change Adaptation; CCM = Climate Change Mitigation.

To note is that the screening of an action occurs at component — as well
as project — level, so (rather than an entire project) in instances only a part
of a project may be principally or significantly targeted towards climate
change adaptation or climate change mitigation. Furthermore, inter-
ventions (or parts of an intervention) can be attributed with both markers
— although in these instances, the value of the action should not be
‘double-counted’ as climate aid.

2 Revised climate marker handbook FINAIL.pdf (oecd.org)


https://www.oecd.org/dac/environment-development/Revised%20climate%20marker%20handbook_FINAL.pdf

Swedish climate aid should be understood as the total value of
interventions screened and attributed with a principal objective, in
addition to 40% of the total value of interventions attributed with a
significant marker, for either Climate Change Adaptation or Climate
Change Mitigation, or both.

Calculating the Swedish climate aid portfolio

Within Sweden’s Fifth (draft) Biennial Report to the UNFCCC, published
in March 2023, Sweden’s total climate aid for 2020 was reported at more
than USD 800 million. The four most frequent channels reported for
climate aid were:

1. multilateral climate change funds;
2. multilateral financial institutions;

3. specialised UN bodies, and;
4

contributions through bilateral, regional and other channels.

Table 3. Swedish climate aid (2020), by channel

Channel Total disbursed 2020
(USD, M)

Multilateral climate change funds 140 386 636

Multilateral financial institutions, including 156 995 067

regional development banks

Specialised United Nations bodies 22 169 143

Contribution through bilateral, regional, and 486 673 461

other channels

Total 806 224 307

Source: Sweden. Fifth Biennial Reporting Common Tabular Format (BR-CTF). BR-CTF 5.

In examining Swedish climate aid, this mapping is concerned solely with
this last category, which makes up most of climate aid: ‘contributions
through bilateral, regional, and other channels’. The reason for this relates
to the availability of disaggregated data on this last category of climate aid,
difficulty in disaggregating the allocation of Swedish contributions to
climate change funds and multilateral institutions from that of other
donors, and the centrality of Swedish development policy and strategy in
determining the allocation of bilateral and regional contributions.



Much of this aid — classified as ‘contributions through bilateral, regional,
and other channels’ — is also reported by Sweden to the OECD as part of
the Creditor Reporting System (CRS). A full description of CRS data and
its properties is described in Annex 1 — Data, however, important to note
is that the CRS data provides disaggregated information at the intervention
(project/programme) level. The focus of the data is primarily financial,
however, limited descriptive data is provided as well, in addition to
information on the Rio Markers of each action. This entails that the data
can be used to develop a rounded understanding of the climate aid
portfolio; for example, amounts allocated, countries and regions of
allocation, whether an intervention works with climate, biodiversity,
gender and so on.

The data is nevertheless not flawless and does not correspond perfectly with
Sweden’s reporting to the UNFCCC. For example, Sweden reported a total
of USD 486.6 million as climate aid in 2020 in its most recent report to the
UNFCCC, however, within the OECD CRS data the total amount of
climate aid in 2020 can be calculated at USD 447.32 million.? It nevertheless
provides a sound basis for understanding the composition of the Swedish
climate portfolio. Within the report, the CRS data is complemented by
analysis of data from Openaid (see Annex 1 for details), a Swedish
government website that publishes information on development
cooperation. While not entirely comparable as a data source, it nevertheless
allows for a more holistic picture of the Swedish climate portfolio. Where
Openaid data is used, this is explicitly noted.

3 Most of this discrepancy is likely based on the exclusion within the OECD CRS data of
Sweden’s capital contribution to Swedfund (USD 34.7 million).



The Swedish bilateral climate aid
portfolio

Looking at disbursements across a five-year period within the CRS data
(2017 to 2021), some USD 4.2 billion were disbursed for projects working
with climate (as either a principal or significant objective). Of this,
USD 2.44 billion can be considered climate aid. In the last year for which
data is available, 2021, total disbursements were just short of
USD 760 million, although when only 40% of ‘significant flows’ are

counted total climate aid for 2021 was USD 484 million.

As seen in the table below, the vast bulk of these disbursements wete
actioned by Sida, the Swedish International Development Agency. Other
Swedish government or state-owned actors that reported flows of climate
aid include, inter alia, the Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Swedfund
and the Swedish Research Council.

Table 4. Disbursements of climate aid (2017-2021) (Principal Marker and
40% of Significant Marker), by actor, USD million

Actor 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Sida 390.90 499.51 535.96 42420 438.92
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2563 21.05 26.77 1739 39.65
The Swedish Research Council 0.94 2.51 3.86 5.63 5.47
Ministry of the Environment 3.69 1.24 0.00 0.00 0.00
The Nordic Africa Institute 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65
Swedish Civil Contingencies

Agency 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.11 0.06
Swedfund 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00
Total 421.16 524.31 566.83 447.32 484.75

Source: OECD CRS.

If only 40% of flows from interventions with climate as a significant
objective are considered, in the last few years most climate aid has been
comprised of interventions that have either CCM or CCA as a principal,
as opposed to significant, objective (see Figure 1).



Figure 1. Climate aid by Rio Marker type (2017-2021), USD million
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Source: OECD CRS.

The difference between the categories of climate aid changes markedly
during the period of 2017 to 2021 (see Figure 1); in 2017 most climate aid
was comprised of interventions with climate as a significant, rather than
principal, objective. However, by 2021 this trend was completely reversed,
with 62% of climate aid made up of interventions where climate is the
principal objective. Interestingly, overall spending on climate in the last
two years is lesser than in 2019, despite the government’s stated ambition
of increasing spending on climate aid.

Figure 2 below illustrates that more aid works towards adaptation
compared to mitigation, with a substantive amount of aid working towards
both objectives (cross-cutting aid). To note, for the purpose of analysis
climate aid has been attributed as cross-cutting if the intervention works
towards both objectives at either the principal or significant level, though
not in instances where one marker is noted as principal, and the other
significant. For example, an intervention with climate change mitigation
as a principal objective and climate change adaptation as a significant
objective will be attributed as climate change mitigation, as opposed to
cross-cutting (see Table 5).



Table 5. Attribution of Cross-Cutting Aid in Analysis

Climate marker CCM (Principal) CCM (Significant)

CCA (Principal) 100% of action is 100% of action is CCA
Cross-Cutting

CCA (Significant) 100% of action is CCM 40% of action s
Cross-Cutting

Key: CCA = Climate Change Adaptation; CCM = Climate Change Mitigation.

Conversely, interventions that work with adaptation and mitigation as
both a principal objective, or both a significant objective, have been labelled
cross-cutting. This form of attribution allows for more nuanced analysis
regarding the type of climate aid that Sweden provides. To note is that an
alternative attribution of climate aid, wherein all climate aid with both
markers is attributed as cross-cutting (irrespective of whether CCA or
CCM is a principal or significant objective) entails a distribution of climate
aid over the period wherein most aid works has cross-cutting objectives
(54%), while only 15% of aid is targeted towards climate change mitigation
(see Annex 4).

Figure 2. Climate aid by objective (2017-2021), USD million
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That substantively more aid is allocated towards adaptation — rather than
mitigation — is interesting for several reasons. Firstly, there is a political
aspiration for a 50:50 balance of spending on mitigation and adaptation,
and yet the trend of lopsided spending between adaptation and mitigation
seems constant throughout the period. Secondly, globally, adaptation
spending has tended to encompass 20-25% of climate aid, with the
remaining amount of aid dedicated to mitigation. Bilateral and regional
Swedish climate aid would, at least, appear to buck this general trend.*

In regard to the distribution of climate aid by geographic region, most aid
is allocated to Africa — with countries in Sub-Saharan Africa accounting
for over 90% of the share of aid allocated within the region (see Figure 3).

Figure 3. Climate aid by region, by year (USD million)
2017 2018 2019 2020 .2021

All Africa

All Asia

. 298.83

All America

I 108.81

Europe

I 142.81

Oceania
| 10.66

Regional and Unspecified

Source: OECD CRS.

Climate aid is more likely to go to the region than all Swedish aid in the
period (39% of climate aid vs. 32% of all aid), though this might be
explained by the presence in the region of many countries most vulnerable
to climate change, as most climate aid is targeted towards climate change
adaptation. Surprisingly, despite the region’s vulnerability to the impact of
climate change, comparatively little aid is targeted towards Oceania,
including on a per capita basis.

4+ COP26 Outcomes: Finance for Climate Adaptation | UNFCCC
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If Regional and Unspecified climate aid is excluded from the analysis, and
Sub-Saharan Africa is separated from ‘All Africa’ (leaving ‘North of
Sahara’ and ‘Africa’), the extent to which climate aid is dominated by
interventions in Sub-Saharan Africa becomes yet clearer (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Climate aid by region 2017-2021 (% of total aid allocated),
excluding Regional and Unspecified

[l Sub-Saharan Africa = Other Africa [Il] All America [l All Asia = Europe
[ Oceania

2017
2018
2019
2020
2021

Source: OECD CRS.

This focus, however, is not so unrepresentative of Swedish aid in general
(the same calculation for all aid reported to the OECD in the period is a
little over 50%).

That most climate aid is focused on Sub-Saharan Africa is mirrored in the
top bilateral recipients of climate flows in the period, with the top 8
recipients of climate aid being countries located in Sub-Saharan Africa
(see Figure 5).



Figure 5. Recipient of climate aid, top 10 bilateral recipients (2017-2021)
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Source: OECD CRS.

Mozambique, in particular, receives substantive amounts of climate aid,
with the only non-African top recipients being Bolivia and Bangladesh.
Over the period 2017-2021 Sweden financed climate interventions in a
total of 115 countries.

Climate mitigation aid goes to low emitting
countries

Considering the allocation of mitigation aid separately, most of the
recipients of mitigation aid are countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, with all
top 5 recipients also being countries in the region.

12



Figure 6. Top 10 recipients of bilateral mitigation aid (principal objective)
by million USD
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Source: OECD CRS.

This is perhaps surprising given the relatively low carbon footprint of
many countries that make up the top 10 recipients. By mapping the
disbursement of all mitigation aid against CO2 emissions per capita,’ it
becomes clear that aid is targeted primarily to those countries that — on a
per capita basis — produce the least pollution (Figure 6).

5 CO2 emissions (metric tons per capita) | Data (worldbank.or
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Figure 7. Mitigation aid allocation by CO2 emissions per capita, by quintile

(2017-2021)
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Source: OECD CRS, World Bank.

If cross-cutting aid is considered, the same relationship appears, with over
half of mitigation aid flows and cross-cutting aid channelled to countries
that, relative to their population size, emit least. This raises questions
regarding the efficacy of mitigation aid allocation, particularly as many
countries in the upper quintiles are ODA-eligible.

Adaptation aid to most vulnerable countries

By repeating the same exercise on aid that works towards climate change
adaptation, using data on country vulnerability to climate change
developed by the Notre Dame Global Adaptation Initiative, the inverse
pattern emerges (see Figure 8), with adaptation aid targeted to the most
vulnerable countries.

14



Figure 8. Adaptation aid allocation by country vulnerability, by quartile
(2017-2021)

[l Most vulnerable [l More vulnerable Less vulnerable [ Missing
[ Least vulnerable

Most
vulnerable
313.63

Source: OECD CRS, Notre Dame Global Adaptation Initiative.

This raises several possible questions regarding how climate change aid is
allocated — chief of which is whether the process for allocating adaptation
aid is more effective than that for mitigation, or whether relative needs do
not determine the allocation of climate aid between counttries.

Aid allocation by sector and channel

Looking at the purpose codes, which provide a more granular breakdown
of sector-level data into various types of activities within the sector, we
can see that — for interventions with climate as a principal objective —
sectors such as ‘Environmental policy and administrative management’
and ‘Energy generation, renewable sources’ dominate the top 10 sectors
that climate aid is channelled to (Figure 9). Most of these sectors are those
that might be traditionally associated with climate change mitigation or
adaptation projects — for example, energy policy, forestry, and disaster risk
reduction.

15



Figure 9. Purpose of climate aid, top 10 (2017-2021) - principal marker
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When the same exercise is completed for climate aid where CCM or CCA
is recorded as a significant objective, a separate set of sectors emerge as
those most frequently recorded (Figure 10). Most, although not all of these,
are in sectors that might readily be associated with climate change
(for example, water and agriculture), although the presence of ‘Democratic
participation and civil society’ is noteworthy.

Figure 10. Purpose of climate aid, top 10 (2017-2021) - significant marker
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Source: OECD CRS.
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A more granular breakdown of the types of projects financed with CCM
or CCA as a principal, or significant, objective is explored in the
Zimbabwe and Bosnia and Herzegovina deep-dive below.

In regard to the most frequent aid channel (implementing organisation),
most bilateral climate aid is primarily channelled to NGOs and multilateral
organisations, with the former comprised primarily of both Swedish and
international NGOs. Projects implemented by the UNDP and World
Bank make up a significant amount of climate funding over the period
(over USD 500 million), while other multilateral bodies such as the FAO
and UNICEF appear to be significant implementors of Swedish climate
projects.

Figure 11. Top 10 aid channel (2017-2021), USD million

International NGO 368.69

International Bank for Reconstruction and

Development 269.26

United Nations Development Programme  EEIKIE]

University, college or other teaching

institution, research institute or think-tank ekl

Donor country-based NGO 182.55
Food and Agricultural Organisation 107.98
United Nations Childrens Fund 73.37
Other 71.89

Other multilateral institutions 64.59

Developing country-based NGO 59.2

Source: OECD CRS.

Using Openaid data and looking at ongoing projects that work with
climate,® the picture is somewhat different however, with the highest
volume of projects implemented primarily implemented by civil society
organisations or networks of organisations (Figure 12 below). Multilateral
actors are however also well represented, and clearly the bulk of climate
aid is disbursed through these two channels.

6 See Annex 1 — Data for how interventions have been identified.



Figure 12. Top 5 aid channel (2017-2021), USD million committed
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level
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government
Investment grants 102.86
Grant to State-owned Enterprise 92.28

Source: Openaid.

In terms of how projects work (that is, the broader modality or purpose of
the project) an analysis can be made using the same Openaid data and
coding interventions by modality of support. The results show that
technical assistance/capacity building (ptimarily to state actors and civil
soclety) and investments in climate-friendly technologies emerge as the
most frequently recorded types of climate project.

Table 6. Top 5 modality of support (ongoing projects), USD million
committed (OpenAid)

USD million Number
Modality of support Committed
Technical assistance / capacity building 372.43 63
Investments  in climate  friendly
technologies 244.17 11
Support to policy development and
research 206.99 30
Support to strategy / plan
implementation. 181.22 9
Core support to NGO 159.70 15

Source: Openaid.

Technical assistance or capacity building projects typically worked towards
strengthening the capacities of state actors — but also frequently civil
soclety — in various relevant thematic areas, assisting the implementation
of policy change, strategy implementation, or other institutional
development activities. Investments in climate friendly technologies
encompass a wide array of projects, such as large-scale rural electrification

18



projects, clean cooking facilities, energy efficient infrastructure, as well as

— to a much lesser degree — investments in innovative technologies in the

renewables sectot.

Table 7. Examples of climate projects

Example of projects that work with
technical assistance / capacity
building

Project name:

Examples of projects that work with
policy development and research

Project name:

Environment CATIE 2022-2025

Rights and Resources Initiative (RRI)
2018-2021

Long description, Openaid:

Long description, Openaid:

“The focus of the project is on
capacity building at local level in
Cuba. Municipalities will strengthen
their capacity on climate governance,
preservation of biodiversity and
sustainable agriculture and these
aspects will be incorporated in the
local development plans. Small
holders will strengthen their capacity
on agroforestry and adaptation to
climate change and agricultural value
chains will be strengthened.”

“Rights and Resources Initiative (RRI)
is a global think-tank and coalition
with a wide network of collaborators
that works through a combination of
research, analysis and evidence-
based advocacy.. The overall
objective of the programme is to
“dramatically scale-up the
recognition of the land and resource
rights of indigenous peoples, local
communities and women across the
developing world and improve their
livelihoods”.

Interestingly, looking across the narrative descriptions of most projects —
even those that, for example, worked to facilitate private investment —
these tend to be centred around developing human capacity. These often,
in turn, aimed to support efforts to work towards climate adaptation or
climate mitigation, with numerically few projects investing in
infrastructure or new technologies: project modalities that are perhaps
more traditionally associated with climate change programmes.
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Country deep-dives (Zimbabwe and
Bosnia and Herzegovina)

As noted earlier, OECD CRS data — which most of this analysis is
premised on — is primarily concerned with financial flows. It does,
however, provide limited descriptive data that can sometimes be used to
understand the broader purpose or scope of a project (typically a
paragraph or two on the intervention).

By looking at the descriptive information on climate interventions in the
OECD CRS data for two countries — Zimbabwe and Bosnia and
Herzegovina, both of which are substantive recipients of Swedish climate
aid — it is possible to develop a deeper understanding on what
differentiates what principal and significant climate projects look like.

Both countries have been selected for several reasons. Firstly, their climate
aid portfolios are of a relatively comparative size — USD 34 million and
USD 29 million, with 36 and 29 unique projects implemented over the
period, respectively.” Nevertheless, they are in different regions and have
different ‘climate needs’ — Zimbabwe is among those countries most
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change and Bosnia and Herzegovina
the least. Conversely, Zimbabwe is among the lowest polluters (per capita)
globally, while Bosnia and Herzegovina among the highest. Given these
divergent climate profiles, the substance of the climate portfolios in both
cases should plausibly provide a broad range of intervention types that can
be examined. Lastly, the climate portfolios are substantive — yet not so
large so as to be difficult to effectively analyse.

Interestingly, despite an apparent lack of effective allocation of climate aid
between-countries when the data is considered at the aggregate level
(notably in relation to mitigation aid), analysis of the climate aid portfolios
of both countries reflects that — to an extent — a country’s respective
climate profile may structure climate aid programming. This is particularly
the case with Bosnia and Herzegovina: as one of the relatively highest
emitting countries that Sweden provides climate aid to, climate aid over
the period has increasingly been targeted towards climate change

7 Within the OECD CRS Data, typically multiple entries can relate to a singular project, with
each year of implementation representing a separate entry, and multifaceted projects often
having multiple entries within a single year. The ‘long description’ of these entries tends to be
the same, or very similar, and can be used as a means of determining which entries are
collectively a ‘project’.
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mitigation, particularly through efforts to improve energy efficiency within
multiple sectors. Comparatively little climate aid provided to Bosnia and
Herzegovina was, in turn, provided for adaptation projects. In the case of
Zimbabwe, evidence of a targeted approach is less clear. Although climate
change adaptation aid makes up neatrly half of the climate portfolio over
the period (if 50% of cross-cutting aid is also considered), climate change
mitigation aid still makes up slightly more of aid flows over the period.
Perhaps of most concern, despite Zimbabwe’s status as a country most
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change, only 52 M USD of
34.09 M USD of climate aid disbursed to Zimbabwe had climate change

adaptation as its sole climate objective.

Swedish climate aid in Zimbabwe

Zimbabwe was the 13t largest recipient of Swedish climate aid over the
petiod, with USD 34 million disbursed for interventions that worked with
climate over the period. Disbursements for climate projects were relatively
stable between years, though dipped somewhat in 2021, following the
conclusion of the UNDP project Zimbabwe Resilience Building Fund.

Table 8. Volume of climate aid in Zimbabwe, 2017-2021, USD million

Year Principal Significant Total
2017 5.30 0.99 6.29
2018 7.44 2.17 9.61
2019 5.61 2.31 7.92
2020 5.88 1.22 7.10
2021 1.43 1.75 3.18
Total 25.65 8.44 34.09

Source: OECD CRS.

Of 36 climate projects implemented within the period, 16 of these had
climate as a principal objective, with the remaining projects structured
with climate as a significant objective. In terms of the composition of aid
objective, two thirds of climate aid to Zimbabwe was cross-cutting, with
roughly similar amounts of aid distributed among projects that work
exclusively towards climate change mitigation or adaptation.
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Figure 13. Climate Aid in Zimbabwe by Type 2017-2021 (Million, USD)

[ Crosscutting (both) Climate Change Mitigation |7 Climate Change Adaptation

Climate Change
Mitigation
6.37

Looking at the top 10 purpose codes of these projects, we can see that
climate aid to Zimbabwe has primarily been driven by rural development
projects, but that a myriad of other sectors — such as ‘basic health care’,
and ‘media and the free flow of information’ — also constitutes a
substantive amount of aid flows (USD 1.3 million and 0.4 million
respectively).

Figure 14. Purpose of climate aid, top 10 (2017-2021) Zimbabwe,
USD million

Rural development Energy generation, renewable sources - multiple technologies
[ Agricultural development Democratic participation and civil society [ Basic health care
[ Environmental education/training Environmental policy and administrative management
| Media and free flow of information || Forestry development || Social mitigation of HIV/AIDS

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Source: OECD CRS.
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In terms of organisations responsible for implementing Sweden’s climate
aid in Zimbabwe, looking at the Top 5 channels reported to the OECD,
multilateral organisations and NGOs are responsible for implementing the
bulk of aid, in line with trends in climate aid at the global level.

Table 9. Volume of climate aid in Zimbabwe, by channel 2017-2021,
USD million

Channel (Top 5) Disbursed
United Nations Development Programme 11.14
International NGO 6.73
Donor country-based NGO 4.32
Investment funds and other collective investment 4.23
institutions

United Nations Department of Political and 4.05

Peacebuilding Affairs

Source: OECD CRS.

Looking at the disaggregated data, the bulk of Zimbabwe’s climate aid
(by principal objective) is made up of a single project, the UNDP project
ZRBF, with USD 15 million (out of USD 25 million total) allocated to the
intervention. The remaining aid is spread across some other 15 projects.

A list of all projects can be found in Annex 2.
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Example of Climate Project
(Cross-cutting — Principal Objective, both CCA & CCM)

UNDP Zimbabwe Resilience Building Fund (ZRBF) (2017-2021)

Most of Zimbabwe’s climate aid in the period (principal purpose, both
mitigation and adaptation) is driven by the inclusion in the data of the
ZRBF project, with over 15 USD million disbursed during the period
tor this UNDP project. The aim of the project was to improve the
resilience of households and communities vulnerable to the impact of
climate change.

The project aimed to target 800,000 individuals and sought to improve
food security and livelihood diversification. This was to be done, inter
alia, through technical assistance aimed at improving the relevant policy
framework in place, the introduction of early-warning signals, training
in livelihood skills, and educating farmers through the use of agri-
cultural extension workers.

Source: OECD CRS, project website.

Examining the stated purpose of three of these projects (see Table 10 below), the modalities of
support broadly corroborates analysis of the Openaid data — with climate interventions providing
(among other things) capacity building support to civil servants in selected government agencies,
and supporting climate-friendly investments for both households (clean cooking alternatives) and
small and medium-sized businesses (challenge fund for renewable energy and energy efficiency).
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Table 10. Purpose of selection of climate projects (principal objective),

Project purpose (summary
of OECD CRS description)

Zimbabwe
Project Name Value of Climate
Disbursements Aid type
(2017-2021), (CCA, CCM,
using 40% rule Cross-
cutting)
ITP Climate 206,715 USD CCA
2015-2023,
inc. related
call-offs
REACH 4,228,685 USD CCM
Challenge
Fund
Modern No value CCM
Cooking provided
Facility for
Africa

International Training
Programme aimed at
strengthening capacity of
civil servants to develop
policies, regulatory
frameworks and other
conditions for investments in
renewable energy
technologies.

Support for small and
medium-sized companies to
develop business models,
services and products in
renewable energy and
energy efficiency that
improve the lives of the poor.

The project aims to increase
access to clean cooking
alternatives by accelerating
market entrance,
development and scale up.

Source: OECD CRS.

Turning to projects that work with climate as a significant objective

(Table 11 below), several projects appear to work with climate in quite

direct ways through, for example, improving environmental governance.
For others, the direct link is more difficult to discern based on the
information provided on both Openaid and the CRS reporting system.
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Table 11. Purpose of selection of climate projects (significant objective),

Zimbabwe
Project Name Value of Climate Project purpose (summary
Disbursements Aid type of OECD CRS description)
(2017-2021), (CCA,
using 40% rule CCM,
Cross-
cutting)
Mashambanzou 189,274 USD CCM The project aimed at
Care Trust improving the quality of life
of people living with, and
those affected by HIV and
AIDS through treatment,
care and support of
individuals and knowledge
sharing.
Green 1,327,703 USD CCA The intervention works with
Economic the Ministry of Health and
Development Child  Care to  assist
Phase I implementation of the
2016-2020 National Health
Strategy.
Zimbabwe 421,381 USD CCA Core support to the
Environmental Zimbabwe  Environmental
Law Association Law Association, with the
Core Support overarching aim of
improving  environmental
governance, including
through  effective  civic
mobilisation.
FOJO/IMS 441,113 USD CC Strengthening citizen
ZimMedia21 engagement in marginalised
rural and urban
communities through
innovative media and
communication platforms in
Zimbabwe programme
Diakonia 132,735 USD CCA Framework agreement with
contribution Sida for the provision of
agreement sub-granting and capacity
2021-2025 building support to civil
(CSO strategy) society organisations in

24 partner countries.

Source: OECD CRS.
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No direct reference to climate is provided in the narrative description of
certain projects in data sources, as noted, and while this does not per se
entail that climate does not feature as a significant element or component
of the project, it does raise possible questions regarding the scope of
projects that work with climate as a significant objective, and the extent to
which they should be understood as climate-related.

For example, the project ‘Mashambanzou Care Trust’, works to improve
the quality of care for those living with or affected by HIV in Zimbabwe.
In a similar vein, the FOJO Media Institute’s project, ZimMedia21, aims
to strengthen citizen engagement to contribute to democratic governance,
with three outcome areas:

1. reducing information gaps in marginalised countries,

2. training to media professionals in producing high-quality public
interest content, and

3. citizen and rights-centred media and policy reform.

Similarly, looking at data made available on the Sida CSO database for
Zimbabwe, no projects implemented by Diakonia appear to work with
climate change in the period, though the intervention is marked as
‘significant’ in the data.

Swedish climate aid in Bosnia and
Herzegovina

In Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), which is the 15% largest recipient
(of 115 countries) of Swedish climate aid, and the largest beneficiary of
climate aid in Europe, 29 unique climate projects were identified, with
5 projects working with climate as a principal objective.

Over the period, nearly USD 30 million was disbursed across climate
projects, with nearly two thirds of this concentrated on the 5 projects that
worked with climate as a principal, as opposed to significant, objective.
Most climate aid in BiH is focused on climate change mitigation
(see Figure 15); apt given BiH’s status as one of the highest polluting
recipients of Swedish bilateral aid, while being a country that is comparably
least vulnerable to the effects of climate change.
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Figure 15. Climate Aid in BiH by Type 2017-2021 (Million, USD)

Climate Change Mitigation

Crosscutting (both)

; . —Climate Change Adaptation
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Table 12. Volume of climate aid in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2017-2021,
USD miillion

Year Significant Principal Total
2017 2.57 3.44 6.01
2018 1.15 2.38 3.52
2019 0.92 4.72 5.64
2020 3.11 3.07 6.18
2021 2.78 5.19 7.97
All years (total) 10.53 18.80 29.33

Source: OECD CRS.

The amount of climate aid to BiH (Table 12 above) has steadily increased
over the period, particularly in relation to climate aid with a principal
objective. The share of climate aid with CCM or CCA (or both) as a
principal, rather than significant, objective tended to steadily increase over
the period, although in 2020 the inverse was true. Moreover, aid to BiH
was increasingly directed towards climate change mitigation over the
period, perhaps reflecting a more targeted approach wherein the climate
needs of the recipient country inform programming.
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Figure 16. Purpose of climate aid, top 10 (2017-2021) Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Energy conservation and demand-side efficiency Environmental policy and administrative management
Waste management/disposal Small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) development

Agricultural development Decentralisation and support to subnational government

Water supply and sanitation - large systems Business policy and administration

Environmental education/training COVID-19 control

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Source: OECD CRS.

Looking at the distribution of climate aid by sector, most of it is cleatly
concentrated in sectors related to energy efficiency and environmental
policy — something that is reflected in the project descriptions provided
for in the CRS and Openaid data. For example, several projects during the
period were focused overtly on improving energy efficiency in the public
and private sectors, as well as improving energy efficiency at household
level (see Table 13, for a list of all projects in Bosnia and Herzegovina see
Annex 3). Moreover, this sector-level data reflects the steep increase of
climate change mitigation aid that was channelled towards BiH over the
period, with aid working towards climate change adaptation decreasing
over the period (considering aid with both CCA or cross-cutting as a
significant or principal objective).
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Table 13. Purpose of selection of climate projects (principal objective),
Bosnia and Herzegovina

Project Name Value of Climate Aid Project purpose

Disbursements type (summary of OECD CRS
(2017-2021), (CCA, CCM, description)
using 40% rule Cross-
cutting)

Energy efficiency 1,736,158 Cross- Establishment of a

with UNDP cutting platform  for  energy
efficiency, focusing on
the public sector, and
supporting the
facilitation of private
investment into  the
sector.

TF w EBRD on 3,742,097 CCM Establishing a Trust Fund

municipal to co-finance municipal

environnemental environmental

infrastructure infrastructure projects in
the country.

Air Quality 3,316,458 CCM Working with

Management in government authorities

BIH to improve the
management  of  air
quality and the use of air
quality data.

Building  Long- 0,829,883 CCM Improving solid waste

term management throughout

Sustainability for Bosnia and Herzegovina,

Integrated Solid through providing

Waste technical assistance to

Management state actors, civic
awareness and  pilot
investments.

Source: OECD CRS.

As noted previously, climate projects within BiH th